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INTRODUCTION

This report is submitted in accordance with
Article 24, paragraph 3, and Article 15, paragraph
1, of the Charter.

At the 4th and 5th plenary meetings of the first
session of the General Assembly, held on 12
January 1946, Australia, Brazil and Poland were
elected non-permanent members of the Security
Council for a term of two years; Egypt, Mexico
and Netherlands were elected non-permanent
members of the Security Council for a term of one
year.

The first meeting of the Security Council was
held in London on 17 January 1946. The section
of the report of the Preparatory Commission which
relates to the Security Council was presented and
the Council adopted the recommendations con
cerning a temporary chairman, a provisional
agenda, and provisional rules of procedure. A
Committee of Experts was established to study the
provisional rules of procedure and to submit a
report to the Council. At its 2nd meeting, held on
25 January 1946, the Council adopted the directive
to the Military Staff Committee, recommended by
the Preparatory Commission, instructing the
Committee to draw up proposals for its organiza
tion and procedure and to submit these proposals
to the Council. The work of the Military Staff
committee is covered in part 11 of this report and
that of the Committee of Experts is included in
part III.

The first twenty-three meetings of the Council
were held in London and the remainder in New
York. The Committee of Experts held its first
seven meetings in London and the next fifty-seven
meetings in New York. Up to 15 July 1946, the
Council had held fifty meetings and the Committee
of Experts had held sixty-four.

In fulfilling its primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security,
the Council has dealt with the following questions
which are covered in part I of this report:

Chapter 1. The Iranian question;
Chapter 2. The Greek question;
Chapter 3. The Indonesian question;
Chapter 4. The Syrian and Lebanese question;
Chapter 5. The Spanish question.

viii

INTRODUCTION

Le present rapport est soumis conformement aux
Articles 24, paragraphe 3, et 15, paragraphe 1, de
la Charte.

Au cours des 4eme et 5eme seances plenieres de
la premiere session de l'Assemblee generale, tenues
le 12janvier 1946, l'Australie, le Bresil et la Pologne
ont ete elus membres non permanents du Conseil
de securite pour une periode de deux ans; l'Egypte,
le Mexique et les Pays-Bas ont ete elus membres
non permanents du Conseil de securite pour une
periode d'un an.

La premiere seance du Conseil de securite a ete
tenue a Londres le 17 janvier 1946. Apres avoir
ete saisi du chapitre du rapport de la Commission
preparatoire qui a trait au Conseil de securite, le
Conseil a adopte les recommandations relatives a
la designation d'un president temporaire, ainsi
qu'a un ordre du jour et a un reglement interieur
provisoires. 11 a cree un Comite d'experts charge
d'etudier le reglement interieur provisoire et de
soumettre un rapport au Conseil. Au cours de sa
2eme seance, tenue le 25 janvier 1946, le Conseil a
adopt6 les instructions du Comite d'etat-major,
qui avaient 6te recommandees par la Commission
preparatoire; aux termes de ces instructions, le
Comite etait charge d'elaborer des propositions
relatives a son organisation et a sa procedure et de
soumettre ces propositions au Conseil de securite.
Les travaux du Comite d'etat-major sont exposes
au chapitre II du present rapport et ceux du
Comite d'experts au chapitre Ill.

Les vingt-trois premieres seances du Conseil ont
ete tenues aLondres et les autres aNew-York. Le
Comite d'experts a tenu ses sept premieres seances
aLondres et les cinquante-sept autres a New-York.
Au 15 juillet 1946, le Conseil avait tenu cinquante
seances et le Comite d'experts soixante-quatre.

En s'acquittant des devoirs que lui impose sa
responsabilite principale, celle de maintenir la paix
et la securite internationales, le Conseil s'est
occupe des questions suivantes qui sont exposees
dans la premiere partie du present rapport:

Chapitre premier. La question iranienne;
Chapitre 2. La question grecque;
Chapitre 3. La question indonesienne;
Chapitre 4. La question syrienne et libanaise;
Chapitre 5. La question espagnole.
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Part One

QUESTIONS CONSIDERED BY THE SECUR
ITY COUNCIL UNDER ITS RESPONS
IBILITY FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF
INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITY

CHAPTER 1
The Iranian question

A. CONSIDERATION OF THE IRANIAN COMMUNICA
TION DATED 19 JANUARY 1946

(a) Communication
By letter dated 19 January 1946 addressed to

the Acting Secretary-General, the head of the
Iranian delegation to the United Nations stated:

(i) That owing to interferences of the USSR,
through the medium of its officials and armed
forces, in the internal affairs of Iran, a situation
had arisen which might lead to international
friction.

(ii) That in accordance with Article 33 of the
Charter, the Iranian Government had repeatedly
tried to negotiate with the Government of the
USSR, but had met with no success.

Accordingly, he requested the Acting Secre
tary-General, in accordance with Article 35 (1)
of the Charter, to bring the matter to the attention
of the Council so that the Council might investi
gate the situation and recommend appropriate
terms of settlement.

(b) Discussion of procedural questions
(i) Discussion of the right of audience of a

State submitting a communication to the Council:

At the second meeting it was agreed without
objection to include the Iranian application in
tile Council's agenda.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS pointed out that his delega
tion had submitted material in support of its con
tention that the substance of the Iranian commun
ication was not proper for discussion by the
Council. He agreed to the inclusion of the matter
in the agenda only so long as it permitted prelim
inary consideration of its submission; but not if
it implied discussion of the substance.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
felt strongly that all complainants should be able
to state their case before the Council. He believed
that peace depended upon bringing the facts out
before the world, whether the complainant's case
'Was right or wrong.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA stated that his Government believed
that any Member of the United Nations which
made a complaint had the right to be heard by the
Council.

The PRESIDENT explained that the inclusion
of the item in the agenda made it possible for
representatives to discuss the matter, and the
representative of the USSR could make any pro-

1

Premiere partie

QUESTIONS EXAMINEES PAR LE CONS ElL
DE SECURITE EN TANT QU'ORGANE
CHARGE DU MAINTIEN DE LA PAIX
ET DE LA SECURI'rE INTERNATIO NALES

CHAPITRE 1
La question iranienne

A. EXAMEN DE LA COMMUNICATION DE L'IRAN
EN DATE DU 19 JANVIER 1946
a) Communication de l'Iran

Par lettre en date du 19 janvier 1946 adressee
au Secretaire general par interim, le chef de la
d61egation iranienne aupres des Nations Unies a
declare:

i) Qu'a la suite d'ingerences de l'URSS
intervenant par l'intermediaire de ses fonction
naires et de ses forces annees dans les affaires
interieures de l'Iran, une situation s'etait produite
qui pourrait entralner des desaccords entre
nations;

ii) Que conformement a I'Article 33 de la
Charte des Nations Unies, le Gouvemement ira
nien avait tente a plusieurs reprises d'ouvrir des
negociations avec le Gouvemement de l'Union
des Republiques socialistes sovi6tiques, mais en
vain.

En consequence, invoquant I'Article 35,
paragraphe 1, de la Charte, le chef de la delega
tion iranienne a prie le Secretaire general par
interim d'attirer l'attention du Conseil de
securit6 sur cette affaire afin que celui-ci puisse
examiner la situation et recommander des termes
de reglement appropries.

b) Discussion des questions de procedure
i) Discussion relative au droit d'audience

d'un Etat ayant presente une communication au
ConseiI:

Au cours de la 2eme seance, iI a e16 convenu
sans aucune objection, d'inscrire la communica
tion iranienne aI'ordre du jour du ConseiI.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUELIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a signale que sa
delegation avait soumis a I'appui de sa these des
documents qui demontraient que l'examen de la
communication iranienne par le Conseil ne
pouvait pas porter sur le fond de I'affaire. Il a
accepte l'inscription de la question a I'ordre du
jour pour autant seulement que cclle-ci fut
necessaire pour permettre un examen preliminaire
de la demande, mais non pas si cela devait im
pIiquer un debat Sur le fond.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a ete nette
ment d'avis que taus les p1aignants devaient
pouvoir exposer leur cause devant le Conseil.
Il a pense que la paix dependait de ce que le
monde filt informe des faits litigieux, que la
cause de l'Etat ayant Jait la demande rut bonne
ou mauvaise.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE
a declare que, de l'avis de son Gouvemement,
tout Membre des Nations Unies qui a formuI6
une p1ainte a le droit d'etre entendu par le
Conseil.

Le PRESIDENT a explique que !'inscription de
la question a l'ordre du jour permettrait aux
representants d'en discuter et que le representant
de I'URSS, au moment ou la discussion s'en-
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posal he wished at the outset of the discussion.

(H) Application of Article 31:
The representative of EGYPT considered that

the right of a complainant to participate in the
Council's discussions was based on Article 31.
He moved that the three States which had, at
that time, presented complaints should be in
vited to participate in the discussions of the
Security Council concerning those complaints.

That proposal was adopted unanimously.
(iii) Procedure for discussing communica

tions:
At the suggestion of the PRESIDENT, the repre

sentatives of IRAN and the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS were invited to make oral
observations, either in explanation of or in ad
dition to their written communications. After
these statements, both representatives were invited
to make oral replies covering the whole field.
Finally the representative of Iran was permitted
to reply to a statement of the representative of the
USSR who, he contended, had misquoted him.
He was requested to confine his remarks to this
alleged misquotation. After this statement by
the representative of Iran, the President invited
general discussion.

(c) Discussion of substantive questions
The position of the representative of IRAN was

expressed in a letter dated 26 January 1946
addressed to the President of the Council (S/I), 1

in speeches at the 3rd and 5th meetings and in
a memorandum (8/3)2 submitted at the 3rd
meeting.

The representative of Iran contended that the
USSR authorities had interfered in the inter
nal affairs of Iran in breach of international
law, the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance between
the USSR, the United Kingdom and Iran, dated
29 January 194-2, and the Three-Power Declara
tion of December 1943 by the USSR, the United
Kingdom and the United States of America, and
in violation of the principles set out in the
Preamble of the Charter. Article IV (1) of the
Tripartite Treaty provided that:

"The Allied Powers may maintain in Iranian
territory land, sea and air forces in such number
as they consider necessary. The location of such
forces shall be decided in agreement with the
Iranian Governement as long as the strategic sit
uation allows. All questions concerning the re
lation between the forces of the Allied Powers
and the Iranian authorities shall be settled so far
as possible in cooperation with the Iranian
authorities in such a way as to safeguard the
security of the said forces.

"It is understood that the presence of these
forces on Iranian territory does not constitute a
military occupation and will disturb as little as
possible the administration and the security forces
of Iran, the economic life of the country, the

1 See Security Council, Official Records first year
first series, Supplement No. 1, annex 2A, page 19. '

2 Ibld, annex 2B, pages 25 to 73.
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gageait, pouvait soumettre toute proposition qu'il
desirait presenter.

it) Application de l'Article 31:
Le representant de l'EGYPTE a estime que le

droit d'un Etat plaignant de participer aux dis
cussions du Conseil decoulait de l'Artic1e 31. 11
a propose que les trois Etats qui avaient fornml6
des plaintes fussent invites a participer aux dis
cussions du Conseil de securite relatives aces
plaintes.

Cette resolution a et6 adoptee a l'unanimit6.
iii) Procedure asuivre en vue de la discussion

des communications:
Sur la suggestion du PRESIDENT, les represen

tants de l'IRAN et de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES sovIlhIQUES ont 6t6 invites a pre
senter des observations de vive voix, soit pour
donner des explicatiol1s au sujet de leurs commu
nications ecrites, soit pour les completer. Apres
ces declarations, les deux representants ant ete in
vites aformuler de vive voix des reponses concer
nant l'ensemble de la question. Finalement, le
representant de l'Iran a et6 autorise arectifier une
declaration du representant de l'URSS qui,
affirmait-il, avait reproduit ses paroles d'une
fa~on inexacte. 11 a ete pri6 de limiter stricte
ment ses remarques a ce point. Apres la
declaration du representant de l'Iran, le President
a ouvert la discussion generale.

c) Discussion des questions de fond
Le representant de l'IRAN a defini son attitude

dans une lettre en date du 26 janvier 1946
adressee au President du Conseil de securite
(S/I)1 dans des discours prononces .au cours des
3eme et 5eme seances et dans un memorandum
(S/3)2 soumis au cours de la 3eme seance.

Le representant de l'Iran a soutenu que les
autorites de l'Union sovietique etaient intervcnues
dans les affaires interieures de l'Iran au mepris
du droit international, du Traite tripartite
d'alliance entre l'URSS, le Royaume-Uni et
I'Iran, en date du 29 janvier 1942, et de la
declaration des trois Puissances faite en decembre
1943, par l'Union des Republiques socialistes
sovietiques, le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis
d'Amerique et en violation des principes enonces
dans le Preambule de la Charte. L'artic1e IV
( 1) du traite d'alliance tripartite stipulait ce qui
suit:

"Les Puissances alliees pourront maintenir, sur
le territoire de l'Iran, les forces terrestres,
navales et aeriennes qU'elles jugeront necessaires.
Les lieux de stationnement de ces forces seront
fixes d'accord avec le Governement de l'Iran aussi
longtemps que le permettra la situation strategi.
que. Toutes les questions concernant les rapports
des forces militaires des Puissances alliees avec
les autorites iraniennes seront, dans la mesure
du possible, reglees de concert avec ces dernic~res

et de maniere asauvegarder la securite des forces
dont i1 s'agit.

"11 est entendu que la presence de ces forces
sur le territoire iranien ne constitue pas une oc
cupation militaire et qu'elle genera le moins
possible l'administration et la police de l'Iran, la
vie economique du pays, les deplacements

1 Voir Conseil de securite, Proces verbaux officiels
premiere annee, premiere serie. Supplement No 1
annexe 2A, page 19.

2 Ibid., annexe 2B, pages 25 So 73.

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



normal movements of the population and the ap
plication of Iranian laws and regulations."

Nevertheless, the Iranian Government had
been prevented from exercising any power what
soever in Azerbaijan; the security forces of Iran
had been prevented from exercising their proper
functions of suppressing disorders; the USSR
authorities had disrupted the economic life of the
country by setting up, at the frontier of the so
called USSR zone, internal barriers through
which civilians and merchandise were allowed to
pass only at the discretion of the USSR authori
ties; no armed forces of the Iranian Government
were allowed to proceed beyond those limits.
The USSR authorities had prevented the Iranian
authorities from applying Iranian laws in those
areas, in some cases by applying their own rul
ings, and in others by forbidding the local author
ities to enforce Iranian laws. Interference had
also occurred in other provinces. The USSR
authorities had encouraged and supported dis
loyal agitators who were launching the so-called
movement for autonomy in Azerbaijan, and
USSR citizens were participating in the rebellion.
The USSR authorities had protected the insur
gents and prevented Iranian security forces from
restoring order. On 18 November 1945 the
Iranian Government dispatched infantry and
gendarmes as reinforcements to Azerbaijan. On
19 November 1945, the USSR military authori
ties prevented that contingent from proceeding
further than Sharif Abad.

By two notes dated 22 and 23 November
1945, the Iranian Government requested that the
USSR authorities be immediately instructed to
give the Iranian contingents free passage. On
26 November 1945 the USSR Government's
reply stated that arrival of additional Iranian
armed forces at that time would cause distur
bances and bloodshed. In that event, to main
tain security, the USSR Government would be
obliged to increase its armed forces. Since it was
not willing to do so, and in view of the presence
of the Iranian army and gendarmerie in Azerbai
jan, the arrival of reinforcements was not con
sidered advisable. The USSR note denied numer
ous allegations of interference made by the
Iranian Government. As interpreted by the
Iranian representative, it stated that similar inter
ferences would not take place. On 1 December
1945, the Iranian Government addressed a reply
to the USSR Government expressing satisfaction
this and other assurances. As interpreted by the
Iranian representative, the note did not agree
that there had been any USSR interferences. It
did not conclude negotiations, but maintained
the request that Iranian forces should be given
free passage. On 15 December 1945, the Iran
ian Government, in notes addressed to the
Ambassadors of the USSR, the United Kingdom
and the United States of America, asked that
foreign military forces should not interfere with
the free movement of Iranian security forces. In
December 1945, the Iranian Prime Minister
offered to visit Moscow to arrive at a settlement.

3

nonnaux de la population et l'application de la
legislation et de la reglementation iraniennes."

Nonobstant ces dispositions, le Gouverne
ment iranien s'etait vu empekhe d'exercer en
AzerbaYdjan toute autorite quelle qu'elle fut; les
forces de securite de l'Iran avaient ete mises dans
l'impossibilite de remplir leurs fonctions normales
de supprimer les desordres; les autorites de
l'Union sovietique avaient desorganise la vie
economique du pays en etablissant, a la frontiere
de la pretendue zone sovietique, des barrieres
interieures qui ne pouvaient s'ouvrir au passage
des civils et des marchandises qu'au gre des
autorites sovietiques; aucune des forces armees
du Gouvernement iranien n'avait ete autorisee a
progresser au-dehl. de ces limites. Les autorites
sovietiques avaient empeche les autorites iranien
nes d'appliquer la legislation iranienne dans ces
regions; dans certains cas en imposant lenr propre
reglementation et dans d'autres, en interdisant aux
autorites locales d'appliquer les lois iraniennes.
Il y avait egalement eu des cas d'ingerence dans
d'autres provinces. Les autorites sovietiques
avaient encourage et appuye les agitateurs
d610yaux qui s'effor9aient de lancer le pretendu
mouvement autonomiste en Azerba'idjan et des
citoyens de l'Union sovietique avaient pris part a
ce mouvement de revolte. Les autorites sovieti
ques avaient protege les revoltes et empeche les
forces de securite iraniennes de retablir l'ordre.
Le 18 novembre 1945, le Gouvernement iranien
avait envoye des troupes d'infanterie et des
gendarmes pour renforcer les forces du Gouverne
ment en Azerba'idjan. Le 19 novembre 1945, Ies
autorites militaires sovictiques avaient emp8cM
ces renforts de depasser Sharif-Abad.

Par deux notes, en date des 22 et 23 novembre
1945, le Gouvernement iranien a demand6 que
1'0n donnat immediatement aux autorites sovieti
ques l'ordre d'accorder le droit de passage aux
renforts iraniens. Le 26 novembre 1945, la
reponse du Gouvernement de I'URSS declarait
que, dans cct etat de choses, l'arrivee de renforts
iraniens susciterait des troubles et des effusions
de sang. Dans une telle eventualite, le Gouverne
ment de l'URSS, afin de maintenir la securite, se
verrait contraint d'augmenter ses propres
effectifs. Comme il ne desirait pas prendre de
teHes mesures, et vu la presence de l'armee et de
la gendarmerie iraniennes en AzerbaYdjan,
l'arrivee des renforts iraniens n'ctait pas jugee
opportune. La note du Gouvernement de
l'URSS repoussait les accusations formulees par
le Gouvernement iranien au sujet de nombreux
actes d'ingerence. Telle que I'interpretait le re
presentant de I'Iran, elle declarait que de telles
ingerences ne se reproduiraient pas. Le ler
decembre 1945, le Gouvernement iranien a
adresse une reponse au Gouvernement de
I'URSS exprimant sa satisfaction au sujet des
assurances fournies par le Gouvernement de
I'Ullion sovietique sur ce point et sur d'autres.
Telle qu'eHe etait interpretee par le representant
iranien, cette reponse n'admettait pas qu'il y ait
eu des cas d'ingerence sovietique. Elle ne
mettait pas fin aux negociations, mais insistait
pour que le libre passage £Ut accorde aux forces
iraniennes. Le 15 decembre 1945, le Gouverne
ment iranien, par des notes adressees aux Am
bassadeurs de l'URSS, du Royaume-Uni et des
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, demandait que Ies
forces annees des Puissances etrangeres ne
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In conclusion, the Iranian representative sub
mitted that his Government had sought a
solution by negotiation, in accordance with
Article 33, but that the USSR Government had
either failed to reply or refused to admit that the
Iranian Government's complaints were well
founded. Although he had not admitted actual
negotiations, even if it were assumed that negotia
tions had taken place, they had been without
result. Accordingly, the matter had properly
been brought to the Council's attention under
Article 35.

If the Council so recommended, the Iranian
Government was willing to enter into direct
negotiations. However, the matter must remain
on the agenda, progress reports should be made
and results reported within a reasonable time.

The position of the representative of the UNION
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS was expressed
in a letter dated 24 January 1946 addressed to
the President of the Council, and in speeches at
the 2nd, 3rd and 5th meetings held on 25, 28
and 30 January 1946.

The representative of the USSR denied inter
ference in the internal affairs of Iran, and stated
that events in Azerbaijan resulted from popular
aspirations for national autonomy within the
limits of the Iranian State. Those events had
nothing to do with the presence of USSR forces.
He drew attention to the fact that propaganda
hostile to the USSR was growing stronger in Iran
and was far from being discouraged by the Iran
ian Government. Anti-democratic and pogrom
activities by Iranian reactionaries placed the
Azerbaijanian Soviet Socialist Republic and
especially Baku in danger of organized hostile
actions and diversions.

It was true that the USSR Government had
opposed the entry into Azerbaijan of additional
forces of the Iranian Government. One regi
ment and two brigades of infantry and the two
regiments of gendarmerie already in Azerbaijan
were fully sufficient to restore order, provided
the local authorities did not provoke the popula
tion. Furthermore, the USSR troops could not
pennit a massacre resulting from provocative
action on the part of the authorities.

The representative of the USSR stated that
negotiations had taken place between the USSR
and Iranian Governments and that they had been
successful. Although there was a difference be
tween the USSR and Iranian versions of the
Iranian note of 1 December 1945, he would
quote from the text supplied by the Iranian rep
resentative. It stated;
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s'opposassent pas au deploiement des forces de
securite iraniennes. En decembre 1945, le
President du Conseil de l'Iran se declara dispose
ase rendre aMoscou pour arriver a un reglement.

Pour conclure, le representant de l'Iran a fait
valoir que son Gouvernemen! s'etait, eff~rc~ de
trouver une solution par VOle de negoclatlOns,
confonnement a l'Article 33, mais que le
Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique avait, soit
omis de repondre, soit refllse d'admettre ~e b~en
fonde des reclamations du Gouvernement lrarnen.
11 n'avait pas admis qu'il y eut effectivement des
negociations, mais, a supposer meme qu;e .des
negociations eussent eu lieu, ces negoclatlons
n'avaient abouti a aucun resultat. En con
sequence, l'affaire avait a juste titre et~ p,orte~ a
l'attention du Conseil, conformement a I Artlcle
35.

Le Gouvernement iranien, si le Conseil le lui
recommandait, etait dispose a e?treprendre ?es
negociations directes. ToutefOls, la questIOn
devait rester inscrite a l'ordre du jour et des
rapports devaient ctre etablis, dans un delai
raisonnable, sur l'etat des problemes et les
resultats obtenus.

La position du representant de l'URSS. a ~te
exposee dans une lettre en date du 24 Janvler
1946 adressee au President du Conseil et dans
des discours prononces au cours des 2eme,
3eme et 5eme seances tenues respectivement
les 25, 28 et 30 janvier 1946.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVI:ETIQUES a conteste toute in
gerence dans les affaires interieures de I'll'an et
a declare que les incidents qui s'etaient produits
en AzerbaYdjan etaient l'expression des aspira
tions de la population a l'autonomie nationale
dans le cadre de l'Etat iranien. Ces incidents
n'avaient aucun rapport avec la presence de
troupes sovietiques. 11 a attire l'attention sur le
fait qu'une propagande hostile a l'Union
sovietique se developpait de plus en plus en Iran
et que le Gouvernement iranien etait loin de
prendre les mesures propres a l'enrayer. 11 a
ajoute que l'activit6 antidemocratique et des
pogromes auxquels s'etaient livres les elements
reactionnaires iraniens avaient exporte la Repu
blique sovietique socialiste d'AzerbaYdjan et
Bakou en particulier au danger d'operations et
d'incursions d'6lements hostiles organises.

Sans doute, le Gouvernement de l'URSS
s'etait-il oppose a l'entree de renforts iraniens en
Azerba'idjan. Le regiment d'infanterie, les deux
brigades d'infanterie et les deux regiments de
gendarmerie qui se trouvaient deja en
AzerbaYdjan etaient amplement suffisants pour
retablir l'ordre, a condition, toutefois, que les
autorites locales ne provoquassent pas la
population. En outre, les forces armees sovieti
ques ne pouvaient pas tolerer que l'action pro
vocatrice des autorites risquih d'aboutir it des
massacres.

Le representant de l'URSS a declare que des
negociations avaient eu lieu entre les Gouverne
ments de l'Union sovietique et le Gouvernement
iranien et qu'eHes avaient ete couronnees de
succes. Bien qu'il y eut une divergence entre
les versions sovietique et iranienne de la note
iranienne du ler decembre 1945, il citerait le
texte fourni par le representant iranien. La
teneur de ce texte etait la suivante:
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"In reply to the communication in which you
answer that the charges made concerning inter
ference by Soviet officials in our internal affairs
in the Northern Province are unfounded, the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs does not wish at this
time to give further explanations in this matter,
and to throw more light on the antecedents of the
case. It takes note with satisfaction of the pur
port of your statement of the effcct that hence
forth such incidents will not happen again.

"Your assurance that the Soviet Government
fully respects the terms of the Treaty and the
declarations signed in Teheran is also a source of
satisfaction."

He pointed out that the USSR note of 26
November 1945 had not contained the statement
that such incidents would not happen again. It
was evident that the Iranian Government was
satisfied with the results of the negotiations of
November 1945 on the question which it was
attempting to bring before thc Council for con
sideration. Negotiations had not been continued
after 1 December 1945 because the Iranian
Governmcnt did not desire them or consider
them necessary. The Iranian notes of 13 and 15
December 1945 did not deal with the earlier
claims but raised entirely new questions.

In conclusion, the representative of the USSR
stated that there was no foundation for considera
tion by the Council of the substance of the Iran
ian communication. The Charter required
Members to attempt to settle disputes by negotia
tions, etc., and it was stated that the Council
might call upon parties to settle disputes by
means indicated in Article 33. It was clear that
the Council could not call on the USSR to take
any steps provided for in Article 33, and Article
34 related to a dispute or situation of quite a
different order. Article 36 was inapplicable,
since the USSR considered bilateral negotiations
the only acceptable means of settling such ques
tions between neighbouring countries. Article
37 applied only where the parties had been un
able to come to an agreement. The USSR was
willing to resume direct negotiations with the
Iranian Government.

The representative the UNITED KINGDOM sub
mitted that the USSR had infringed the Tripartite
Treaty in interfering with Iranian troop move
ments. He wished the Council to keep the
question on its agenda, more particularly since
negotiations would take place while USSR forces
were in Iranian territory.

The representatives of AUSTRALIA, the
NETHERLANDS and the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA agreed that the question should remain
on the agenda.

The representative of POLAND opposed that
view, and the representative of CHINA regarded
the maintenance of the question on the agenda as
a mere formality.

The representative of FRANCE considered that
the Council should leave the parties free to take

"En reponse a la communication par laquelle
vous declarez que les accusations concernant
l'immixtion de fonctionnaires sovietiques dans nos
affaires interieures, dans les provinces du nord,
sont sans fondement, le Ministere des affaires
etrangeres ne desire pas, pour le moment, donner
d'autres explications a ce sujet ni elucider
davantage les antecedents de l'affaire. Il prend
acte avec satisfaction de la conclusion qui se
degage de vos declarations, asavoir que desormais
pareils incidents ne se repeteront pas.

"L'assurance que vous donnez que le
Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique respecte en
tierement les termes du traite et les declarations
signees a Teheran est egalement une source de
satisfaction."

Le representant de l'Union sovietique a fait
observer que la note sovietique du 26 novembre
1945 n'avait pas declare que de tels incidents ne
se reproduiraient pas. 11 etait manifeste que le
Gouvernement iranien etait satisfait des resultats
des negociatiol1s de novembre 1945 sur la ques
tion qu'il s'efforc;ait de porter a l'attention du
Conseil. Les negociations ne s'etaient pas pour
suivies apres le ler decembre 1945, parce que le
Gouvernement iranien n'en avait pas exprime le
desir ou qu'il ne les considerait plus comme
necessaires. Les notes iralliennes des 13 et 15
decembre 1945 ne traitaient pas des reclamations
anterieures, mais soulevaient des questions tout
a fait nouvelles.

Pour conclure, le representant de l'URSS a
declare qu'il n'y avait aucune raison de soumettre
a l'examen du Conseil le fond de la demande
iranienne. La Charte exige que les Membres
s'efforcent de regler leurs differends par voie de
ncgociations et ainsi de suite et il est stipule que
le Conseil peut demander aux parties de regler
leurs differends par les moyens mentionnes a
l'Article 33. 11 etait manifeste que le Conseil ne
pouvait demander al'Union sovietique de prendre
l'une quelconque des mesures prevues par
l'Article 33. L'Article 34 avait trait a un
differend ou a une situation d'un ordre tout
different. L'Article 36 ne s'appliquait pas
puisque l'Union sovietique considerait les ne
gociations bilaterales comme le seul moyen
acceptable de regler de telles questions entre pays
voisins. L'Article 37 ne s'appliquait que dans
le cas ou les parties n'auraient pu reussir a
realiser un accord. L'Union sovietique s'etait
d6claree prete areprendre les negociations directes
avec le Gouvernement iranien.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a fait valoir
que l'Union sovietique avait viole le Traite
tripartite en mettant obstacle aux deplacements
des troupes iraniennes. 11 a exprime le desir que
le Conseil maintlnt cette question a son ordre du
jour, d'autant plus que les negociations se
poursuivraient alors que des forces de l'Union
sovietique se trouvaient en territoire iranien.

Les representants de l'AUSTRALIE, des PAYS
BAS et des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE ont 6te
d'accord pour estimer que cette question devait
etre maintenue a l'ordre du jour.

Le representant de la POLOGNE s'est oppose a
ce point de vue et le representant de la CHINE a
ete d'avis que le maintien de cette question a
l'ordre du jour n'etait qu'une pure formalite.

Le representant de la FRANCE a declare que
le Conseil devrait accorder aux parties la liberte
de reprendre les negociations en se reservant le
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up negotiations, reserving its right to consider the
matter again if negotiations proved unsuccessful.

Cd) Draft resolutions presented to the Council
The representative of the NETHERLANDS made

the following proposal:
"The Security Council,
"Having heard the statements by ... and

by . . . in the course of its meetings of January
, , . and having taken cognizance of the docu
ments presented by the. . . and . . . delegations
and those referred to in the course of the oral
debates,

"Considering that both Parties have affirmed
their readiness to seek a solution of the matter at
issue by negotiation,

"Expresses the Council's confidence that the
Parties will reach a just solution within a reason
able delay;

"Requests the Parties to inform the Council as
soon as agreement has been reached, in order
that the matter may then be taken off the agenda
of the Council, without prejudice to its right to
resume the consideration of this matter, prior to
such information being received, should the
Council deem this necessary."

The representative of AUSTRALIA supported
the above draft resolution, but it was withdrawn
in favour of the draft resolution submitted by the
representative of the UNITED KINGDOM, set out
below:

"The Security Council,
"Having heard the statements by ... and by

. . . in the course of its meetings of January. . .
and

"Having taken cognizance of the documents
presented by the . . , and , . . delegations and
those referred to in the course of the oral debates.

"Considering that both Parties have affirmed
their readiness to seek a solution of the matter
at issue by negotiation and that such negotiation
will be resumed immediately,

"Requests the Parties to .inform the Council of
any result achieved and the Council in the mean
while retains the right at any time to request in
formation as to the progress of the negotiations.
In the meantime the matter remains on the
agenda."

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA said that he was favourably impressed
by the proposal, but added that it should be
understood that the item remained on the Coun
cil's continuing agenda.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
replied that it had been his intention that the
matter should remain on the agenda.

The representative of POLAND pointed out that
under the Charter, the Council always had the
right to intervene in any difference between States
at any time. Therefore he could not see the
need for making special reference to that right
in the resolution and he did not think such ref
erence consonant with the Council's dignity. He
therefore made the following proposal:

"The Security Council takes note that the two
Parties are prepared to settle the question by
means of bilateral negotiations. The two Parties
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droit d'examiner a nouveau cette affaire si les
negoclations n'aboutissaient a aucun resultat.

Cd) Projets de resolutions soumis au Conseil
Le representant des PAys-BAS a soumis la

proposition suivante:
"Le Conseil de securite,

"Ayant entendu les declarations faites par
et par ... a ses seances des .. , et , .. janvier et
ayant pris connaissance des documents presentes
par les delegations ... et ..., ainsi que des docu
ments auxquels il a ete fait allusion au cours des
debats,

"Considerant que les deux parties se sont decla
res disposees a chercher une solution de l'affaire
en litige par la voie de negoclations,

"Exprime la confiance du Conseil que les par
ties aboutiront aune solution juste dans un Mlai
raisonnable;

"Demande aux Parties d'informer le Conseil des
qu'un accord sera intervenu aiin que la question
puisse etre supprimee de l'ordre du jour du Con
seil, qui conserve le droit, tant qU'il n'aura pas rec;u
ces informations, de reprendre l'examen de cette
question si le Conseille jugeait necessaire."

Le representant de l'AusTRALlE a appuye le
projet de resolution precit6 mais celui-ci a ete re
tire en faveur de la proposition soumise par le
representant du ROYAUME-UNI, proposition dont
voici le texte:

"Le Conseil de securite,
"Ayant entendu les declarations faites par ...

et par ... a ses seances des ... et ... janvier et

Ayant pris connaissance des documents presentes
par les delegations ... et ..., ainsi que des docu
ments auxquels 11 a ete fait allusion au cours des
dl%ats,

"Considerant que les deux parties se sont de
clarees disposees a chercher une solution de l'af
faire en litige par la voie de negociations et El.
reprendre de telles negociations sans d6lai,

"Demande aux parties de tenir le Conseil au
courant des resultats obtenus, le Conseil conser
vant le droit de demander a tout moment aux
parties des renseignements sur le deroulement des
negociations. En attendant, la question est main
tenue a l'ordre du jour."

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE
a declare qu'il etait favorablement impressionne
par cette proposition, mais a ajoute qU'il devait
etre entendu que la question etait maintenue a
l'ordre du jour du Conseil.

!;e rep.rese~tan! ?u ROYAUM~-UNI.E a repondu
qu il avmt blen ete dans ses 1l1tentlons de voir
maintenir la question a l'ordre du jour.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a precise qu'aux
termes de la Charte, le Conseil avait toujours le
droit d'intervenir, an'lmporte quel moment dans
un differend surgissant entre Etats. I1 ne ~oyait
done pas l,a necessite ?e fai~e une ?1ention speciale
de ce drOIt dans la resolutIon et 11 ne pensait pas
qu'une te~le mention s'accorderait avec la dignite
~u Cor:sell. En consequence, il a fait la proposi~
tlon SUlvante:

"Le Conseil de securite prend acte du fait que
l~s deux parties sont disposees A regler cette ques
tlon par la voie de negociations bilaterales. Les
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are free to undertake any measures to this end
which they may judge useful. The two Parties
will submit to the Security Council in due course
a report on the results of these negotiations."

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS felt that if the United King
dom proposal that the question remain on the
agenda were adopted it would follow that the
Council would in fact have made recommenda
tions. However, recommendations could be made
only under Article 37 and then only when con
tinuance of a dispute was in fact likely to en
danger the maintenance of international peace
and security. In view of the statements which
had been made and the desires which had been
expressed by the representatives of the USSR and
Iran, there were no grounds for the application of
Article 37. Therefore, the question should be re
moved from the agenda of the Council. It was
sufficient that the Council resolve that the parties
be left to settle the dispute by mutual agreement.
The question should be removed from the Coun
cil's agenda in view of the express agreements
concerning a friendly settlement. He was con
vinced that results would be obtained but if that
did not prove to be the case, then any member
of the Council could request an account of the
steps taken to carry out the obligations assumed
at the present meeting.

In reply, the representative of the UNITED
KINGDOM stated that the Iranian delegation had
referred the matter to the Council under Article
35 and that the Council was now referring it
back for bilateral negotiation. He felt that, under
Article 36, the Council was obliged to retain the
question on the agenda.

TIle representative of CHINA pointed out that
the Council had the power and responsibility to
consider any question or situation which might
affect friendly rclations between nations or af
fect the maintenance of peace and security. There
fore, whether the question were left on the agen
da or not did not affect the rights and duties of
the Council.

The representative of IRAN stated that his
country wished to negotiate provided that the
mattcr remained before the Council. He did not
consider that that was a formality. He could see
no harm to the USSR if the matter remained on
the agenda, but there might be harm to Iran
if the matter were taken off the agenda.

In reply to a question by the representative
of the UNITED KINGDOM, the representative of
the UNION of SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
stated that, if the United Kingdom draft resolution
did not provide that "in the meantime the matter
remains on the agenda", nevertheless, the matter
could, in accordance with the Charter, be dis
cussed by the Council if the progress of negotia
tions were not satisfactory.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
then agreed to delete from his resolution the last
sentence: "In the meantime the matter remains
on the agenda."

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA stated that he would accept that dele
tion with the understanding that the matter
remained a continuing concern of the Council
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deux parties sont libres de prendre a cette fin
toutes mesures qu'elles jugeront utiles. Les deux
parties soumettront en temps voulu au Conseil de
securit6 les rapports sur le resultat des negocia
tions."

Le representant de rUNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIJ3TIQUES a pense que dans le cas
ou la proposition du Royaume-Uni demandant que
la question soit maintenue al'ordre du jour serait
adoptee, le Conseil, en fait, aurait formu16 des re
commandations. Toutefois, des recomrnandations
ne pouvaient ctre faites qu'aux termes de l'Article
37 et cela seulement dans le cas Oll la prolonga
tion d'un differend etait susceptible de mettre en
danger le maintien de la paix et de la securite
internationales. Etant donne les declarations
faites et les desirs exprimes par l'URSS et l'Iran,
il n'y avait pas de raison pour appliquer l'Article
37. En consequence, il y aurait lieu de rayer la
question de l'ordre du jour du Conseil. Il suffi
sait que le Conseil decidtlt de laisser aux parties le
soin de regler leur differend par un accord rnutuel.
La question devait ctre rayee de l'ordre du jour du
Conseil en raison de l'accord forme! concemant un
reglement amical. Il etait convaincu que l'on
aboutirait ades resultats, mais si ce n'etait pas le
cas, tout membre du Conseil pourrait demander a
ctre informe des mesures prises pour executer les
engagements assumes au cours de la presente
reunion.

Repondant au representant de l'URSS, le repre
sentant du ROYAUME-UNI a declare que la delega
tion iranienne avait sournis la Question au Conseil
en vertu de l'Article 35 et que-le Conseilla ren
voyait maintenant en vue de negociations bilate
rales. A son avis, l'Article 36 imposait au Conseil
l'obligation de maintenir la question a l'ordre du
jour.

Le representant de la CHINE a precise que le
Conseil avait le pouvoir et la responsabilite d'exa
miner toute question ou t01:lte situation pouvant
porter atteinte aux relations amicales entre nations
ou au maintien de la paix et de la securite. En
consequence, la question de savoir si l'affaire de
vait ctre maintenue ou non a l'ordre du jour ne
portait nullement atteinte aux droits et aux devoirs
du Conseil.

Le representant de l'IRAN a declare que son pays
dGsirait entrer dans la voie des negociations acon
dition que le Conseil rest~l.t saisi de l'affaire. Il
n'estimalt pas que cela constitufit une formalite.
Il ne voyait pas quel tort cela pouvait causer
a l'URSS si la question etait maintenue a l'ordre
du jour, mais cela pouvait ctre prejudiciable a
l'Iran si la question etait rayee de l'ordre du jour.

En reponse a une question posee par le repre
sentant du ROYAUME-UNI, le representant de
l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES SOCIALISTES SOVIETI
QUES a declare que si la resolution du Royaume
Uni ne contenait pas la disposition: "en attendant
la question est maintenue a l'ordre du jour", la
question pouvait neanrnoins, conformement a la
Charte, ctre discutee par le Conseil si la marche
des negociations n'etait pas satisfaisante.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a alors ac
cepte de supprimer la derniere phrase de la
resolution: "En attendant, la question est mainte-
nue a l'ordre du jour."

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS d'Amerique
a declare qu'il acceptait cette suppression, etant
entendu que le Conseil continuerait a s'occuper
de la question jusqu'a ce qu'un reglement flit in-
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!

i

I
~_~~ _ ___ le" er5

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



until a settlement was reached, in conformity with
the purposes and principles of the Charter.

The representative of POL~..ND said that. he
would support the United Kmgdom resolutiOn
subject to the deletion of the word "immediatelY"
after the phrase "such negotiations will be re
sumed" . After discussion he withdrew that
amendment and, by implication, his original pro
posal.

(e) Decision
The resolution submitted by the representa

tive of the United Kingdom, as amended, was
adopted unanimously at the 5th meeting on 30
January 1946. In its final form, it read:

"The Security Council,
"Having heard the statements by the represen

tatives of the Soviet Union and Iran in the course
of its meetings of 28 and 30 January 1946, and

"Having taken cognizance of the documents
presented by the Soviet and Iranian delegations
and those referred to in the course of the oral
debates,

"Considering that both Parties have affirmed
their readiness to seek a solution of the mat
ter at issue by negotiation; and such negotiations
will be resumed in the near future,

"Requests the Parties to infonn the Council of
any results achieved in such negotiations. The
Council in the meanwhile retains the right at any
time to request information on the progress of
the negotiations."
B. IRANIAN COMMUNICATION DATED 18 MARCH

1946
By letter dated 18 March 1946 addressed to

the President of the Council (S/15)3 the Iranian
Ambassador to the United States of· America
stated that, pursuant to Article 35 (1), Iran had
brought to the attention of the Council a dis
pute between Iran and the USSR, the continu
ance of which was likely to endanger the
maintenance of international peace and security.
The dispute had arisen by reason of new develop
ments since the adoption by the Council of the
resolution of 30 January 1946, relating to the
earlier dispute between USSR and Iran. The
USSR was maintaining troops in Iranian terri
tory after 2 March 1946, contrary to the pro
visions of Article V of the Tripartite Treaty of
Alliance of 29 January 1942. Furthermore, the
USSR was continuing to interfere in the inter
nal affairs of Iran, through the medium of its
agents, officials and armed forces. These acts
were in violation of the Tripartite Treaty, the
Tluee-Power Declaration and the Charter.

C. PROPOSAL BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
USSR THAT THE IRANIAN COMMUNICATION
DATED 18 11ARCH 1946 SHOULD NOT BE
PLACED ON THE COUNCIL'S AGENDA

At the 25th meeting, held on 26 March 1946,
the representative of the UNION OF SOVIET SO
CIALIST REPUBLICS stated that negotiations be
tween the USSR and Iranian Governments had
resulted in an understanding regarding the evacu-

3 See Security Council, Official Records, first year
first series, Supplement No. 2, annex 2A, page 43. '

tervenu, conformement aux buts et aux principes
de la Charte.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a declare qu'il
appuierait le projet de resolution du Royaume
Uui sous reserve de la suppression des mots "sans
de1ai" de la fin de la phrase: "a reprendre de telles
negOciatiOllS". Apres discussion, il a retire cet
amendement et, par voie de consequence, sa pro
position originale.

e) Decision
La resolution soumise par le representant du

Royaume-Uni, telle qu'elle a ete amendee, a ete
adoptee a l'unanimite au coms de la 5eme seance
en date du 30 janvier 1946. Dans sa fonne fi
nale, eUe est libellee comme suit:

"Le Conseil de securite,
"Ayant entendu 1es declarations faites par le

representant de l'Union sovietique et de l'Iran, a
ses seances des 28 et 30 janvier 1946, et

"Ayant pris connaissance des documents pr6
sentes par les delegations sovietique et iranienne,
ainsi que des documents auxque1s il a etc fait
allusion au cours des debats

"Considerant que 1es deux parties se sont de
clarees disposees a chercher une solution de l'af
faire en litige par la voie de negociations et que
de telles negociations seront reprises prochaine-'
ment,

"Demande aux parties de tenir le Conseil au
courant des resultats obtenus au cours de ces
negociations. En attendant, le Conseil conserve
le droit de demander a tout moment des ren
seignements sur le derou1ement des negociations."

B. COMMUNICATION DE L'IRAN EN DATE
DU 18 MARS 1946

Par une 1ettre en date du 18 mars 1946, adres
see au President du Conseil (S/15) 3, l'Ambas
sadeur de l'Iran aux Etats-Unis d'Amerique a
declare que, confonnement a l'Artic1e 35, para
graphe 1, l'Iran avait porte a l'attention du
Conseil un differend entre l'Iran et l'Union so
vietique qui, s'il se pro1ongeait etait susceptible
de compromettre le maintien de la paix et de la
sccurite internationales. Ce differend s'etait
e1evc ala suite de faits nouveaux survenus depuis
l'adoption par le Consei1 de la resolution du 30
janvier 1946 relative au differend anterieur entre
l'Union sovietique et l'Iran. L'Union sovietique
continuait amaintenir des forces armees en terri
toire iranien apres le 2 mars 1946, contrairement
aux dispositions de l'article V du Traite d'alliance
tripartite du 29 janvier 1942. En outre, l'Union
sovictique continuait a intervenir dans les affaires
interieures de l'Iran par l'intermediaire de ses
agents, de ses fonctionnaires et de ses forces
armees. Ces actes constituaient une violation du
Traite tripartite, de la Declaration des trois
Puissances et de la Charte.
C. PROPOSITION SOUMISE PAR LE REPRESENTANT

DE L'URSS TENDANT A CE QUE LA COMMU
NICATION DE L'IRAN EN DATE DU 18 MARS
1946 NE salT PAS INSCRITE A L'ORDRE DU
JOUR DU CONSElL.

Au cours de la 25eme seance tenue le 26 mars
1946, le representant de rUNION DES REpUBLI
QUES SOCIALISTES SOVrETlQUES a declare que 1es
negociations entre les Gouvernements de l'Union
sovietique et de l'Iran avaient abouti a une en-

3 Voir Gonseil de securite, Proces-verbaux officiels,
premiere annee, premiere serie, Supplement No 2,
annexe 2A, page 43.
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ation of USSR troops still in Iran. It was al
ready known that the evacuation of those troops
had begun on 2 March 1946. As regards the
evacuation of troops still remaining in certain
zones of Iran, in accordance with an under
standing reached between the USSR and Iranian
Governments, the evacuation had begun on 24
March 1946 and would probably end within
five 01' six weeks of that date, unless unfore
seen circumstances arose.

He considered that relations between the
USSR and Iran had been used by certain ele
ments to aggravate the political atmosphere of
the world and to engage in propaganda intended
to promote a new war by causing distrust and
anxiety. There could be no doubt that the de
cision taken by the USSR Government in that
matter was clear evidence of that Government's
peaceful policy.

Although the Iranian Ambassador had not
referred to those negotiations in his letter of 18
March 1946, the fact of the negotiations had been
confirmed by the USSR Government and the
Iranian Prime Minister. Pursuant to the Coun
cil's resolution of 30 January 1946, negotiations
had resulted in a positive understanding.

The effect of Articles 34 and 35 was that any
Member of the United Nations might bring to
the Council's attention any dispute or situation
which was considered to threaten the main
tenance of international peace and security. It
could not be suggested that the situation in Iran
could be regarded as a threat of that nature.
Therefore, the conditions necessary for the in
clusion of the Iranian question on the agenda
had not been 'satisfied.

The representative of the USSR recalled that
the Council had already received many letters
and communications which it had not thought
fit to include in its agenda. It seemed that the
decision not to include such subjects in the
agenda was taken because the facts alleged were
not sufficiently well founded. He submitted that
those conditions applied to the Iranian com
munication dated 18 March 1946.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA said that if there had been an agree
ment between the USSR and Iranian Govern
ments, the USSR Government should have
presented to the Council a joint statement from
the Iranian and USSR Governments to the effect
that an agreement had been arrived at, and
requesting that there be no further consideration
of the question. However, the Iranian Gov
ernment had not withdrawn its communication.
He could not concede the argument that a com
plaint must be dismissed as soon as one of the
parties stated that an agreement had been
reached. He enunciated the principle that tl~

Security Council could not deny to a Membet
of the United Nations, which had stated that a
condition existed likely to threaten international
peace and security, the opportunity to present its
case. In conclusion, he considered that the ques
tion should be placed on the agenda, and the

tente au sujet de l'evacuation des troupes sovieti
ques qui se trouvaient encore en Iran. L'on
savait deja que l'6vacuatian de ces troupes avait
commence le 2 mars 1946. En ce qui conceme
l'evacuntion des forces armees qui restaient
encore dans certaines zones de l'Iran, confonne
ment a une entente intervenue entre les Gouver
nements de l'Union sovi6tique et de I'Iran, elie
avait commence le 24 mars 1946 et sera~t proba
blement terminee dans les dnq ou six semaines
qui suivraient cette date, sauf au cas ou sur
viendraient des circonstances imprevues.

Selon lui, les relations existant entre l'URSS et
l'Iran avaient servi de pretexte a certains ele
ments pour envenimer l'atmosphere politique
internationale et pour entreprendre une propa
gande qui visait a susciter de nouvelles hostilites,
en faisant naltre la mefiance et l'inqui6tude. I1
ne pouvait y avoir aucun doute sur le fait que la
decision prise par le Gouvernement de l'URSS il.
cet egard flit une preuve du caractere pacifique de
la politique de ce Gouvernement.

Bien que l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran n'eut pas
fait allusion aces n6gociations dans sa lettre du
18 mars 1946, l'existence des negociations avait
et6 confirmee par le Gouvernement de l'Unioll
sovi6tique et le President du Conseil de l'Iran.
A la suite de la resolution adoptee par le Conseil
le 30 janvier 1946, les negociations avaient abouti
a une entente positive.

Les Articles 34 et 35 permettaient a tout
Membre des Nations Unies de porter a l'atten
tion du COllseil tous differend ou situation con
sideres camme ll1ena~ant le maintien de la paix et
de la s6curite internationales. 11 etait impossible
de pretendre que la situation en Iran put etre
consideree camme conslituant une menace de
cette nature. En consequence, les conditions re
quises pOur que la question de l'Iran flit inscrite
a l'ordre du jour n'etaient pas remplies.

Le representant· de l'URSS a rappele que
le Conseil avait deja regu de nombreuses lettres
et communications qu'll n'avait pas juge utile
d'inscrire a son ordre du jour. 11 semble que la
decision de ne pas inscrire ces questions al'ordre
du jour ait ete prise parce que les faits mentionnes
n'etaient pas suffisamment 6tablis. Il a declare
que ces conditions s'appliquaient a la communi
cation iranienne en date du 18 mars 1946.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE
a declare que si un accord etait inte'rvenu entre les
Gouvernements de l'Union sovietique et de l'Iran,
le Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique aurait dl1
presenter au Conseil au nom de ces deux Gouver
nements une declaration commune affirrnant
qu'un accord avait ete realise et demandant que
1'0n abandonnih l'examen de la question. Or le
Gouvernement iranien n'avait pas retire sa com
munication. Le representant des Etats-Unis ne
pouvait se rallier a la these selon laquelle une
plainte devait etre abandonnee des que l'une
des parties declarait qu'un accord etait intervenu.
Il a pose le principe que le Conseil de securit6
ne peut refuser la possibilite de venir exposer les
faits devant lui a un Membre des Nations Unies
qui a declare l'existence d'une situation de nature
a-menacer le maintien de la paix et de la securite
internationales. En terminant, le representant
des Etats-Unis a exprime l'avis que la question
devait etre inscrite al'ordre du jour et qu'il con
venait de fournir au Gouvernement iranien l'occa-
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, Iranian Government should be:given'anopportu
nity to state whether agreement had been reached.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
agreed with those remarks. He also stress.ed
that it had been admitted that one of the partIes
to the Tripartite Treaty. of 1942 had not ob
served its terms concermng the date of evacua
tion. He pointed out tha~ t~e 1942, Treaty
imposed an unqualified obhgatlOn. to wlt}1draw
troops by 2 March 1946. Confidence 1!1 the
sanctity of treaties could not be restored Without
full and frank discussion of all the facts.

The representative of MEXICO could not admit
that the facts alleged in the Iranian communica
tion of 18 March 1946 did not threaten the
maintenance of international peace and secur
ity. If dlat argument were conceded, the small
nations of the world would have every reason to
feel themselves threatened. Such an interpreta
tion was contrary to the terms of the Charter
and the spirit of the United Nations.

The representative of E<;>YPT felt tha~ th~ Coun
cil should receive the Iraruan commurucatlOn and
should hear the Iranian Ambassador before de
ciding whether to retain the matter on the agenda.
He considered that the Council was in the nature
of a tribunal and that it was impossible for a
tribunal to make any sound judgment before hear
ing both parties.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS agreed
that the Iranian Ambassador should be invited
to participate in the discussion under Article 31.

The representative of FRANCE considered that
the Iranian communication should be placed on
the agenda and that the Iranian Ambassador
should be asked to make a report.

The representative of POLAND considered that
inclusion of the Iranian question in the agenda
would imply non-recognition of the statement of
the representative of the USSR that agreement
had been reached. He suggested that informa
tion should be requested from the Iranian Gov
ernment, either directly under the resolution of
30 January 1946 or through routine diplomatic
channels. He proposed that the question be not
included in the agenda of the Council but be re
tained in the list of matters before the Council
for consideration.

The representative of AUSTRALIA considered
that a communication must be placed on the
Council's agenda if it fulfilled the following two
conditions:

(a) The subject matter of the alleged dis
pute came within the functions of the Council;

(b) The communication had been properly
presented.

Since the Council had no information or evi
d~nce before it, and only one of the parties to the
dispute had requested that the question be not
i~lcluded in the agenda, the Australian delega
tIon considered that the question should be
placed on the agenda.

At the 26th meeting, held on 26 March 1946,
the above pr~posal by the representative of the
USSR was rejected and the Iranian question was
placed on the agenda by 9 votes to 2.

Ision de declarer si 'un -accord 6tait ou non inter
venu.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI s'est decla
re d'accord avec le representant des Etats-Unis.
Il a souligne egalement qu'il avait Me reconnu
que l'une des parties au Traite tripartite de 1942
n'en avait pas respecte les termes en ce qui con
cernait la date de l'evacuation. Il a fait remar
quer que le Traite de 1942 exigeait sans reserve
que le retrait des troupes flit termine le 2 mars
1946. 11 serait impossible de retablir la confiance
dans l'inviolabilite des traites sans une discussion
complete et sincere de tous les faits.

Le representant du MEXIQUE a declare qu'il ne
pouvait admettre que les faits allegues dans la
commlmication iranienne du 18 mars 1946 ne
constituassent pas une menace pour le maintien
de la paix et de la securite internationales. Si ran
admettait ces arguments, les petites nations du
monde auraient toutes les raisons de se sentir me
nacees. Une telle interpretation etait contraire
aux termes de la Charte et a l'esprit des Nations
Unies.

Le representant de l'EGYPTE a estim6 que le
Conseil devait accepter la communication ira
nienne et entendre l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran avant
de decider si la question devait etre maintenue a
l'ordre du jour. A son avis, le Conseil fonction
nait comme un tribunal, et il est impossible a un
tribunal de prononcer une sentence equitable
avant d'avoir entendu les deux parties.

Le representant des PAys-BAS a egalement ete
d'avis que l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran devait etre in
vite a participer aux debats, conformement a
l'Article 31.

D'apres le representant de la FRANCE, la com
munication iranienne devait Stre inscrite a l'ordre
du jour et il convenait de demander a I'Ambas
sadeur de I'll'an de presenter un rapport.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a ete d'avis que
l'inscription de la question iranienne a l'ordre du
jour equivaudrait ane pas reconnaitre la declara
tion du representant de l'Union sovietique affir
mant qu'un accord etait intervenu. Il a propose
de demander au Gouvernement iranien de fournir
des renseignements, soit directement en vertu de la
resolution du 30 janvier 1946, soit par la voie
diplomatique ordinaire. Il a propose de ne pas
inscrire la question a l'ordre du jour du Conseil,
mais de la maintenir sur la liste des affaires sou
mises au Conseil pour examen.

Le representant de l'AUSTRALIE a estime qu'une
communication devait Stre inscrite a l'ordre du
jour du Conseil si eUe remplissait les deux condi
tions suivantes:

a) Si le fond du differend en question entre
dans les attributions du Conseil;

b) Si la communication a ete presentee d'une
falion reguliere.

Etant donne que le Conseil ne possedait aucun
renseignement ni aucune preuve, et qu'une seule
des parties au differend a demande que la ques
tion ne soit pas portee a l'ordre du jour, la
delegation australienne a estime que la question
devait etre inscrite a l'ordre du jour.

Au cours de la 26erne seance tenue le 26 mars
1946, la proposition susmentionnee, faite par le
representant de l'Union sovietique, a ete rejetee
et la question iranienne a ete inscrite a l'ordre du
jour par 9 voix contre 2.
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D. PROPOSAL BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
USSR TO POSTPONE UNTIL 10 APRIL 1946
CONSIDERATION OF THE IRANIAN COMMUNI
CATION DATED 18 MARCH 1946

(a) USSR proposal and Iranian reply
By letter dated 19 March 1946, addressed to

the Secretary-General (SI 16) 4 the represent
ative of the UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUB
LICS requested that the meeting of the Security
Council should be postponed from 25 M:1rch to
10 April 1946. He stated that the Iranian com
munication was unexpected for the USSR Gov
ernment, since its negotiations with the Iranian
Government were being conducted at that time.
For that reason, the USSR Government was not
then prepared to take part in the discussion of the
Iranian communication; and some time was re
quired to enable the USSR Government to make
the necessary preparations concerning this ques
tion.

By letter dated 20 March 1946, addressed to
the Secretary-General (S/18),5 the Iranian Am
bassador to the United States of America stated
that it was his Government's earnest hope that
consideration of its communication would not be
delayed. He pointed out that negotiations under
the resolution of 30 January 1946 had failed.
Meanwhile, 2 March 1946, the date fixed by the
Tripartite Treaty, had passed, and USSR troops
had not been withdrawn. The situation was very
grave, and further delay would inevitably result
in increased harm to the interests of Iran.

(b) Discussion
At the 26th and 27th meetings held on 26 and

27 March 1946, the representative of the UNION
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS said that the
phase of negotiations at Moscow under the
resolution of 30 January 1946 had ended with the
comnlllniqlle issued on 7 March 1946. That
commlmiqlle had stated that the two Govern
ments would take measures, as soon as a new
Ambassador had been appointed in Iran, to en
sure the continuation of friendly relations. That
essential phase of the negotiations being ended,
only questions of detail remained to be dealt
with. That state of affairs fully justified the
USSR Government's demand for postponement.
He pointed out that on 23 March 1946 the
Iranian Prime Minister had stated to a represen
tative of the Associated Press that negotiations
were continuing between the USSR and Iranian
Governments, and he hoped that happy results
would be achieved. The Iranian Prime Minister
had stated on 23 March 1946 that it was a
matter of indifference to him whether the
Council's session began then or two weeks later.
Further, the Iranian Prime Minister had affirmed
categorically that the Iranian Ambassador's letter
to the Secretary-General had been written with
out the instructions or consent of the Iranian
Government. The Iranian Prime Minister had
added that he had instructed his Ambassador to
avoid similar actions and had expressed his con
fidence that the question would be successfully
solved by bilateral negotiations. The Iranian
Prime Minister had denied that the USSR

4 See Security Council, Official :Records, first year,
first series, Supplement No. 2, annex 2B, page 44.

S Ibid., annex 2D, page 45.

D. PROPOSITION SOUMISE PAR LE REPRESENTANT
DE L'URSS TENDANT A REMETTRE AU 10
AVRIL 1946 L'EXAMEN DE LA COMMUNICA
TION DE L'IRAN EN DATE DU 18 MARS 1946

a) Proposition de l'URSS et reponse de l'Iran
Par lettre en date du 19 mars 1946, adressee

au Secretaire general (S/16) 4, le representant
de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES SOCIALlSTES SO
VlETIQUES a demande que la seance du Conseil filt
reportee du 25 mars au 10 avril 1946. Il a de
clare que la communication iranienne avait
cOl1stitue une surprise pour le Gouvernement de
l'Union sovi6tique, etant donne que les negocia
tions avec le Gouvernement iranien etaient encore
en cours. Le Gouvernement de l'Union sovieti
que n'etait done pas prepare a ce moment a parti
ciper a la discussion de la communication
irallienne et il etait indispensable qu'il disposat
d'un certain temps pour se preparer a discuter la
question.

Dans une lettre en date du 20 mars 1946,
adressee au Secretaire general (S/18) 5, l'Am
bassadeur de I'Iran aux Etats-Unis d'Amerique
a declare que son Gouvernement esperait vive
ment que l'examen de sa communication ne serait
pas retarde. Il a fait observer que les negocia
tions prevues par la resolution du 30 janvier 1946
avaient echoue. Dans l'intervalle, la date fixee
par le Traite tripartite, soit le 2 mars 1946, etait
passee et les troupes sovietiques n'avaient pas ete
retirees. La situation etait tres grave et de nou
veaux retards ne pourraient manquer de compro
mettre davantage les interets de I'Iran.

b) Discussion
Au cours des 26eme et 27eme seances tenues

les 26 et 27 mars 1946, le representant de
I'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES SOCJALISTES SOVrETI
QUES a declare que la phase des negociations en
gagees a Moscou conformement a la resolution
du 30 janvier 1946 s'etait terminee par la publi
cation du communique du 7 mars 1946. Cc
communique annon~ait que des qu'un nouvel
Ambassadeur aurait ete nomme en Iran, les deux
Gouvernements prendraient des mesures pour
garantir le maintien de relations amicales. Cette
phase essentielle des negociations etant terminee,
il ne restait que des questions de detail a regler.
Cette situation justifiait pleinement la demande
d'ajournement presentee par le Gouvernement de
l'URSS. Le representant de I'Ullion sovietique
a signale qu'a la date du 23 mars 1946, le Pre
sident du Conseil de l'Iran avait declare a un
representant de l'Associated Press que les nego
ciations se poursuivaient entre les Gouvernements
de l'URSS et de l'Iran et qu'il avait bon espoir
de voir aboutir ces negociations. Le President
du Conseil de l'Iran avait declare le 23 mars
1946 qu'il lui etait indifferent que la reunion du
Conseil eut lieu a ce moment-la ou quinze jours
plus tard. En outre, le President du Conseil de
l'Iran avait affirme categoriquement que la lettre
de l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran adressee au Secre
taire general avait ete redigee sans instructions et
sans le consentement du Gouvernement iranien.
Le President du Conseil de 1'Iran avait ajoute
qu'il avait donne a son ambassadeur l'instruction
d'eviter la repetition de telles initiatives et avait

4 Voir Conseil de securite, Proces-verbaux affidels,
premiere annee, premiere serie, Supplement No 2,
annexe 2B. page 44.

5 Ibid., annexe 2D, page 45.
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'Government had reinforced its troops in Iran .
after 2 March 1946. The representative of the
USSR quoted the reply of Generalissimo Stalin
to a question put to him by the President of
United Press. Generalissimo Stalin had said:
"This question (the withdrawal of USSR troops),
as is known, has already received a positive
solution under the terms of an understanding con
cluded between the Governments of the USSR
and Iran."

In conclusion, he considered that it would be
most irregular to invite the Iranian Ambassador
to participate in the discussion of the proposal
that consideration of the Iranian communication
be postponed, which was a proposal of a pro
cedural nature. Participation of the Iranian
Ambassador in the Council's discussions would
constitute the beginning of consideration of the
substance of the question. He stated that he
could not participate in or attend meetings of the
Council in which there was discussion of the
substance of questions raised by the Iranian
Government's letter.

By letter dated 20 March 1946, addressed to
the Secretary-General (S/17),6 the represent
ative of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA stated
that he would move that the Iranian question be
placed at the head of the Council's agenda and
that the USSR and Iranian Governments be
requested to report on the negotiations which
might have taken place between them in
accordance with the Council's resolution of 30
January 1946.

In reply to the representative of the USSR the
representative of the United States of America
stated, at the 26th and 27th meetings, that infor
mation obtained from official United States
representatives in Teheran was to the effect that
the dispute between the USSR and Iranian
Governments had not been settled. He thought
it necessary to quote the full text of the Iranian
Prime Minister's statement, partially quoted by
the representative of the USSR. The full state
ment was:

"It makes no difference if the Council meets
now or in fifteen days; if, by the time it does con
vene, we have not solved the fundamental prob
lem of evacuation of troops by other means, then
the case will be included in the organization
agenda under security regulations."

The representative of the United States con
sidered that confidence in the effectiveness of the
Council would disappear if an applicant govern
ment were denied the right to present its case by
the statement of a government repres~nted on the
Council that it considered agreement had been
reached. The Council could not act upon press
statements, but must hear the representative of
Iran. Further, in view of the letter addressed to
the Council by the representative of Iran, it was
apparent that the interests of Iran were affected

6 See Security Council, Official Records, first year,
first series, Supplement No. 2, annex 2C, page 44.

l:xpnme sa certitude que la question serait reso
lue par des negociations bilaterales. Le President
du Conseil iranien avait dementi que le Gouver
nement de l'URSS eut renforce les effectifs de ses
troupes dans l'Iran aptes le 2 mars 1946. Le
representant de l'Union sovietique a cite la re
ponse du generalissime Staline a une question qui
lui avait ete posee par le President de l'agence
United Press. Le generalissime avait declare ce
qui suit: "Cette question (le retrait des troupes
sovietiques) a deja rec;:u, comme l'on sait, une so
lution positive conformement aux termes d'un
acccord conclu entre les Gouvemements de
l'URSS et de l'Iran."

Pour conc1ure, le representant de l'Union so
vietique a estime qu'il serait tout a fait contraire
aux tegles d'inviter l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a
participer a la discussion de la proposition d'a
journer l'examen de la demande iranienne, pro
position qui portait sur une question de proce
dure. En admettant la participation de l'Am
bassadeur de l'Iran aux debats du Conseil, on
s'engagerait dans l'examen du fond de la ques
tion. Le representant de l'URSS a declare qu'il
ne serait pas en mesure de participer ni d'assister
aux seances du Conseil au cours desquelles la
discussion porterait sur le fond des questions sou
levees par la lettre du Gouvernement iranien.

Par lettre datee du 20 mars 1946 et adressee
au Secretaire general (S/17) 6, le representant
des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE a fait savoir qu'il
proposerait d'inscrire la question iranienne en
tete de l'ordre du jour du Conseil et de prier les
Gouvernements de l'URSS et de l'Iran de faire
rapport sur les negociations qui auraient pu avoir
lieu entre eux, conformement a la resolution du
Conseil en date du 30 janvier 1946.

Repondant au representant de l'Union sovieti
que, le representant des Etats-Unis d'Amerique
a declare, au cours des 26eme et 27eme seances,
que les renseignements emanant des representants
officiels des Etats-Unis a Teheran montraient que
le differend entre les Gouvernements de l'Union
sovietique et de l'Iran n'avait pas 6te regIe.
Le representant des Etats-Unis a cm devoir don
ner lecture du texte integral de la declaration du
President du Conseil de l'Iran dont le represen
tant de l'URSS n'avait cite qu'une partie. Le
texte complet de la declaration etait ainsi conc;:u:

"Peu importe que le Conseil se reunisse main
tenant ou dans quinze jours; si, au moment ou le
Conseil se reunira, nous n'avons pas encore reso
lu le probleme fondamental de l'evacuation par
d'autres moyens, nous presenterons notre these
devant le Conseil de securite conformement au
reglement."

Le representant des Etats-Unis a estime que
toute confiance dans l'efficacite d'un recours au
Conseil de securite disparaitrait si un Gouverne
ment ayant formule une demande se voyait
refuser le droit de presenter sa these par suite
d'une declaration d'un Gouvernement represente
au Conseil de securite, selon laquelle un accord
avait ete realise. Le Conseil ne pouvait agir sur
la foi de comptes rendus de presse; i1 devait
entendre le representant de l'Iran. D'autre part,
etant donne la lettre que le representant de l'Iran

6 Voir Conseil de securite, Proces-verbaux ojjiciels.
premiere annee, premiere serie, Supplement No 2
annexe 2C, page 44.

12

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



l I

, '
. '.

! .

(c) Decisions
Au cours de la 27Cme seance, la proposition

du representant de l'URSS tendant a ajourner
l'examen de la communication iranienne jusqu'au

a adressee au Conseil, il etait clair que les inten~ts

~e .1'Iran etaient affectes par la motion demandant
1aJ0.u~ement. En. consequence, 1'Iran pouvait
partlcIper, sans drOIt de vote, aux discussions du
Conseil, conformement a1'Article 31. De plus,
au cours des deliberations du Conseil aLondres
apres l'inscription d'une question a1'ordre du jour:
le President avait invite les parties a prendre
place ala table du Conseil.

Pour ces raisons, le representant des Etats
Unis estimait que le Conseil ne pouvait pas
emettre un vote sur la demande d'ajournement
avant d'avoir entendu le representant de l'Iran.
Si la motion du representant de l'Union sovi6tique
etait adoptee et si la discussion etait remise aplus
t~rd, 1'affaire pOllrrait, par le meme moyen, etre
aJournee indefiniment lorsqu'elle serait anouveau
evoquee. L'adoption d'llne telle procedure
signifierait la fin de l'Organisation des Nations
Unies, en la mettant dans l'incapacite de prendre
des mesures utiles et efficaces. Cette procedure
serait contraire aux principes de la Charte selon
lesquels le recours au Conseil doit etre ouvert a
toute nation estimant qu'il existe une menace it
la paix et a la securite internationales.

Les representants du MEXIQUE, des PAys-BAS
et du ROYAUME-UNI se sont associes aces obser
vations, et le representant de 1'EGYPTE a propose
d'accepter la communication iranienne, d'entendre
le representant de 1'Iran sur la question de
1'ajoumement et de prendre ulterieurement les
mesures que le Conseil jugerait opportunes.

Le representant de l'AuSTRALIE a fait ressortir
1'importance qu'il y aurait a adopter une pro
cedure permettant 1'examen methodique de la
situation. A son avis, en s'occupant des
questions ayant trait a un reglement pacifique,
conformement au Chapitre VI, le Conseil con
stituait un organe quasi judiciaire. 11 a propose
de demander a l'Ambassadeur de 1'Iran, avant
qu'il participat aux debats, de soumettre par
ecrit une declaration detaillce. Le Gouverne
ment de l'URSS serait ensuite invite a soumettre
une reponse ecrite. Pendant ce temps, la
question resterait a l'ordre du jour du Conseil et
les parties devraient s'abstenir de toute mesure a
meme de modifier la situation existante ou de
nuire au reglement.

Le representant de la POLOGNE s'est rallie
cntierement a la proposition soumise par le re
presentant de 1'Australie et aux arguments fournis
al'appui de celle-cL

Le representant de la FRANCE a propose la
creation d'un sous-comit6 charge d'etudier les
propositions des representants de 1'URSS, de
1'Egypte et de l'Australie. Le sous-comite
delibererait ensuite avec ces trois representants
et determinerait les modifications possibles. Lors
de sa 26eme seance, le Conseil a adopte cette
proposition par 9 voix; le President a designe
comme membres de ce Sous-Comite les repre
sentants de la France, de l'URSS et des Etats
Unis d'Amerique.

Lors de la 27eme seance, le President a
annonce que le Sous-Comite n'avait pu aboutir a
un accord.

At the 27th meeting, the President reported
that the Sub-Committee had been unable to
reach agreement.

(c) Decisions
At the 27th meeting, the proposal of the

representative of the USSR to postpone consider
ation of the Iranian communication until 10
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The representative of POLAND expressed his
full agreement with the proposal made by the
representative of Australia and the arguments
advanced in support thereof.

The representative of FRANCE proposed that a
sub-committee be set up to examine the proposals
of the representatives of the USSR, Egypt and
Australia. The sub-committee should then con
sult with those three representatives and
determine what modifications were possible. At
the 26th meeting, the Council adopted that
proposal by 9 votes and the President appointed
the representatives of France, the USSR and the
United States of America to the Sub-Committee.

The representatives of MEXICO, the NETHER
LANDS and the UNITED KINGDOM agreed with
those remarks, and the representative of EGYPT
moved that the Iranian communication be
received, that the representative of Iran be heard
on the question of postponement, and that sub
sequently the Council take such action as it
deemed fit.

The representative of AUSTRALIA stressed the
importance of agreeing upon a procedure for the
methodical examination of the situation. He
considered that, in dealing with questions in
volving peaceful settlement under Chapter VI, the
Council was a quasi-judicial body. He proposed
that before the Iranian Ambassador participated
in discussions he be asked to submit a detailed
written statement. The USSR Government
should then be invited to submit a written reply.
Meantime, the item should remain on the
Council's agenda, and the parties should not take
action to alter the existing position or prejudice
the settlement.

For those reasons, the representative of the
United States did not consider that the Council
could vote upon the request for postponement
before hearing the representative of Iran. If the
motion of the representative of USSR were
adopte.d and discussion postponed, by the same
reasonmg the matter could be postponed on
future occasions for an indefinite period. Such
a procedure would mean that the United Nations
would die in its infancy because of inefficiency
and ineffectiveness. Such procedure would be
contra~ to the Charter, according to which the
CounCIl should be open to any nation which
believed that international peace was threatened.

by the motion. for postponement. Accordingly,
Iran had the nght to participate without vote in
the Council's discussions, under Article 31.
Also, in the Council's London proceedings, once a
matt~r :vas placed on the agenda, the President
had InvIted the parties to take their places at the
C01IDCil table.
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April 1946 received 2 votes and was considered
rejected.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS stated that he was unable
to participate further in the Council's discussions
of the Iranian question since his proposal had not
been accepted. He then left the Council
Chamber.

The representative of tlle USSR did not attend
the next three meetings at which the Council
discussed the Iranian question (28th, 29th and
30th meetings). He resumed participation in
the Council's discussions of the Iranian question
at the 32nd meeting on 15 April 1946.

The following proposal of the representative of
EGYPT was adopted by 8 votes:

"That the Council receive the complaint of the
Iranian Government embodied in its letter dated
18 March addressed to the Secretary-General and
ask the Iranian representative to appear at the
Council to hear his point of view concerning the
question of postponement requested by the
Soviet representative, and subsequently that the
Council take such action as it deems fit."

In submitting the above proposal, the
PRESIDENT had stated that, since it was a purely
procedural question, he understood that a
decision could be taken even in the absence of
the representative of the USSR.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
agreed that the decision required only the affir
mative vote of seven members.

The PRESIDENT ruled that the Australian pro
posa:I had become void as a result of the adoption
of the Egyptian proposa1.

(d) Position taken by the Iranian Ambassador

Pursuant to the above resolution, the Iranian
Ambassador was invited to participate in the
discussion. He referred to a press report of an
official announcement by his Government deny
ing that the contemplated evacuation of troops
had resulted from any agreement entered into
between tlle USSR and Iranian Governments
with regard to any of the matters before the
Council.

The Iranian Ambassador reported that, pur
suant to the resolution of 30 January 1946, the
Iranian Government had sent a delegation to
Moscow, headed by the Prime Minister. For
the sixteen days following 19 February 1946, the
delegation had a number of meetings with Mr.
Molotov and two meetings in which Generalissimo
Stalin participated. The delegation had requested
the USSR Government to refrain from inter
ference in the internal affairs of Iran and to
ensure tl1e prompt evacuation of USSR troops.
The USSR officials did not agree to those re
quests and proposed:

(i) The stationing of USSR troops in Iran
for an indefinite period;

(ii) The recognition of the internal autonomy
of Azerbaijan;

(Hi) The setting up of a USSR and Iranian
joint stock oil company.

10 avril 1946 a obtenu 2 voix et a ete d6claree
rejetee.

Le representant de 1'UNION DES REPUBLrQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a fait savoir qu'il ne
pouvait plus prendre part aux debats du Conseil
traitant de la question iranienne etant donne que
sa proposition n'avait pas ete acceptee. Il a alors
quitte la salle du Conseil.

Le representant de l'Union sovietique n'a pas
assiste aux trois seances suivantes au cours
desquelles le Conseil a examine la question
iranienne (28eme, 2geme et 30eme seances). 11
a recommence a participer aux discussions du
Conseil concernant la question iranienne lors de
la 32eme seance, le 15 avril 1946.

Par 8 voix, la proposition suivante du repre
sentant de 1'EGYPTE a Me adoptee:

"Le Conseil declare recevable la plainte
deposee par le Gouvernelllent iranien et contenue
dans sa lettre du 18 mars 1946 au Secretaire
general. 11 demande au representant de 1'Iran
de se presenter devant lui pour exprimer son avis
sur la question de l'ajournement propose par le
representant de l'Union sovietique, afin que le
Conseil puisse, en consequence, prendre telles
mesures qu'il jugera necessaires."

En soumettant la proposition ci-dessus, le
PRESIDENT a declare qu'il s'agissait exclusivc
ment d'une question de procedure et qu'en con
sequence, il estimait qu'une decision pouvait etre
prise en 1'absence du representant de l'Union
sovietique.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a tte egale
ment d'avis que la decision necessitait seulement
le vote affirmatif de sept membres.

Le PRESIDENT a decide que la proposition
australienne se trouvait annulee du fait de
l'adoption de la proposition egyptienne.
(d) Position prise par l'Ambassadeur de ['Iran

COllformement a la resolution precitee, l'Am
bassadeur de 1'Iran a ete invite a prendre part a la
discussion. 11 a mentionne une information de
presse relative a une declaration officiel1e de son
Gouvernement dementant que l'evacuation des
troupes envisagee fUt le resultat d'un accord
intervcnu entre les Gouvernements de 1'URSS et
de 1'Iran a propos de 1'une quelconque des
questions dont le Conseil etait saisi.

L'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a indique que, con
formement a la resolution du 30 janvier 1946, le
Gouvernement iranien avait envoye a Moscou
une delegation a la tete de laquel1e se trouvait le
President du Conseil. Au cours d'une periode
de seize jours apres le 19 fevrier 1946, la delega
tion avait eu un certain nombre d'entrevues avec
M. Molotov et deux entrevues auxquel1es avait
pris part le generalissime Staline. La delegation
avait prie le Gouvernement de 1'Union sovietique
de s'abstenir de toute immixtion dans les affaires
interieures de 1'Iran et de proceder a1'evacuation
rapide des troupes sovietiques. Les autorit6s
sovietiques n'avaient pas acccpte ces demandes et
avaient fait les propositions suivantes:

i) les troupes sovietiql1cs resteraient dans
1'lran pendant une periode indeterminee;

ii) le Gouvernemtnt iranien reconnaitrait
l'autonomie interne de l'Azerbai:djan;

Ui) il serait procede a la creation d'une
societe anonyme petroliere irano-sovietique.
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.The Iranian Prime Minister rejected those
-rdemands and the USSR officially withdrew their
proposals.

In conclusion, the Iranian Ambassador in
formed the Council, that, to his knowledge, no
positi~ results had been achieved in negotiations
und.eT the resolution of 30 January 1946.

Le President du Conseil de l'Iran avait rejete
ces demandes et l'URSS avait retire officiellement
ses propositions.

Pour conclure, l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a
informe le Conseil qu'a sa connaissance, on
n'avait abouti a aucun resultat positif au cours des
negociations menees conformement a la resolution
du 30 janvier 1946.

L'Ambassadeur de !'Iran a declare qu'il n'avait
pas re9u d'instructions lui prescrivant d'accepter
l'ajournement. Selon lui, un ajournement ne
serait pas en harmonie avec les fins de la Charte,
it moins que des assurances fermes ne fussen t
donnees au Conseil que l'evacuation complete des
troupes sovietiques de 1'1ran serait effectuee dans
un delai tres court et nettement determine et ne
d6pendrait pas de circonstances previsibles ou
imprevisibles ni d'accords.

Repondant a certaines questions, l'Am
bassadeur de l'Iran a affirnle que ses instructions
6taient claires et larges et qu'elles lui laissaient
toute latitude pour prendre devant le Conseil de
securite tOlltes les mesures qu'il jugerait neces
saires. Toutes ses decisions avaient ete en
harmonie avec les instructions re~ues.

Il n'avait reyu aucune information selon
laquelle les troupes sovietiques auraient franchi
la frontiere iranienne en direction du territoire de
l'URSS.

E. DEMANDE DE RENSEIGNEMENTS PRESENTEE
PAR LE SECRETAIRE GENERAL AU SUJET DES
NEGOCIATIONS IRANO-SOVIETIQUES ET REPON
SES OBTENUES

Lors de la 28eme seance, tenue le 29 mars
1946, l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a pris part a la
discussion. Les representants presents se sont
rallies a l'unanimite a la proposition du represen
tant des Etats-Unis tendant a cc que le President
invite le Secretaire general a s'enquerir
immediatement aupres des Gouvernements de
l'Union sovietique et de l'Iran, par l'intermediaire
de leurs representants, de l'etat actuel des nego
ciations entre les deux Gouvernements et a fa ire
rapport au Conseil a sa seance du 3 avril, et en
particulier, a s'enquerir aupres des representants
de ces Gouvernements si le retrait des troupes
annonce d6pendait ou non de la conclusion d'ac
cords entre les deux Gouvernements sur d'autres
questions et a faire rapport a ce sujet.

Conformement aux instructions du President,
le Secretaire general a pri6 l'Ambassadeur de
l'Iran et le representant de l'Union sovietique de
lui foumir les renseignements en question.

Dans une lettre datee du 3 avril 1946 et
adressee au Secrctaire general (S/24) 7, le re··
presentant de l'UNloN DES REPUBLIQUES SOCIA
LISTES SOVIETIQUES a declare au nom de SOD
Gouvernement, que les negociations avaient deja
abouti aun accord au sujet du retrait des troupes
sovi6tiques du territoire iranien, accord q~i ava~t
ete renouvele le 24 mars 1946 et qUi seralt
complete dans un delai d'un mois et demi. La
question de l'evacuation des troupes sovietiques
soulevee devant le Conseille 18 mars par le Gou
vernement iranien avait done e16 resolue ala suite
de l'entente intervenue entre les Gouvernements
de l'Union sovietique et de l'Iran. Quant aux
autres questions, eUes n'avaient rien a voir avee
celle du retrait des troupes sovietiques. Ainsi

The Iranian Ambassador stated that he had
,no instructions to agree to a postponement. He
lbelieved that postponement would not be in
;accordance with the purposes of the Charter
until definite assurances had been given to the
Council that the complete evacuation of USSR
troops from Iran would be carried out within a
short and definite period and would not be made
conditional on forseen or unforeseen circum
stances or agreements.

In answer.: to questions, the Iranian Am
bassador stated that his instructions were clear
and broad and gave hiln thorough discretion to
take such action before the Council as he deemed
necess<.lry. All his actions had been in
accor.dance with instructions.

He had no infonnation that any USSR troops
ihad crossed the border from Iran into the USSR.

E. REQUEST BY THE SECRETARY-GENERAL FOR
INFORMATION CONCERNING USSR-IRANIAN

NEGOTIATIONS AND REPLIES RECEIVED

At the 28th meeting on 29 March 1946, the
Iranian Ambassador participated in the dis
cussion. The representatives present unanin10us
ly endorsed the suggestion of the representative of
the United States of America that the
President request the Secretary-General to ascer
tain at once from the USSR and Iranian Govern
ments, through their representatives, and repOft
to the Council at its meeting on 3 April, the ex
isting status of the negotiations between the two
'Governments, and particularly to ascertain from
ithe representatives of those Governments and
report whether or not the reported withdrawal of
troops was conditioned upon the conclusion of
agreements between the two Governments on
other subjects.

In accordance with the President's instructions,
the Secretary-General requested the Iranian
Ambassador and the representative of the USSR
for the above information.

By letter dated 3 April 1946, addressed to the
Secretary-General (S/24), 7 the representative of
the UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
st~ted, On behalf of his Government, that negoti
atIOns had already led to an understanding con
cerning the withdrawal of USSR troops from Iran,
which was renewed on 24 March 1946 and
which would be completed within a period ~f one
and. one-half month~. Thus, the question con
cernmg the evacuatIOn of USSR troops raised
before the Council by the Iranian Government on
18 March was solved by the understanding
reached between the USSR and Iranian Govern
ments. As .to the other matters, they were not
connected WIth the question of the withdrawal of
USSR troops. As was known, the question

7 See annexes to present report, page 102. 7 Voir les annexes au present rapport, page 102.
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concerning an oil concession or a joint stock
company was raised in 1944, independently of
the question of the evacuation of USSR troops.

By letter dated 2 April 1946, addressed to the
Secretary~General (S/25),8 the Iranian Ambas
sador stated that, with regard to USSR inter
ference in the internal affairs of Iran, negotiations
pursuant to the resolution of 30 January 1946
had achieved no positive results. Interference
continued, and the Iranian Government was still
prevented from exercising any authority in the
province of Azerbaijan. Regarding the with
drawal of USSR troops, there had been and
could be no negotiations.

As to the question whether withdrawal was
conditional upon the conclusion of other agree
ments, the Iranian Ambassador gave a detailed
account of conversations in Teheran since the
an-ival of the new USSR Ambassador. Those
conversations referred, inter alia, to the formation
of a joint USSR-Iranian oil corporation, and to
the formation of an autonomous government in
Azerbaijan. After those subjects had been dis
cussed, the USSR Ambassador confirmed the
promise to evacuate Iran, but on condition that
no unforeseen circumstances occurred.

In conclusion, the Iranian Ambassau.or stated
that, according to the latest information from
his Government, dispatched on 1 April 1946, no
understanding had been reached. The Iranian
Prime Minister stated that he could not accept
any conditions attached to the complete with
drawal of USSR forces.

The USSR and Iranian replies were read at the
29th meeting on 3 April 1946, and in answer to
a question, the Iranian Ambassador stated that
if the representative of the USSR withdrew the
condition concerning unforeseen circumstances,
Iran ,,,,ould not at that time press the matter,
provided that the conmiunication remained on
the Council's agenda for consideration at any
time.

F. RESOLUTION OF 4 APRIL 1946
(a) Text of resolution

After discussion, the following resolution pro
posed by the representative of the UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA was adopted by 9 votes at the 30th
meeting held on 4 April 1946 (tlle represyJIta
Live of the USSR did not attend the meeting) :

"The Security Council,
"Taking note of the statements by the Iranian

representative that the Iranian appeal to the
Council arises from the presence of Soviet troops
in Iran and their continued presence there beyond
the date stipulated for their withdrawal in the
Tripartite Treaty of 29 January 1942,

"Taking note of the replies dated 3 April of
the Soviet Government and the Iranian Govern
ment pursuant to the request of the Secretary
General for information as to the state of the

S' See annexes to present report, page 102.

que 1'0n sait, la question d'une concession de pe
trole ou d'une soci<~t6 anonyme avait ete soulevee
en 1944, independamment de celle de l'evacua
tion des troupes sovi6tiques.

Par lettre en date du 2 avril 1946 adressee au
Secretaire general (S/25) 8, l'Ambassadeur de
l'Iran a declare qu'en ce qui concerne l'ingerence
sovietique dans les affaires interieures de !'Iran,
les negociations menees confonnement a la reso
lution du 30 janvier 1946 n'avaient abouti a au
cun resultat positif. L'irnmixtion de l'URSS
n'avait pas cesse et le Gouvernement iranien
n'etait toujours pas en mesure d'exercer son au
torite dans la province d'Azerbai'djan. Quant a
la question du retrait des troupes sovietiques, il
n'y avait pas eu et il ne pouvait y avoir de nego~

ciations.
En ce qui concerne la question de savoir si le

retrait dependait de la conclusion d'autres ac
cords, I'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a fait un compte
rendu detaille des conversations qui avaient eu
lieu aTeheran depuis l'arrivee du nouvel Ambas
sadeur de l'Union sovi6tique. Ces conversations
se rapportaient notamment a la formation d'une
societe petroliere mixte irano-sovietique, ainsi
qu'a la formation d'un gouvernement autonome
en Azerbai'djan. Apres discussion de ces ques
tions, l'Ambassadeur de l'Unian sovi6tique avait
confirme la promesse d'evacuation de l'Iran,
mais sous la reserve expresse qU'i'lUCUn evene
ment imprevisible ne surgirait.

Pour conclure, l'Ambassadeur de l'Irall a de
clare que selon les derniers renseignements re~us

de son Gouvernement et envoyes le 1er avril
1946, aucun accord n'etait intervenu. Le Pre
sident du Conseil de l'Iran avait affirme qu'il ne
pouvait accepter aucune des conditions auxquel
les etait subordonne le retrait complet des forces
sovietiques.

On a donne lecture des reponses de l'Unian
sovietique et de I'Iran au cours de la 2geme
seance, tenue le 3 avril 1946, et en reponse aune
question, l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a declare que
si le representant de l'Union sovi6tique retirait la
condition relative a des circonstances imprevisi
bles, l'Iran n'insisterait pas pour l'instant sur la
question a condition que la communication flit
maintenue a l'ordre du jour afin de pouvoir etre
examinee a tout moment.

F. RESOLUTION DU 4 AVRIL 1946
a) Texte de la resolution

Apres deliberation, la resolution suivante, pro~

pasee par le representant des ETATS-UNIS
D'AMERIQUE, a ete adoptee par 9 voix au cours de
la 30eme seance, tenue le 4 avril 1946 (le repre
sentant de I'Union sovietique n'a pas assiste a
cette seance):

"Le Conseil de securite
"Prend acte des declarations du representant

de !'Iran aux termes desquelles la demande de
l'Iran au Conseil est motivee par la presence des
troupes sovietiques en Iran et par lenr maintien
sur ce territoire posterieurement a la date fixee
pour leur retrait par le Traite tripartite du 29
janvier 1942;

"Prend acte des reponses faites en date du 3
avril par le Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique
et par le Gouvernement iranien ala demande de
.~enseignements qui leur avait ete adressee par le

8 Voir les annexes au present rapport, page 102.
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negotiations between the two Governments and
as to whether the withdrawal of Soviet troops
from Iran is conditional upon agreement on
other subjects,

"And in particular taking note of and relying
upon the assurances of the Soviet Government
that" the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Iran
has already commenced,

"That it is the intention of the Soviet Govern
ment to proceed with the withdrawal of its troops
as rapidly as possible,

"That the Soviet Government expects the
withdrawal of all Soviet troops from the whole of
Iran to be completed within five or six weeks,

r!
r1

"And that the proposals under negotiation
between the Iranian Government and the Soviet
Government 'are not connected with the with
drawal of Soviet troops',

"Being solicitous to avoid any possibility of
the presence of Soviet troops in Iran being used
to influence the course of the negotiations
between the Governments of Iran and the
Soviet Union; and recognizing that the with
drawal of all Soviet troops from the whole of
Iran cannot be completed in a substantially shorter
period of time than that within which the Soviet
Government has declared it to be its intention
to complete such withdrawal,

"Resolved that the Council defer further pro
ceedings on the Iranian appeal until 6 May, at
which time the Soviet Government and the
Iranian Government are requested to report to
the Council whether the withdrawal of all Soviet
troops from the whole of Iran has been completed
and at which time the Council shall consider
what, if any, further proceedings on the Iranian
appeal are required,

"Provided, however, that if in the meantime
either the Soviet Government or the Iranian
Government or any member of the Security
Council reports to the Secretary-General any
developments which may retard or threaten to
retard the prompt withdrawal of Soviet troops
from Iran, in accordance with the assurances of
the Soviet Union to the Council, the Secretary
General shall immediately call to the attention
of the Council such reports which shall be con
sidered as the first item on the agenda."

Secretaire general touchant l'etat des negocia
tions entre les deux Gouvernements et la ques
tion de suvoir si le rctrait des troupes sovietiques
de l'Iran est subordonne aun accord sur d'autres
points;

"Et, en particulier, prend acte des assurances
donnces par le Gouvemement de l'Union sovie
tique sur lesquelles il fait fond, que le retrait des
troupes sovietiques de l'Iran a deja commence;

"Qu'il entre dans les intentions du Gouverne
ment sovietique de poursuivre le retrait de ses
troupes aussi rapidement que possible;

"Que le Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique
s'attend a ce que le retrait de toutes les troupes
sovietiques de l'ensemble de l'Iran soit acheve
dans cinq ou six semaines;

"Et que les propositions faisant l'objet de ne
gociations entre le Gouvernement iranien et le
Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique "n'ont pas
de rapport avec le retrait des troupes sovietiques";

"Soucieux d'eviter entierement que la presence
de troupes sovietiques en Iran ne puisse etre uti
lisee pour influencer le cours des negociations
entre les Gouvernements de l'Iran et de l'Union
sovietique; et reconnaissant que le retrait de
toutes les troupes sovietiques de l'ensemble du
territoire de l'Iran ne saurait etre realise en un
laps de temps notablement plus bref que celui
dans lequelle Gouvernement sovietique avait an
nonce son intention d'effectuer ce retrait,

"Decide d'ajourner la suite des d6bats concer
nant la demande iranienne au 6 mai, date a la
quelle le Gouvernement de l'Union sovi6tique et
le Gouvernement iranien sont invites a faire
connaitre au Conseil si le territoire de l'Iran a ete
compU:tement evacu6 par les troupes sovietiques
et a laquelle le Conseil examinera s'il y a lieu de
consacrer de nouveaux d6bats ~ la demande
iranienne;

"ll est toutefois entendu que si, dans l'inter
valle, le Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique, le
Gouvernement iranien, ou tout membre du Con
sell de sccurite porte a la connaissance du Secrc
taire general des faits qui puissent entrainer un
retard ou risquent d'entrainer un retard dans le
prompt retrait des troupes sO\lietiques de l'Iran,
conformement "aux: assurances donnees au Con
seil par l'Union sovi6tique, le Secretaire general
saisira imm6diatemcnt le Conseil de ces infor
mations qui feront l'objet du premier point de
l'ordre du jour."

(b) Position taken by the representative of b) Position prise par le representant
A ustralia de l'Australie

The representative of AUSTRALTA abstained Le representant de l'AuSTRALIE n'a pas pris
from voting. He pointed out that the resolution part au vote. Il a fait remarquer que la resolu
did not deal with the first Iranian communication tion ne" portait pas sur la premiere communica
concerning interference by USSR troops and tion de l'Iran relative a l'ingerence des troupes
agents in the internal affairs of Iran. He was et des agents sovietiques dans les affaires inte
concerned with the following aspects of the riellres de l'Iran. Il a declare attacher de l'im-
case: portance aux aspects suivants de la question:

(i) That a decision bad been reached before i) Le fait qu'une decision avait et6 prise avant
a complete investigation of all the facts had been que l'on eut procede a une enquete approfondie
made; de tous les faits;

(ll) That at no time had there been a com- ii) Qu'il n'y avait eu Et aucun moment d'expo-
plete statement of the merits of the case; se complet touchant le fond de la question;

(Hi) Thnt the representative of the USSR iii) Que le representant de l'Union sovietique
had left the Council during discussion of pro- avait quitte la seance du Conseil au cours des
cedural questions and before the facts or merits discussions sur des questions de procedure avant
of the case were discussed, thus prejudicing the Clue les faits et le fond aient ete discutes, com
work, the efficiency and the authority of the.: Ifromettant ainsi la bonne marche des travaux et
Council; . l'~utorite du Conseil; ,
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(iv) That certain arrangements had been
entered into IJutside the Council, even though
they were termed procedural.

G. PROPOSAL BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
USSR THAT THE IRANIAN QUESTION BE RE
MOVED FROM THE COUNCIL'S AGENDA

(a) USSR proposal
By letter dated 6 April 1946, addressed to the

President of the Council (S/30),9 the represen
tative of the UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUB
LICS proposed that the Iranian question be
removed from the agenda of the Council. He
pointed out that, as was known from the joint
USSR-Iranian communique published on 4 April
1946, an understanding on all points had been
reached between the USSR and the Iranian
Governments. The Council had no reason to
consider further the Iranian question on 6 May
1946 and the resolution adopted on 4 April 1946
was incorrect and illegal, being in conflict with
the Charter.

(b) Iranian reply
By letter dated 9 April 1946, addressed to the

Secretary-General (8/33),10 the Iranian Ambas
sador stated that it was his Government's desire
that the question should remain on the Council's
agenda as provided by the resolution adopted on
4 April 1946. By letter dated 15 April 1946,
addressed to the President of the Council
(S/37),11 the Iranian Ambassador stated that on
14 April his Government had instructed him to
make the following statement before the Council:

"As a result of the signature of the agreement
between the Iranian Government and the Govern
ment of the Soviet Union, it has been agreed that
the Red Army evacuate all Persian Territory by
the 6th. May 1946. The Iranian Government
has no doubt that this agreement will be carried
out, but at the same time has not the right to fix
the course the Security Council should take."

On 15 April he had received a further telegram
from bis Government, reading as follows:

"In view of the fact that the Soviet Ambassador
has again today 14 April categorically reiterated
that the unconditional evacuation of Iranian
territory by the Red Army will be completed by
tile 6 May 194·6, it is necessary that you immed
iately inform the Security Council that the Iranian
Government has complete confidence in the word
and pledge of the Soviet Government and for
this reason withdraws its complaint from the
Security Council."

(c) Letter submitted by the Secretary-General
At the 33rd meeting, held on 18 April 1946,

the Secretary-General submitted a letter to the
President of the Council (S/39),12 setting out his
views with respect to the legal aspects of the
retention of the Iranian question on the agenda.
He recalled that the powers conferred on the

9 See Security Council, Official Records, first year,
first series. Supplement No. 2, annex 2E, page 46.

10 Ibid., annex 2P, page 47.
11 See annexes to present report, page 104.
12 Ibid., page 105.

iv) Que 1'on avait conc1u certains arrange
ments en dehors du Conseil, bien qu'ils eussent
ete qualifies d'arrangements sur des points de
procedure.

G. PROPOSITION DU REPRESENTANT DE L'URSS
TENDANT AD RETRAIT DE LA QUESTION IRA
NIENNE DE L'ORDRE DU JOUR DU CONSEIL

a) Proposition de l'URSS
Par lettre en date du 6 avril 1946 adressee au

President du Conseil (S/30) 9, le representant de
rUNION DES REPUBLIQUES SOCIALISTES SOVIETI
QUES a propose de rayer la question iranienne de
l'ordre du jour du Conseil. Comme il ressortait
du communique commun sovil~to-iranien, publie
le 4 avril 1946, une entente etait intervenue sur
tous les points entre les Gouvernements de
rUnion sovietique et de l'Iran. Le Conseil
n'avait done plus aucune raison d'examiner la
question iranienne le 6 mai 1946 et la resolution
adoptee le 4 avril 1946 etait inexacte et irregu
liere, etant en conflit avec les dispositions de la
Charte.

b) Reponse de l'Iran
Dans une lettre dat6e du 9 avril 1946 et adres

see au Secretaire general (8/33) 10, rAmbassa~

deur de l'Iran a declare que le desir de son Gou
vernement etait de voir maintenir la question a
l'ordre du jour, comme le prevoyait la resolution
adoptee le 4 avril 1946. Par une lettre du 15
avril 1946 adressee au President du Conseil
(S/37) 11, l'Arnbassadeur de l'Iran a declare que,
le 14 avril, il avait re9u de son Gouvernement des
instructions lui enjoignant de faire devant le
Conseil de securite la declaration suivante:

"A la suite de la signature de l'accord entre le
Gouvernement de !'Iran et le Gouvernernent de
l'Union sovietique, il a ete convenu que l'Armee
rouge evacuerait l'ensemble du territoire iranien
avant le 6 mai 1946. Le Gouvernement iranien
ne doute pas que cct accord soit respecte mais,
d'autre part, il ne lui appartient pas de determi~

ner la conduite que devra tenir le Conseil de se~

curite. "
Le 15 avril, il avait re<;:u un nouveau teI6gram

me de son Gouvernement ainsi conc;u:
"Etant donne que I'Ambassadeur de rUnion

sovietique a de nouveau, aujourd'hui merne, 14
avril, confirme categoriquement que l'evacuation
sans condition du territoire iranien par l'Armee
Rouge serait achev6e pour le 6 mai 1946, il est
necessaire que VOllS informiez immediatement le
Conseil de securite que le Gouvernement iranien
a une entiere confiance dans la parole et l'enga
gement du Gouvernement de I'Union sovietique
et retire pour cette raison la plainte qu'il avait
deposee devant le Conseil de securite."

c) Lettre soumise par le Secretaire general
Lors de la 33eme seance, tenue le 18 avril

1946, le Secretaire general a soumis une lettre au
President du Conseil (S/39) 12, exposant son
point de vue sur les aspects jurldiques de la ques
tion du maintien a l'ordre du jour de la question
iranienne. _ Il a rappele que les pouvoirs conferes

9 Voir Consei! de securite, Proces-verbaux officie/s.
premiere annec, premiere serie, Supplement No 2
annex.e 2E, page 46.

10 Ibid., anne'Xe 2F, page 47.
11 Voir les annexes au present rapport, page 104.
12 Ibidem, page 105.
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Council under Chapter VI of the Charter were
defined in Articles 33, 34, 36, 37 and 38. He
noted that the Council could be seized of a
dispute or situation in one of three ways:

(i) Under Article 35, by a State;
(ii) Under Article 34, by the Council itself;

(Hi) Under Article 99, by the Secretary
General.

In the Iranian case, Article 99 was not
applicable. Article 34 was not applicable, since
the Council had not ordered an investigation,
which was the only action possible under that
Article.

The Council had originally been seized of the
dispute undcr Article 35 (1). Since Iran had
withdrawn its complaint, the Council could not
takc action under Articles 33, 36, 37 or 38, as
the necessary conditions for applying these
Articles (namely, a dispute between two or more
parties) did not exist.

It was therefore arguable that, following with
drawal by the Iranian representative, the question
was automatically removed from the agenda,
unless

(i) The Council voted an investigation under
Article 34; or

(ll) A member brought it up as a situation
or dispute under Article 35; or

(Hi) The Council proceeded under Article
36 (1), which appeared to require a preliminary
finding that a dispute existed under Article 33, or
that there was u a situation of like nature".

An argumcnt which could be made against the
view of automatic removal from the agenda was
that, once a matter was brought to the attention
of the Council, it was no longer a matter solely
betwecn the original parties but one in which the
Council collcctively had an interest as representing
the whole of the United Nations. However, it
appeared that the only way in which the Council
could, under the Charter, exercise that interest,
was under Article 34 or under Article 36 (1).
Since the Council had not chosen to invoke
Article 34 in the only way in which it could be
invoked, namely, through voting in favour of an
investigation, and had not chosen to invoke
Article 36 (1) by deciding that a dispute existed
under Article 33 or that there was a situation of
like nature, it might well be that there was no
way in which it could remain seized of the matter.

The representative of FRANCE proposed that,
before taking a final decision, the Council should
await the report of the Committee of Experts on
the letter submitted by the Secretary-General.

The representative of POLAND agreed with that
proposal, stressing that the Secretary-General
was an important official of the United Nations,
invested with special and important powers by the
Charter. He considered that the Council could
not therefore vote as if the Secretary-General's
opinion did not count or exist.

~u .Conse!l.e~ vertu du Chapitre VI de la Charte
etalent defmls par les Articles 33, 34, 36 37 et
~8. I~.a ~ait o?s~rver que le Conseil pouvait
etre SalSl dun differend ou d'une situation par
I'un des trois moyens suivants:

i) en vertu de I'Article 35, par un Btat,
fi) en vertu de I'Article 34, par le Conseil lui

meme,

iii) en vertu de l'Article 99, par le Secretaire
general.

L'Article 99 ne s'appliquait pas au cas de
1'Iran. L'Article 34 n'etait pas applicable, etant
donne que le Conseil n'a pas decide a faire pro
ceder a une enquete, seule mesure pouvant Stre
prise en vertu de cet article.

Au debut, 1'0n avait saisi le Conseil du diffe
rend en invoquant I'Article 35, paragraphe 1.
Comme 1'Iran avait retire sa plainte, le Conseil
ne pouvait prendre aucune mesure en vertu des
Articles 33, 36, 37 ou 38; en effet, les conditions
justifiant l'application de ces Articles (a savoir,
un differend entre deux ou plus de deux parties)
ne se trouvaient pas reunies.

On pouvait donc soutenir que, par suite de son
retrait par le representant de l'lran, la question
se trouvait automatiquement eliminee de 1'0rdre
du jour, a moins que

i) Le Conseil ne decidat de faire proceder a
une enquete aux termes de I'Article 34 ou

ii) Qu'un membre ne portat cette question a
l'attention du Conseil en tant que situation ou dif~

ferend, en vertu de l'Article 35, ou
iii) Que le Conseil n'agh conformement a

l'Article 35, paragraphe 1, qui semble exiger une
constatation preliminaire prouvant qu'un diffe
rend existe aux termes de I'Article 33 ou qu'on se
trouve en presence "d'une situation analogue."

Contre la these soutenant qu'une question est
automatiquement rayee de l'ordre du jour, on
pouvait faire valoir que le Conseil une fois saisi
d'une affaire, celle-ci n'affecte plus exclusive
ment les Etats qui etaient primitivement en cause,
mais interesse desormais l'ensemble du Conseil,
en ce qu'il represente toutes les Nations Unies.
Cependant, il est apparu que le seu] moyen d'in
tervenir dont le Conseil disposat en vertu de la
Charte lui etait fourni par I'Article 34 ou par
I'Artic1e 36, paragraphe 1. Etant donne que le
Conseil n'avait pas decide d'invoquer I'Article 34,
par le seul moyen qui lui permit de le faire, a
savoir, en ordonnant une enquete, et qu'il n'avait
pas decide d'invoquer l'Article 36, paragraphe 1,
en declarant qu'un differend existait aux termes
de l'Article 33 ou qu'on se trouvait en presence
d'une situation analogue, il se pouvait qu'il n'y eat
plus aucune possibilite pour le Consell de rester
saisi de cette question.

Le representant de la FRANCE a soutenu
qu'avant de prendre une decision finale, le Con
sell devait attendre le rapport du Comite d'experts
sur la lettre soumise par le Secretaire general.

Le representant de la POLOGNE s'est rallie a
cette proposition et a souligne que le Secretaire
general occupe un poste important et que la
Charte lui a confere des fonctions sp6ciales d'une
grande importanc7. 11 a, donc .estime que le
Conseil ne pouvmt plus desormms prendre une
decision en faisant entierement abstraction de
l'avis du Secretaire general.
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The representative of CHINA said that he fully
agreed that the Secretary-General was a very
important official. He pointed out, however,
that Article 97 stated "The Secretary-General
shall be appointed by the General Assembly upon
the recommendation of the Security Council. He
shall be the chief administrative officer of the
Organization". He was sure that the Council
would wish to give due consideration to the
observations of the Secretary-General, but the
decision remained with the Council.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS considered that the
functions of the Secretary-General were more
serious and responsible than had been suggested.
He recalled that Article 99 provided that "The
Secretary-General may bring to the attention of
the Security Council any matter which in his
opinion may threaten the maintenance of inter
national peace and security." He considered that
the Secretary-General had full right and duty to
submit reports on the various aspects of questions
under the consideration of the Council.

(d) Report by the Committee of Experts
The Council referred the Secretary-General's

letter to the Committee of Experts, and the report
of the Chairman of the Committee of Experts (S/
42) 13 was considered at the 36th meeting on 23
April 1946. The report .stated that the Com
mittee of Experts had decided, by reason of the
technical nature of its competence, to study from
an abstract point of view the problems whether
the Council could remain seized of a matter if the
interested parties had requested its withdrawal.
The Committee had not made a detailed study of
the Secretary-General's letter.

There was agreement on principle that, when
a matter had been submitted to the Council by a
party, it could not be withdrawn from the list of
matters of which the Council was seized without
a decision by the Council.

In the discussions of the Committee of Ex
perts, the representatives of AUSTRALIA, BRAZIL,
CHINA, EGYPT, MEXICO, the NETHERLANDS,
UNITED KINGDOM and UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA had considered that the Secretary
General's letter had put the problem on too
narrow a basis, since it referred only to a dispute
and since it treated such a dispute merely as a
lawsuit between two parties. Such a definition
implied an inexact understanding, in the first
place, of the functions of the Council (which was
not a court of justice) and, in the second place,
of the nature of its competence, which included
the consideration of situations, and which in any
case far exceeded the narrow framework within
which the letter would tend to confine it. Some
of the representatives had observed that, for the
Council to drop the matter, it was not enough for
the parties to the dispute to have reached an
agreement. The problem should not be regarded
from a purely legal point of view. In view of
Articles 1 and 24, the Council might hold that
even after an agreement had been reached be
tween the parties, circumstances might continue
to exist (for example, the conditions under which

13 See Security Council, Official Records, first year
first series, Supplement No. 2, annex 2G, page 47. '

Le representant de la CHINE a declare qu'il re
connaissait sans reserve la haute importance du
poste de Secretaire general. Toutefois, il a fait
observer que l'Artic1e 97 stipule que "le SewS
taire general est nomme par l'Assemblee generale
sur recommandation du Conseil de securite. Il
est le plus haut fonctionnaire de l'Organisation".
Il a exprime la conviction que le Conseil tiendra
a accorder toute l'attention voulue aux observa
tions du Secretaire general, mais la decision fi
nale est du ressort du Conseil.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a estime que les fonc
tions du Secretaire general etaient plus impor
tantes et comportaient plus de responsabilite qu'on
ne l'avait reconnu. Il a rappele que l'Artic1e 99
prevoit que "le Secretaire general peut attirer
l'attention du Conseil de securite sur toute affaire
qui, a son avis, pourrait mettre en danger le
maintien de la paix et de la securite internatio
nales". A son avis, le Secretaire general n'en
avait que davantage le droit et le devoir de pre
senter des rapports sur les differents aspects des
questions soumises a l'examen du Conseil de se
curite.

d) Rapport du ComiM d'experts
Le Conseil a renvoye la lettre du Secretaire

general au Comite d'experts, et le rapport du
President du Comite (S/42) 13 a ete examine
lors de la 36eme seance tenue le 23 avril 1946.
Il etait declare dans le rapport que le Comite
d'experts avait decide, vu le caractere technique
de son mandat, d'etudier d'un point de vue the
orique la question de savoir si le Conseil pouvait
rester saisi d'une affaire dans le cas Oll les parties
en cause avaient demand6 son retrait. Le Comi
te n'avait pas fait une etude approfondie de la
lettre du Secretaire general.

Il avait ete convenu en principe que, lors
qu'une affaire avait et6 portee par un Etat a l'at
tention du Conseil, elle ne pouvait, sans une de
cision prealable de ce demier, etre retiree de la
liste des questions dont le Conseil etait saisi.

Au cours des deliberations du Comite d'ex
perts, les representants de l'AUSTRALIE, du BRE
SIL, de la CHINE, de l'EGYTE, du MEXIQUE, des
PAys-BAS, du ROYAUME-UNI et des ETATS-UNIS
D'AMERIQUE ont estime que la lettre du Secre
taire general avait aborde le problcme d'un point
de vue trop etroit, etant donne qu'elle ne men
tionnait qu'un differend et qu'elle avait traite ce
differend exclusivement comme s'il s'agissait
d'un proces entre deux parties. Une telle defini
tion impliquait une conception erronee, en pre
mier lieu en ce qui conceme les fonctions du
Conseil (qui n'est pas une cour de justice), et,
en second lieu, en ce qui conceme le caractere
de sa competence, qui comprend l'examen de si
tuations et qui, en tout etat de cause, depasse de
beaucoup le cadre etroit auquel la lettre tendrait
a la restreindre. Certains de ces representants
ont fait remarquer que, pour perrnettre au Con
seil de se desister de l'affaire, il ne suffisait pas
que les parties en cause soient arrivees a un ac
cord. Dans cette question, il ne fallait pas s'en
tenir aun point de vue strictement juridique. En
invoquant les Articles 1 et 24, le Conseil pourrait
faire valoir que meme lorsque les parties ont

13 Voir Conseil de securite, Proces-verbaux offfciels,
premiere annee, premiere serie, Supplement No 2
annexe 2G, page 47.
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the agreement had been negotiated) which might
still leave room for fears regarding the main
tenance of peace and which justified the question
being retained among the matters entrusted to its
care. The Council might find it necessary to
remain seized of the matter until the whole or
part of the agreement had been executed, or
even longer. The decision by which the Council
was seized of a question was absolutely indepen
dent oE and distinct from the measures which it
might decide to take under Article 34. Several
representatives questioned the argument in the
letter which seemed to imply that unless the
Council took a decision under Article 34 or 36 it
could not remain seized of a dispute the with
drawal of which had been requested. Several
representatives considered that Article 35 (1)
proved that the action of the Council in its role as
guardian of the peace was quite independent of
the strictly legal circumstances in which a dispute
occurred, since, according to that text, it was not
necessarily a party to a dispute which had to
bring it to the Council.

In the discussion of the Committee of Experts,
the representatives of FRANCE, POLAND and the
UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS had
considered that the rules governing the procedure
for the withdrawal of a question submitted to the
Council varied according to whether a dispute or
a situation were involved. The notion of a dis
pute was of a subjective nature and it was
essentially a conflict between two or more States,
which existed only by virtue of the opposition be
tween the interested parties. If all the parties to
a dispute had reached an agreement, the threat
to the maintenance of peace from the prolon
gation of such dispute thereby disappeared, and
if they asked the Council to drop the dispute, the .
Council was bound to do so. On the other hand,
a situation might exist whether a Member brought
it to the Council's attention or not. The Council
could remain seized of a situation even if that
Member declared its desire to withdraw its com
munication. If the dispute originally submitted
to the Council had reached a point where other
parties were concerned, or if a new situation had
arisen out of the original dispute, it became a
different question from that originally submitted
to the Council. It could be brought to the atten
tion of the Council by a Member of the United
Nations under Article 35 Cl), or the Council
itself might take it up under Article 34.

Accordingly, the Committee of Experts was
unable to reach a unanimous opinion on the
question put to it by the Council.

(e) Discussion.

The representative of FRANCE considered that
it would be unwise to establish the precedent that
a Member of the United Nations, which had sub
mitted a communication to the Council, could not
withdraw its communication. He therefore pro
posed the following draft resolution:

reussi arealiser un accord, il pouvait encore arn
v~~ que les circonstances (par exemple les con
dItlO?S dans lesquelles l'accord avait ete negocie)
contmuent a susciter des craintes relativement
au m~intien .de la pah, en raison' desquelles le
Conseil sermt fonde a rester saisi de l'affaire
portee a son attention. Le Conseil pourrait ju
ger necessaire de rester saisi de l'affaire jusqu'a
ce que l'accord eut ete execute, en totalite ou en
p~~tie, ou meme plus longtemps encore. La de
CISIon en vertu de laquelle le Conseil a ete saisi
d:u~e question est absolument independante et
dlstmcte des mesures qu'il pourrait decider de
prendre en vertu de l'Article 34. Plusieurs re
prese~tants ont conteste la valeur de l'argument
eXI:0se dans la lettre et semblant impliquer qu'a
moms que le Conseil n'eut pris une decision aux
te~es,des ~rt}cles 34 ou 36, il ne pouvait rester
smSl dun differend dont le retrait avait ete de
~an~e. Quelques representants ont juge que
1ArtIcle 35, paragraphe 1, prouve que l'action
du Conseil remplissant sa fonction de gardien de
la paix est tout a fait independante des circon
st~n~es purement juridiques dans lesquelles le
dlfferend.est survenu; en effet, d'apres le texte en
question, ce n'est pas necessairement une des
parties au differend qui doit porter une affaire a
l'attention du Conseil.

Au cours des discussions du Comite d'experts
les representants de la FRANCE, de la POLOGN~
et de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES SOCIALISTES
SOVI:ETIQUES ont estime que les regles regissant
la procedure a suivre pour le re trait d'une ques
tion soumise au Conseil variaient suivant qu'il
s'agissait d'un differend ou d'une situation. La
notion de differend comportait un caractere sub
jectif et designait essentiellement un conflit entre
deux ou plus de deux Etats, existant seulement
en vertu de l'opposition des parties en cause. Si
toutes les parties au differend ont abouti aun ac
cord, le danger pour le maintien de la paix resul
tant de la prolongation d'un tel differend dispa
raissait de ce fait meme, et si les parties
demandaient au Conseil de ne plus s'en occupe;r,
le Conseil etait oblige d'acceder a cette demande.
Par contre, une situation pouvait exister qu'elle
ait ete ou non presentee par un Membre aI'atten
tion du Conseil. Le Conseil pouvait rester saisi
d'une situation meme si ce Membre avait exprime
le desir de retirer sa communication. Si le diffe
rend soumis primitivement au Conseil a atteint un
stade ou d'autres parties s'y trouvaient interessees,
ou si une nouvelle situation, derivant du differend
prirnitif, se produisait, il s'agissait alars d'une tout
autre question que celle dont le Conseil a ete pri
mitivement saisi. Cette question pouvait etre
portee a l'attention du Conseil par un Membre
des Nations Unies en vertu de l'Article 35, para
graphe 1, ou encore, le Conseil lui-meme pou
vait decider de s'en saisir en vertu de l'Article 34.

En consequence, le Comite d'experts s'est
trouve dans l'impossibilite d'exprimer une opinion
unanime sur la question qui lui avait ete soumise
par le Conseil.

e) Discussion

Le representant de la FRANCE a declare qu'll
serait imprudent d'empecher un Membre des
Nations Unies de retirer une communication qu'll
a deja presentee au Conseil, et que cela creerait
un precedent facheux. En consequence, il a sou
mis le projet de resolution suivant:

...
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"The Security Council,
"Having again considered at its meetings of the

15 and 16 April the question which it had placed
on its agenda on 26 March at the request of the
Government of Iran and which fonned the sub
ject of its resolution of 4 April,

"Takes note of the letter dated 14 April
addressed to it by the representative of the
Government of Iran in which the latter informs
the Security Council of the withdrawal of his
complaint;

"Notes that an agreement has been reached
between the two Governments concerned;

"Requests the Secretary-General to collect the
necessary information in order to complete the
Security Council's report to the Assembly, in
accordance with Article 24 of the Charter, on the
manner in which it dealt with the case placed on
its agenda on 26 March last at the request, now
withdrawn, of the Government of Iran."

The representative of POLAND said that he
fully shared the views of the representative of
France that if unforeseen circumstances occurred
and the withdrawal of USSR troops did not take
place within the period agreed, the question could
be placed on the agenda again. However, the
Council did not have the right to keep the
question on its agenda against the will of both
parties, and such a procedure would clearly
violate the Charter.

The representatives of AUSTRALIA, BRAZIL,
CIUNA, EGYPT, MEXICO, NETHERLANDS, UNITED
KINGDOM and UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
maintained that the Council was master of its
own agenda and had the power to keep the
Iranian question on the agenda despite the Iran
ian withdrawal of its complaint.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS contended that the Council
could not take a decision on any dispute without
hearing both parties. However, since his
proposal for postponement had been rejected,
he had been unable to participate in the Council's
discussions until 10 April 1946. Further, the
Council could not take a decision on any dispute
or situation without a prior decision as to whether
the question were a dispute or a situation. No
such decision had been taken.

He argued that it was inconsistent with the
Charter to maintain that countries appealing to
the Council were not entitled to withdraw their
appeals. The Iranian Government knew best
what measures should be taken for a satisfactory
solution of its differences with the USSR Govern
ment. Finally, he recalled that when he had
proposed that the Iranian question should not be
included in the agenda, the representative of the
United States had stated that the objection to
that proposal was that the Iranian Government
did not agree to it. To be consistent, the Iranian
question should now be withdrawn from the agen
da as requested both by the USSR and the
Iranian Governments.

In reply to the representative of the USSR the
representatives of the UNITED KINGDOM and the

"Le Conseil de securite.
"Ayant examine de nouveau dans ses seances

des 15 et 16 avril la question qu'il avait inscrite
a son ordre du jour, le 26 mars 1946, sur la de
mande du Gouvemement de l'Iran, et qui fait
l'objet de sa resolution du 4 avril,

"Prend acte de la lettre en date du 14 aVID
que lui a adressee le representant du Gouverne
ment de l'Iran, par laquelle ce demier porte a la
connaissance du Conseil le retrait de sa plainte;

"Constate qu'un accord est intervenu entre les
deux Gouvernements interesses;

"Demande au Secretaire general de rccueillir
les informations necessaires pour completer le
rapport du Conseil a l'Assemblee prevu a l'Article
24 de la Charte, sur la maniere dont il a
traite le cas qu'il avait inscrit a son ordre du jour
le 26 mars dernier, sur la demande, maintenant
retiree, du Gouvemement de l'Iran."

Le representant de la POLOGNE a declare qu'il
se ralliait pleinement aux vues du representant de
la France, a savoir que, dans le cas ou des eve
nements imprevisibles surgiraient et ou le retrait
des troupes de l'Union sovietique ne serait pas
effectue dans 1es delais convenus, la question
pourrait etre inscrite de nouveau a l'ordre du
jour. Le Conseil n'aurait cependant pas le droit
de maintenir la question a l'ordre du jour contre
la volonte des deux parties, car une telle proce
dure porterait certainement atteinte aux dispo
sitions de la Charte.

Les representants de l'AUSTRALrE, du BRESIL,
de la CHINE, de l'EGYPTE, du MEXIQUE, des
PAys-BAS, du ROYAUME-UNI et des ETATS-UNIS
D'AMERIQUE ant soutenu que le Conseil etait mat
tre de son ordre du jour et qu'il avait le pouvoir
de maintenir la question iranienne a l'ordre du
jour malgre le retrait de la plainte iranienne.

Le representant de I'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIAUSTES SOVIETIQUES a affirme que le Con
seil ne pouvait prendre une decision sur un diffe
rend sans cntendre les deux parties. Etant donne
toutefois que sa proposition d'ajournement avait
ete repoussee, il n'avait pas ete en mesure de par
ticiper aux deliberations du Conseil avant le 10
avril 1946. En outre, le Conseil ne pouvait pren
dre de decision sur un differend ou une situation
sans avoir determine auparavant si la question
qui lui etait soumise etait un differend ou une
situation. Ce point n'avait pas ete tranche.

Il a indique qu'a son sens, il etait contraire a
l'esprit de la Charte de pretendre qu'un pays qui
avait fait appe1 au Conseil n'avait pas le droit d'y
renoncer. C'est le Gouve1'llement iranien qui est
le mieux a meme de determiner les mesures qu'il
conviendrait de prendre pour arriver El. une solu
tion satisfaisante de son differend avec le Gou
vernement de I'Union sovietique. Enfin, le re
presentant de I'URSS a rappele que lorsqu'il
avait propose de ne pas inscrire la question ira
nienne a l'ordre du jour, le representant des
Etats-Unis d'Amerique avait declare expresse
ment que cette proposition se heurtait a l'objec
tion que le Gouvernement iranien n'y souscrivait
pas. En bonne logique, la question iranienne
devrait done etre retiree maintenant de l'ordre du
jour ainsi que le demandaient les Gouvernements
de I'URSS et de l'Iran.

Repondant au representant de l'Union sovieti
que, les representants du ROYAUME-UNl et des
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P~YS-B~s ont soutenu que les decisions du Con
seil a;.v~le~t port.e sur la procedure et qu'il n'avait
pas ~te necessarre de decider au prealable si la
questIOn constituait une situation ou un dillerend.
Quant it la necessite d'entendre les deux parties, ,
ce.s repr;sentan!s ont estime que la Charte par
talt ?e I hy~othese selon laquelle les deux parties
ser~lent presentes pour etre entendues. Le
d~Olt de. veto etait limite et ne pouvait recevoir
d extenSiOn sous forme d'absence aux delibera
tions du Conseil.

Quat;t aux arguments generaux invoques par
le representant de l'Union sovietique, le represen
tant des E'~AT~-Ur-:lIS ?'AMERIQUE a affirme que
la commUDlcatlOn uaOlenne avait ete portee d'une
fayon reguliere a l'attention du Conseil en vertu
de l'Article 34. Nul n'a laisse entendre qu'un
changement quelconque Mait survenu dans la
situation d~puis le 4 avril 1946 en ce qui concer
ne ~e retrmt des troupes. En consequence, il n'y
avalt pas de raison de modifier la procedure
adoptee le 4 avril 1946. De l'avis du represen
tant des Etats-Urus, il etait impossible pour le
Conseil de ne pas tenir compte du fait que le
changement brusque de l'attitude que le Gou
vernement iranien n'avait cesse de maintenir
e~~i! survenu alors ~ue les troupes de l'Union so
vwtlque se trouvawnt encore sur le territoire
de I'Iran.

Le representant de rAUSTRALIE a fait remar
quer que la resolution du 4 avril 1946 n'avait pas
parte sur la premiere question, celle de !'ingerence
dans les affaires interieures de l'Iran. On croyait
savoir que les troupes de l'Union sovietique se
trouvaient toujours en territoire iranien et cette
situation constituait a premiere vue une rupture
du Traite tripartite. C'etait la le fond de la
question dont le Conseil etait saisi, mais le repre
sentant de l'Union sovietique n'y avait jamais fait
allusion. En raison du manque de renseigne
ments concernant certaines questions de la plus
haute importance, le representant de l'Australie a
soutenu que le Conseil conservait le droit de faire
proceder a une enquete.

f) Decision
Lors de la 36eme seance, tenue le 23 avril

1946, le projet de resolution soumis par le repre
sentant de la FRANCE et appuye par le represen
tant de I'UNION DES REPuBLIQuES SOCIALISTES
SOVIETIQUES a recueilli 3 van et a done ete
rejete.

g) Declaration du representant de l'URSS

NETHERLANDS argued that the decisions of the
Council bad been procedural and it had not been
necessary to make the prior decision as to
whether the question constituted a situation or
a dispute. On the question of the necessity of
hearing both parties, those representatives con
sidered that the Charter proceeded on the
assumption that both parties would be present to
be heard. The veto right was limited and could
not be extended by absence from the Council.

With regard to the general arguments advanced
by the representative of dle USSR, the represen
tative of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA argued
that the Iranian communication had properly
been brought to the Council's attention under
Article 34. It was not suggested that there bad
been any change since 4 April 1946 in the situa
tion concerning the withdrawal of troops. There
was no reason, therefore, to change the procedure
adopted on 4 April 1946. He considered that
the Council could not ignore the fact that the
Iranian Govemment's sudden reversal of the
position it had steadfastly maintained had
occurred while USSR troops were still in Iran.

The representative of AUSTRALIA pointed out
that the resolution of 4 April 1946 had not dealt
with the first issue concerning interference in the
internal affairs of Iran. It was understood that
USSR troops were still in Iran and that state of
affairs was prima facie a breach of the Tripartite
Treaty. That was the real question before the
Council but the representative of the USSR had
never referred to it. In view of the lack of
information concerning matters of the greatest
importance, he suggested that it was still of the
competence of the Council to hold an investiga
tion.

(t) Decision
At the 36th meeting on 23 April 1946 the

draft resolution submitted by the representative
of FRANCE and supported by the repl'esentative of
the UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
received 3 votes and was therefore rejected.

Apropos du vote susvise, le representant de
rUNION DES REPUBLIQUES SOCIALISTES SOVIETI
QUES a declare qu'en raison de l'accord realise
entre les Gouvernements de l'Union sovietique et
de l'Iran sur toutes les questions en Htige et a la
suite du retrait par le Gouvernement iranien de son
appel au Conseil, la delegation de rUmon sovieti
que estimait que la decision du Conseil de mainte
nir la question iranienne a l'order du jour etait
contraire a l'esprit de la Charte. Pour ces
raisons, la delegation de rUmon sovietique ne
jugeait pas possible de participer plus avant a la
discussion de la question iranienne devant le
Conseil.

The Iranian question was not discussed further La discussion de la question iranienne n'a pas
at the 36th meeting. In accordance with the ete poursuivie au cours de la 36eme seance.
above declaration, the representative of the Conformement a la declaration ci-dessus, le
USSR did not attend the subsequent meetings at representant de l'URSS n'a pas assiste aux
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(g) Declaration made by the representative
of the USSR

In connexion with the above vote, the rep~

resentative of the UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST
REPUBLICS stated that, in view of the existence
of the agreement between the USSR and Iranian
Governments on all questions in dispute and in
view of the Iranian Government's withdrawal of
its appeal to the Council, the USSR delegation
considered that the Council's decision to retain
the Iranian question on it§ agenda was contrary
to the Charter. For those reasons, the USSR
delegation did not consider it possible to take
any further part in the discussion of the Iranian
question in the Council.
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which the Council discussed the Iranian question
(40th and 43rd meetings).

H. REPORT BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF IRAN
UNDER RESOLUTION OF 4 APRIL 1946

By letter dated 6 May 1946, addressed to the
President of the Council (8/53) ,14 the Iranian
Ambassador stated that, pUl'suant to the Council's
resolution of 4 April 1946, investigations made
by responsible officials of the Iranian Govern
ment showed that USSR troops had been
completely evacuated from the Provinces of
Khorassan, Gorgan, Mazanderan and Gilan.
Because of the interference previously complained
of, the Iranian Government had been unable to
exercise effective authority within Azerbaijan
since 7 November 1945 and from that time had
had no opportunity to ascertain conditions in
Azerbaijan through its own officials. The Iranian
Government had been unable to verify by direct
observation reports that the evacuation from
Azerbaijan bad been proceeding and would be
completed by 7 May 1946.

The USSR Government made no report
pursuant to the resolution of 4 April 1946.

1. RESOLUTION OF 8 MAY 1946
At the 40th meeting, held on 8 May 1946, the

Council considered the above report of the
Iranian Ambassador. The representative of the
USSR was absent from that meeting. In view of
the incomplete nature of the report, the
representative of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
proposed the following resolution:

"The Security Council
"Resolves, in view of the statement made by

the Iranian Government in its preliminary report
of 6 May, submitted in compliance with the
resolution of 4 April 1946, that it was not able as
of 6 May to state whether the withdrawal of all
Soviet troops from the whole of Iran had been
completed,

"To defer further proceedings on the Iranian
matter in order that the Government of Iran may
have time in which to ascertain through its official
representatives whether all Soviet troops have
been withdrawn from the whole of Iran;

"That the Iranian Government be requested to
submit a complete report on the subject to the
Security Council immediately upon the receipt
of the infomlation which will enable it so to do;
and that in case it is unable to obtain such
information by 20 May, it report on that day such
information as is available to it at that time;

"And that immediately following the receipt
from the Iranian Government of the report
requested, the Council shall consider what
further proceedings are required."

The resolution was adopted by 10 votes.
The representative of AUSTRALIA considered

that, under the Charter, each member of the
Security Council acted in a representative

14 See Security Council, Official Records, first year,
first series, Supplement No. 2, annex 20, pages 50-51.

seances suivantes au cours desquelles le Conseil a
discute la question iranienne (40eme et 43eme
seances).

H. RApPORT PRESENTE PAR LE REPRESENTANT
DE L'IRAN, CONFORMEMENT ALA RESOLUTION
DU 4 AVRIL 1946

Par lettre en date du 6 mai 1946 adressee au
President du Conseil (8/53) 14, l'Ambassadeur
de 1'Iran a declare qu'en application de la
resolution du Conseil du 4 avril 1946, des en
quetes menees par des fonctionnaires responsables
du Gouvernement iranien avaient 6tabli que les
troupes de l'Union sovi6tique avaient complete
ment evacue les provinces de Khorassan, Gorgan,
Mazanderan et Gilan. En raison de l'ingel'ence
dont il s'etait plaint ant6rieurement, le Gouveme
ment iranien n'avait pu exercer aucune autorite
effective en Azerbaidjan depuis le 7 novembre
1945 et n'avait eu depuis lors aucune possibilite
de se rendre compte de la situation en Azerbaidjan
par l'intermediaire de ses propres fonctionnaires.
Le Gouvernement iranien a et6 incapable de
verifier par lui-meme les rapports signalant que
l'evacuation de l'Azerbaidjan se poursuivait et
qu'elle serait achevee le 7 mai 1946.

Le Gouvernement de l'Union sovi6tique n'a pas
presente de rapport en execution de la resolution
du 4 avril 1946.

1. RESOLUTION DU 8 MAl 1946
Lors de la 40eme seance, tenue le 8 mai 1946,

le Conseil a examine le rapport precite de
l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran. Le representant de
l'URSS n'assistait pas a cette seance. En raison
de la nature incomplete de ce rapport, le repre
sentant des ETATS-UNIS d'AMERIQUE a propose
la resolution suivante':

"Le Conseil de securite,
"Considerant que d'apres la declaration pre

sentee par le Gouvernernent iranien dans son
rapport preliminaire soumis le 6 mai pour donner
effet a la resolution du 4 avril 1946, celui-ci
n'est pas en mesure de dire si, ala date du 6 mai,
toutes les troupes sovietiques ont tte entierement
retin~es de l'ensemble du territoire de l'Iran,

"Ajourne la suite des debats sur la question
iranienne afin de donner au Gouvernemen1
iranien le temps de s'assurer, par l'intermCdiaire
de ses representants officiels, que toutes les troupes
sovietiques ont ete retirees de l'ensemble du
territoire de l'Iran;

"Invite le Gouvernement iranien a lui
soumettre un rapport complet sur la question
aussitot qu'il aura regu les renseignements
necessaires et, au cas Oll ces renseignements ne lui
seraient pas parvenus a la date du 20 mai, A
faire connaitre a cette date les informations dont
il dispose; et

"Decide qu'immediatement apres avoir relfu
du Gouvernement iranien le rapport en question,
il examinera la suite que, le cas echeant, 105
debats comporteront."

La resolution a ete adoptee par 10 voix.
Le representant de l'AusTRAUB a estime que,

d'apres la Charte, chaque membre du Conseil de
securite agit en qualite de representant et qu'jj

14 Voir Conseil de securite, Proces-verbaux officiels,
premiere annee, premiere serie, Supplement No 2
annexe 2G, pages 50 et 51.
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capacity, exerCismg the powers conferred upon
it not solely on its own behalf, but on behalf of
all Members of the United Nations. The non
permanent members had been appointed as the
result of an election. The permanent members
had been appointed in accordance with a
provision in the Charter agreed to by all Members
of the United Nations. The situation could not
be entertained that a member holding office under
such conditions could select a case on which it
did not choose to act as a representative.

He suggcsted that, if a member failed to
participate ~ th.e work of the Counci~, then for
the time bemg 1t abandoned the spec13l powers
accruing to it as a member and it had no powers
greater than those of any other Member of the
United Nations. He regarded it as most dangerous
and the beginning of a system which would
rapidly prove unworkable, that the Council should
ever be asked to entertain the idea that a repre
sentative on the Security Council, by absenting
himself, could bring into question the Council's
ability to function.

He considered that the alternative to his views
would imply an extensive amendment de facto
in the provisions of the Charter and a serious
extension of the power of veto.

He considered that members were entitled to
know the precise opinion of the absent represen
tative concerning the effect of his absence.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
considered that the absence of a representative
from the Council did not prevent the functioning
of that body. There was no rule concerning a
quorum, unless something could be inferred from
the voting rule providing that any decision
required an affirmative vote of at least seven
members. In conclusion, he considered that
absence from the Security Council had the same
effect on decisions of the Council as abstention
from voting.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS
considered that the resolution proposed by the
representative of the United States could lawfully
be adopted in the absence of the representative
of the USSR because it clearly involved a
procedural matter. For that reason an affirmative
vote of any seven members was sufficient.

J. REPORT BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF IRAN
UNDER RESOLUTIONS OF 4 APRIL AND 8 MAY 1946

By letters dated 20 May and 21 May 1946,
addressed to the President of the Council
(8/66 and S/68),15 the Iranian Ambassador
s~bmitted reports in compliance with the resolu
tions of 4 April and 8 May 1946. In his le.tter
dated 20 May 1946, the Iranian Ambassador
stated that the information then available to him
:-vas to the effect that, as a consequence of the
mterference previously complained of, the Iranian
Government was still prevented from exercising

exerce les pouvoirs qui lui sont conferes, non
seuIement a titre personnel, mais au nom de tous
les Membres des Nations Unies. Les membres
non permanellts ont ete designes par voie
d'6lection. Les membres pemlancnts ont 6te
des ignes conformement 11 une disposition de la
Charte, approuvee par tOllS les Membres des
Nations Unies. On ne saurait admettre qu'un
membre siegeant dans ces conditions puisse
decider, dans te11e circonstance de son choix, de
ne pas agir en qualite de representant.

Le representant de l'Australie a emis l'avis que
si un membre s'abstenait de participer aux
travaux du Conseil, i1 renongait, pendant ce
temps, aux pouvoirs speciaux qui lui sont conferes
en tant que membre et ne jouissait pas de pou
voirs plus etendus que ceux de l'un quelconque
des autres Membres des Nations Unies. Le repre
sentant de l'Australie a estime qu'il serait cxtreme
ment dangereux de demander au Conseil
d'admettre qu'un representant du Conseil de
securite, par une absence voulue, puisse mettre
en question le pouvoir du Conseil d'exercer ses
fonctions et qu'il fa11ait eviter d'inaugurer ainsi un
systeme qui s'avererait rapidement impraticable.

Il a estime qu'en adoptant un point de vue
autre que le sien, on appOl'terait tacitement, en
fait, une importante modification aux dispositions
de la Charte et on elargirait serieusement le droit
de veto.

Il a exprime l'avis que les membres ont le droit
de connaltre de fagon precise cc que pense le
representant absent des consequences de son
absence.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a soutenu
que l'absence d'un representant au Conseil
n'empechait pas celui-ci de fonctionner. Il
n'existe aucune regIe fixant un quorum, El moins
que l'on ne puisse tirer argument de la regIe
selon laquelle toute decision exige un vote affir
matif d'au moins sept membres. En definitive, il
a estime que, en ce qui conccrne les decisions du
Conseil, le fait de ne pas assister au Conseil de
securite equivaut a s'abstenir de participer au
vote.

Le representant des PAys-BAS a soutenu que
la resolution proposee par le repnSselltant des
Etats-Unis d'Amerique pouvait etre adoptee en
l'absence du representant de l'URSS et n'en serait
pas moins reguliere, parce qu'elle impliquait
manifestement une question de procedure. Duns
ce cas un vote affirmatif de sept membres est
suffisant.

J. RAPPORT PRESENTE PAR LE REPRESENTANT
DE L'IRAN, CONFORMEMENT AUX RESOLUTIONS
DU 4 AVRIL ET DU 8 MAl 1946

Par lettres des 20 mai et 21 mai 1946
adressees au President du Conseil (S/66 et
5/68) 15, l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a soumis des
rapports conformement auX resolutions des 4
avril et 8 mai 1946. Dans sa lettre datee du 20
mai 1946, l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a declare que
d'apres les renseignements dont il disposait, le
Gouvemementiranien, du fait de l'ingerence dont
il s'etait plaint anterieurement, etait toujours
empecl1e d'exercer une autorit6 effective dans la

. 15 S~ Security Council, Official Records, first year,
flrst serIes, Supplement No. 2, annex 2J, pages 52-53.
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15 Voir Consai/ de securite, Proces-verbaux officials,
premiere annee, premiere serie, Supplement No ~

annexe 2J, pages 52 et 53.
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"any effective authority in the province 'of Azer- .
baijan, and that USSR interferences in the in~emal
affairs of Iran had not ceased, Therefore, It had
not been possible to make such investigation as
was required to establish that all USSR troops
had been withdrawn froIll the whole of Iran,

In his letter dated 21 May 1946, the Iranian
Ambassador communicated the text of a telegram
received by him that afternoon from the Iranian
Prime Minister. The telegram stated that the
Iranian Prime Minister had dispatched a
commission of investigation, which in the course
of one week had investigated carefully regions of
Azerbaijan, such as the following important
centres: Tabriz and its suburbs, Marand, Jolia,
Khoy, Salmas, Maju, Rizaiych and Mianduab.
Telegraphic reports were to the effe~t that no
trace whatever of USSR troops, eqUipment or
means of transport was found and that according
to trustworthy local people, who were questioned
in all those places, USSR troops evacuated
Azerbaijan on 6 May 1946.

K. RESOLUTION OF 22 MAY 1946

At the 43rd meeting, held on 22 May 1946,
the Iranian Ambassador participated in the dis
cussion.

The Iranian Ambassador interpreted the
withdrawal of the Iranian communication on 14
April 1946 as relating only to the evacuation of
USSR troops and not to USSR interference in the
internal affairs of Iran. He was not aware of his
Government's present views as to the retention
of the Iranian question on the agenda. But since
the Council had decided to keep it on the agenda,
Iran would respect the Council's decision and
answer any questions put by the Council.

Whcn the representatives of FRANCE and
POLAND expressed their regret at the discrepancies
between the letters of 20 and 21 May, the
Iranian Ambassador replied that his letter of 20
May 1946 had been written on the last day on
which a report could be made under the
resolution of 8 May 1946. The letter had contained
all the information then at his disposal.

Concerning the armed forces of Azerbaijan,
the Iranian Ambassador stated that they had
grown with the encouragcmcnt and protection of
USSR forccs. Agents from the USSR had drilled
and equipped them, and he had hcard that they
even used USSR uniforms. During negotiations
bctwecn the Iranian Prime Minister and Azerbai
janian representatives, demands had been made
which would practically have resulted in the
creation of an independent Azerbaijan State. The
USSR Ambassador had participated as a friendly
mediator but had urged the Iranian Prime
Minister to concede the Azerbaijanian claims.
The Iranian Ambassador felt that those facts
constituted interference in the internal affairs of
Iran.

The Iranian Ambassador said that the towns
mentioned in the Iranian Prime Minister's tele-

province d'Azerba:ldja~, e~ ,q~e l'imm~tion
sovietique dans les affarres, ll1teneu~es ,de ~ Iran
n'avait pas cesse. En consequence, 11 n aVaIt pas
ete possible ?e proceder a l'enq~~~e necess~ire
pour etablir SI toutes les forces Sovletlques avalent
ete evacuees de l'ensemble du territoire de I'Iran.

Dans sa lettre datee du 21 mai 1946,
1'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a communique le texte
d'un telegramme qu'il avait re~u au cours de
1'apres-midi meme, emanant du President du Con
seil de 1'Iran. Le telegramme declarait que ce der
nier avait envoye une commission d'enquete qui,
au COllfS d'une semaine, avait procede a une en
quete approfondie dans certaines regio~s de l'A
zerbaYdjan, notamment dans les centres Importants
suivants: Tabriz et ses faubourgs, Marand, Jolia,
Khoy, Salmas, Maju, Rizaiyeh et Mianduab.
Les rapports te16graphiques indiquaient que 1'on
ne trouvait plus aucune trace de troupes,
d'equipement ou de moyens de transports so
vietiques et que, selon 1es declarations d'habitants
dignes de foi de ces regions qui avaient ete
questionnes dans toutes ces localites, les troupes
sovietiques avaient evacue 1'AzerbaYdjan le 6 mai
1946.

K. RESOLUTION DU 22 MA! 1946

Lors de la 43eme seance, tenue le 22 mai
1946, 1'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a pris part a la
discussion.

L'Ambassadeur de !'IRAN a interprete le retrait
de la communication iranienne le 14 avril 1946
comme ayant trait seulement a l'evacuation des
troupes sovietiques et non a1'ingerence sovietique
dans les affaires interieures de l'Iran. Il a declare
ne pas connaltre l'opinion presente de son
Gouvernement relativement au maintien de la
question iranienne a I'ordre du jour. Btant
donne, toutefois, que le Conseil avait decide de
la maintenir a l'ordre du jour, !'Iran respecterait
la decision du Conseil et repondrait a toutes les
questions posees par ee dernier.

Les representants de la FRANCE et de la
POLOGNE ayant exprim6 leurs regrets au sujet des
divergences entre les lettres des 20 et 21 mai,
l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran, a repondu que sa lettre
du 20 mai 1946 avalt ete eerite le dernier jour
ou un rapport pouvait etre redige conformement
it la resolution du 8 mai 1946. La 1ettre contenait
tous les renseignements dont il disposait alars.

En ce qui concerne les forces annees de
l'Azerbai'djan, l'Ambassadeur de I'Iran a declare
qu'elles avaient augmente grace a l'encourage
ment et a la protection des forces sovietiques.
Des instructeurs sovietiques les avaient entralnees
et equipees et il avait meme entendu dire
qu'elles portaient des uniformes sovietiques. Au
cours des negociations entre le President du
Conseil de l'Iran et les representants de
l'AzerbaYdjan, des demandes avaient ete
formulees, demandes qui auraient abouti en fait
[L la creation d'un Btat d'AzerbaYdjan indepen
dant. L'Ambassadeur de l'URSS avait pris part
aux negociations en qualite de m6diateur mais
avait ehercM apersuader le President du Conseil
de l'Iran de faire droit aux revendications de
l'AzerbaYdjan. L'Ambassadeur de l'Iran a esti
me que ces faits constituaient une ingerence dans
les affaires interieures de l'Iran.

L'Ambassadeur de 1'Iran a ajoute que les villes
mentionnees dans le telegramme du President du
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gram of 21 May would cover half of Azerbaijan.
In any event, USSR troops were not all stationed
in cities and towns. For those reasons, he did not
consider that the telegram implied that the
Commission had visited the whole of Azerbaijan
or that the whole province had been evacuated.

The representative of FRANCE suggested that
since the telegram gave information of consider
able importance, the Iranian question should be
kept on the agenda for a short time; if, after a
week or ten days, no information had been
received contradicting that already supplied, the
question should automatically be removed from
the agenda.

The representative of POLAND considered that
the Iranian Prime Minister's telegram closed the
case effectively. The question whether the
Iranian Government was able to send its agents
into Azerbaijan was entirely an internal matter.
If any doubt remained, he suggested that the
Iranian Government be asked by telegram if it
were satisfied that USSR troops had been
withdrawn.

The representatives of the NETHERLANDS and
the UNITED KINGDOM opposed that suggestion,
arguing that it was not necessary further to
embarrass the Iranian Government in that way.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA proposed that the Council postpone
consideration of the Iranian question. He pointed
out that the USSR Government had made no
report to the Council and that the Iranian report
was incomplete. Further, the evacuation of
USSR troops was only part of the subject matter
of the dispute between the USSR and Iranian
Governments. He stated that his Government
had recently given careful consideration to
requesting the Security Council to undertake an
investigation of the situation in northern Iran to
determine whether it was likely to endanger the
maintenance of international peace and security.

TIle representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
associated himself with those remarks. He said
that there might be some doubt whether the
Iranian Commission had enjoyed complete liberty
of movement and action. In conclusion he
argued that a declaration from the Iranian
Government of its satisfaction that evacuation
was complete was necessary before a decision
could be made by the Council.

The representative of AUSTRALIA considered
that, whether or not the Iranian Government or
any party to a dispute maintained its complaint,
it was solely for the Council itself to decide
whether or not it remained seized of the question.
Although it would be interesting to note whether
the Iranian Government withdrew any statement
in regard to that matter, an effective decision had
already been taken by the Council that it was
not necessary either for the Iranian Government
or any other government to reintroduce a
complaint or maintain a complaint.

Conseil de l'Iran en date du 21 mai rcprescnte
raient la moitie de l'Azerba'idjan. En tout cas,
les troupes sovi6tiques n'etaient pas cantonnees
seulement dans les villes. En consequence, le
t61egramme n'impliquait pas, a son avis, que
l'ensemble de l'Azerba'idjan eut ete visite par la
Commission ou que toute la province eut ete
evacuee.

Le representant de la FRANCE a suggere qu'en
raison du fait que le te16gramme fournissait des
renscignements d'une importance considerable, la
question iranienne devait etre maintenue Et I'or
dre du jour pendant une courte periode; si, au
bout d'une semaine ou de dix jours, aueun
renseignement nouveau ne dementait les ren
seignements deja re~us, la question serait auto
matiquement retiree de l'ordre du jour.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a estime que le
telegramme du President du Conseil de l'Iran
mettait un terme dCfinitif a l'affaire. La ques
tion de savoir si le Gouvernement de I'Iran serait
en mesure d'envoyer ses agents dans l'Azerba'id
jan constituait un probleme purement interieur.
Pour le cas ou il subsisterait le moindre doute,
le representant de la Pologne a propose que l'on
demandat au Gouvernement de l'Iran, par t616
gramme, s'il etait satisfait de l'evacuation des
troupes sovietiques.

Les representants des PAys-BAS et du
ROYAUME-UNI se sont opposes a cette suggestion
en faisant valoir qu'il n'etait pas necessaire de
compIiquer encore la tache du Gouvernement de
l'Iran de cette fa~on.

Le representant des El'ATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE
a propose que le Conseil ajourn1l.t l'examen de la
question iranienne. Il a fait remarquer que le
Gouvernement de I'Union sovietique n'avait ja
mais soumis de rapport au Conseil et que le rap
POlt de l'Iran etait incomplet. D'autrc part,
I'evacuation des troupes sovietiques ne constituait
qu'une partie de la question faisant I'objet du
differend entre l'Union sovietique et le Gouver
nement de l'Iran. Il a declare que SOll Gouver
nement avait etudie recemment avec attention la
possibilite de demander au Conseil de faire pro
ceder Et une enquete sur la situation dans le nord
de l'Iran, afin de determiner si cette situation
risquait de creer une menace pour le maintien de
la paix et de la securite internationales.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI s'est associ6
a ces observations. Il a declare qu'on pouvait se
demander si la Commission iranienne avait joui
d'une complete Iiberte de mouvement et d'action.
Pour conc1ure, il a soutenu qu'une declaration du
Gouvernement de l'Iran constatant l'evacua
tion totale etait n6cessaire avant qu'une decision
soit prise par le Conseil.

Le representant de l'AUSTRALIE a estime que
le Conseil avait seul autorite pour decider s'il
restait ou non saisi de la question, que le Gou
vernement iranien ou toute autre partie 11 un dif
ferend maintlnt ou non sa plainte. Bien qu'il flit
interessant de noter si le Gouvernement imnien
retirait une declaration concernant cette question,
le Conseil avait deja effectivement pris une de
cision selon laquellc il n'etait necessaire ni pour
le Gouvernement de l'Iran ni pour tout autre
gouvcrnement d'introduire anouveau ou de main
tenir une plainte.

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



As to the suggested adjournment, the represen
tative of Australia favoured deferring the discus
sion for some days, while maintaining the
previously expressed view that the item should be
retained on the agenda until a positive decision
had been taken to remove it.

The representative of MEXICO suggested that the
discussion be adjourned to permit examination of
certain questions that could be raised from the
statements made by the Iranian Ambassador. The
matter had been kept on the agenda pending the
receipt of the information requested from the
Iranian Government on the evacuation of USSR
troops, but now the Iranian Ambassador declared
his inability to present a satisfactory report until
his Government was in a position to exercise full
authority throughout the province of Azerbaijan.
It might be necessary to decide whether or not
the Council was willing to take action to help the
Iranian Government regain its authority.

The representative of Mexico said that as the
Iranian Ambassador had stated that the situation
in Iran had developed as a result of previous
interference by USSR troops, the question arose
whether the Council was ready to keep the
matter on the agenda on this ground also, even
if, at a later stage, the members of the Council
were satisfied that the USSR troops had left
Iranian territory. He thought that the Council
should clearly decide whether the Iranian question
would be retained on the agenda on one or both
of the questions of interference and evacuation of
troops. The answers to those questions could
lead the Council far afield, and before deciding
to maintain the Iranian case on the agenda the
members of the Council should have more time
to study the situation. Accordingly, the discussion
should be adjourned for the time being.

The following resolution proposed by the
representative of the NETHERLANDS was adopted
by 9 votes to 1:

"The discussion of the Iranian question is
adjourned until a date in the near future, the
Council to be called together at the request of any
of its members."

The Council remained seized of the Iranian
question.

CHAPTER 2

The Greek question
A. CONSIDERATION OF THE COMMUNICATION

FROM THE USSR DATED 21 JANUARY 1946
(a) USSR communication

By letter dated 21 January 1946, the Acting
Chief of the USSR delegation, under Article 35
of the Charter, requested the Security Council to
discuss the situation in Greece on the grounds
that the presence of British troops in Greece
after the tennination of the war meant interfer
ence in the internal affairs of Greece and caused
extraordinary tension fraught with grave conse
quences both for the Greek people and for the
maintenance of peace and security.
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En ce qui concerne l'ajournement propose, le
representant de l'Australie s'est declare en faveur
de l'ajournement de la discussion pendant quel
ques jours, tout en maintenant l'opinion prece
dernment exprin1ee selon laquelle la question
devrait rester inscrite a l'ordre du jour jusqu'a ce
qu'une decision positive intervlnt au sujet de son
retrait.

Le representant du MEXIQUE a suggere d'ajour
ner la discussion afin de permettre l'examen de
certaines questions soulevees par les declarations
de l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran. L'affaire avait 6te
maintenue it l'ordre du jour, en attendant que le
Gouvernement iranien fournlt les renseignemcnts
relatifs a l'evacuation des troupes sovi6tiques qui
lui avaient ete demandes, mais l'Ambassadeur de
l'Iran venait de faire connahre qu'il lui 6tait im
possible de presenter un rapport concluant aussi
lOl1gtemps que son Gouverncment ne serait pas
en mesure d'exercer pleinement son autorite
dans toute la province d'Azerbaldjan. 11 y avait
peut-etre lieu de decider si le Conseil etait ou non
dispose a aider le Gouvernement de l'Iran a re
tablir son autorite.

Le representant du Mexique a declare que
l'Ambassadeur de l'Iran ayant fait savoir que la
situation existant en Iran etait le resultat de l'in
gerence anterieure des troupes sovietiques, la
question se posait de savoir si le Conseil etait dis
pose a maintenir l'affaire a l'ordre du jour egale
ment en ce qui concernait cette question, meroe
si a une date ulterieure les membres du Conseil
constataient que les troupes sovietiques avaient
evacue le territoire iraniel1. Il a estime que le
Conseil devrait determiner nettement si l'affaire
iranienne serait maintenue al'ordre du jour, en ce
qui concerne, soit la question de l'ingerence, soit
celle de l'evacuation des troupes ou bien les deux '
questions a la fois. Les reponses que le Conseil
devrait fournu- a ces questions pourraient entral
ner celui-ci fort loin, et avant de decider le
maintien de l'affaire iranienne a l'ordre du jour,
les membres du Conseil devraient pouvoir consa
crer plus de temps al'examen de la situation. La
discussion devrait en consequence etre ajourn6e.

Par 9 voix contre une, la resolution suivante,
proposee par le representant des PAYs-BAS a ete
adoptee:

"La discussion de la question iranienne est
ajoumee jusqu'a une date assez proche, le Conseil
pouvant se reunir a la demande de l'un de ses
membres."

Le Conseil est demeuI(~ saisi de la question
iranienne.

CHAPITRE 2

La question grecque
A. EXAMEN DE LA COMMUNICATION DE L'URSS

EN DATE DU 21 JANVIER 1946
a) Communication de /,URSS

Par une lettre en date du 21 janvier 1946, le
Chef par interim de la delegation de l'Union
sovietique, invoquant l'Article 35 de la Charte, a
demande au Conseil de securite qu'un debat soit
ouvert sur la situation en Grece, en faisant valoir
que la presence de troupes britanniques en Grece
apres la cessation des hostilites constituait une irn~

mixtion dans les affaires interieures de la Grece et
engendrait une tension extraordinaire, susceptible
d'avoir des consequences graves, tant pour le
peuple grec que pour le maintien de la paix et de
le securite.
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The Greek question was considered at the
6th meeting of the Security Council on 1 FebnJary
1946.

The PRESIDENT reminded the members of the
Council that at the 2nd meeting of the Council,
on 25 January 1946, it had been decided that
when the Greck question was being discussed,
a representative of Greece should be asked to
take his place at the Council table in order that
he might exercise the right to participate, without
vote, in the discussions. He pointed out that the
right was the same whether it was under Article
31 or 32 of the Charter. As there was no
objection the procedure was adopted.

The President suggested to the Council that
the following procedure should be adopted in
discussing the Greek question: as the matter had
been brought before the Council on the initiative
of the representative of the USSR, he took it
that the Council would wish the representative
of the USSR to be given the opportunity to make
oral observations either in explanation of or in
addition to the letter of 21 January 1926. He
thought it would be appropriate therefore, when
the oral statement of the representative of the
USSR had been completed, to call upon the
representative of the United Kingdom to make
an oral statement in reply. He took it that the
Council would then wish to afford the represen
tative of Greece the opportunity of making an oral
statement of the views of his Government on the
question. The matter could then be considered
open for general discussion. As there was no
objection, the suggested procedure was adopted.

(b) Discussion
The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET

SOCIALIST REPUBLICS was first asked to make an
oral statement. He reminded the Council that
it was not the first time the USSR Government
had brought the Greek situation to the attention
of the Allies. Following the Declaration of Yalta
on 21 July 1945, during the Berlin Conference,
the USSR delegation had presented a memoran
dum on the situation in Greece in which it was
pointed out that the situation was contrary to
order and that a reign of terror was directed
against the democratic elements of the country.
In that memorandum, the USSR Government
pointed out that the Government of Greece was
taking an attitude that might endanger peace and
even threaten war against its neighbours, Albania
and Bulgaria.

In September 1945, during the first session of
the London meeting of Ministers for Foreign
Affairs, the USSR Government had submitted a
second memorandum on the situation in Greece.
Finally, during the Moscow Conference of
Ministers for Foreign Affairs in December 1945,
the situation in Greece was brought up again and
linked with the presence of British troops in
Greece.

The representative of the USSR recalled that
in the memorandum submitted by the USSR
delegation on 21 January 1946, there were four
main questions of substance:

(i) A very tense situation prevailed in
Greece, which might have very unhappy conse-

29

La question grecque a ete examinee au cours
de la 6eme seance du Conseil de securite, le 1er
fevrier 1946.

Le PRESIDENT a rappele aux membres du
Conseil qu'il avait ete decide au COllfS de la 2eme
seance du Conseil, le 25 fevrier 1946, que lors de
l'examen de la question grecque, on inviterait un
representant de la Grece asieger au Conseil afin
qu'il put exerCer le droit de participer, sans droit
de vote, aux discussions. 11 a fait remarquer que
ce droit etait le meme, qu'il decoulfit de l'Article
31 ou de l'Article 32 de la Charte. Aucune
objection n'ayant ete soulevee, cette procedure a
ete adoptee.

Le President a propose au Conseil d'adopter
la procedure suivante pour l'examen de la
question grecque: la question ayant ete portee
devant le Conseil sur l'initiative du representant
de l'URSS, il pensait que le Conseil desirerait
donner au representant de l'URSS l'occasion de
presenter des observations orales, soit pour
commenter la lettre du 21 janvier 1946, soit pour
la completer. En consequence, lorsque le repre
sentant de l'URSS aurait termine sa declaration
orale, il y aurait lieu, a son avis, d'inviter le
representant du Royaume-Uni afaire, en reponse,
teIle declaration orale qui lui paraitrait necessaire.
Ensuite, le Conseil desirerait probablement
donner au representant de la Grece l'occasion
d'exposer oralement le point de vue de son
Gouvernement en la matiere. La discussion
generale pourrait ensuite etre ouverte sur cette
question. Aucune objection n'ayant 6te formuIee,
la procedure proposee a ete adoptee.

b) Discussion
Le representant de I'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES

SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a ete prie tout d'abord
de faire une declaration orale. 11 a rappele au
Conseil que ce n'etait pas la premiere fois que la
question concernant la situation en Grece etait
portee al'attention des Allies par l'URSS. Apres
la Declaration de Yalta du 21 juillet 1945, au
COllfS de la Conference de Berlin, la delegation
de l'URSS a presente un memorandum sur la
situation en Grece, OU il etait signale que cette
situation 6tait contraire a l'ordre etabli et qu'il
regnait un regime de terreur dirige contre les
elements democratiques du pays. Le Gouverne
ment de l'URSS a fait remarquer dans ce
memorandum que le Gouvemement grec prenait
une attitude susceptible de mettre la paix en
danger et meme de constituer une menace de
guerre contre ses voisins: l'Albanie et la Bulgarie.

En septembre 1945, pendant la premiere
session du Conseil des Ministres des affaires
etrangeres a Londres, le Gouvernement de
l'URSS a soumis un second memorandum sur la
situation en Grece. Enfin, au cours de la Con
ference de Moscou, tenue par les Ministres des
affaires etrangeres en decembre 1945, la
question de la situation en Grece avait ete de
nouveau soulevee et rattachee a la presence de
troupes britanniques en Grece.

Le representant de l'URSS a rappele que dans
le memorandum presente par sa delegation le 21
janvier 1946, il y avait quatre questions
principales portant sur le fond:

i) La situation etait tres tendue en Grece et
pourrait avoir des consequences trcs malheureuses
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quences, not only for the Greek population but
also for peace and security;

(ii) The presence in Greece of British troops
was not necessitated by circumstances, because
there was no need to protect those communica
tions as in the case of troops in defeated
countries;

(iii) The presence of British troops in
Greece had become a means of pressure on the
political situation in the country; and

(iv) Those circumstances had resulted very
often in support of reactionary elements in the
country against democratic elements.

The representative of the USSR, basing his
remarks on information received from Greece,
described the activities of the monarchist-fascist
organization known as "X" and stated that the
monarchists, helped by foreign elements, had
created a reign of terror directed against the
democratic population of the country.

With regard to the presence of British troops
in Greece, the representative of the USSR was of
the opinion that the reasons for the presence of
Allied armies on the soil of an Allied country
could be twofold. The first reason could be that
if an Allied country had been invaded by enemy
armies, Allied troops there might help in driving
the enemy away. However, there were no
longer any occupational forces in Greece and
there was no such threat from any external enemy.
Therefore, the first reason did not apply. The
second reason could be that the presence of such
troops would be necessary to protect the commu
nications of Allied troops which occupied enemy
countries, but the presence of Allied troops
troops in Greece at present was entirely unjustified
as it was not called for by the necessity to protect
Allied troops stationed either in Germany, Austria
or Italy. Therefore, the second reason for the
presence of Allied troops did not apply either.
It had been stated that the presence of British
troops in Greece helped to maintain public order
but that was a matter to be dealt with by the
Greeks themselves and not by foreign troops.
The interference of foreign troops in the life of
the country had had very serious consequences;
moreover, the presence of British troops had been
used time and again by reactionary elements
against the democratic elements of the country,
and the presence of those troops had made more
acute the situatioll between those two factions.
On the basis of those considerations, the repre
sentative of the USSR insisted upon the quick
and unconditional withdrawal of British troops
from Greece.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
stated that the Greek question was discussed at
"Xalta and that Generalissimo Stalin had expressed
hIS complete confidence in the British policy in
Greece. It was at Potsdam, however, that the
USSR circulated a memorandum and that the
attacks on British policy in Greece were really
started. On 31 July 1945, Mr. Molotov, after
reading a memorandum circulated by Mr. Eden,
agreed to drop the matter. But it was significant
that whenever the problem of Greece arose in any
negotiations with the USSR, it had always come
about when the problem of Romania, Bulgaria or
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non seulement pour la population grecque, mais
aussi pour la paix et la securite;

ii) Les circonstances n'exigeaient pas la
presence en Grece de troupes britanniques, parce
qu'il n'y avait aucun besoin de proteger les com
munications comme c'est le cas pour des troupes
qui se trouvent en pays vaincu;

iii) La presence de troupes britanniques en
Grece etait devenue un moyen de faire pression
sur la situation politique du pays;

iv) Dans bien des cas, cet etat de choses
avait eu pour effet de soutenir les elements
reaetionnaires du pays contre les elements
democratiques.

Le representant de I'URSS, appuyant ses
remarques sur des renseignements re<;us de Grece,
a decrit l'activite de l'organisation fasciste
monarchiste, connue sous le nom de "X", et a
declare que les monarchistes auraient instaure,
avee l'aide d'el6ments etrangers, un regime de ter
reur dirige contre la population democratique du
pays.

En ce qui concerne la presence des troupes
britanniques en Grece, le representant de 1'URSS
a exprime l'avis que la presence d'armees alliees
sur le sol d'un pays allie pouvait tenir a deux rai
sons. La premiere raison pouvait etre que dans un
pays alli6 envahi par des amlees ennemies, des
troupes alliees pouvaient preter leur concours pour
chasser cet ennemi; mais it n'y a plus d'armee
d'oecupation en Grece, et il n'y a pas de menace
emanant d'un ennemi exterieur. Cette premiere
raison n'6tait done pas valable. La seconde
raison pouvait etre que la presence de ces troupes
etait necessaire pour proteger les lignes de com
munication des troupes alliees avec des pays
ennemis occupes; mais la presence de troupes
alliees en Greee n'etait pas du tout justifiee
actuel1ement, parce qu'elle n'etait pas due a la
necessite de proteger les troupes alliees stationnees
en Allemagne, en Autriche ou en Italie. En
consequence, la seconde raison pouvant expliquer
la presence de troupes alliees ne pouvait etre
invoquee non plus. On a declare que la presence
de troupes britanniques en Grcce contribuait au
maintien de l'ordre public, mais c'est une affaire
qui doit etre reglee par les Grecs eux-memes et
non par les troupes etrangeres. L'immixtion de
troupes etmnghes dans la vie interieure du pays a
entraine de tl'es graves consequences; en outre,
les elements reactionnaires se sont frequemment
servis de la presence des troupes britanniques
contre les elements democratiques du pays, et la
presence de ces troupes a augmente la tension
deja existante entre ces deux factions. Se fondant
sur ces considerations, le representant de 1'URSS
a insiste pour que les troupes britanniques de
Grece soient retirees rapidement et sans con~
dition.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a declare
que la question grecque avait et6 discutee aYalta
et que le generalissime Staline avait exprime son
entiere confiance dans la politique britannique
en Grece. C'est pourtant aPotsdam que l'URSS
a fait circuler un memorandum et que les attaques
contre la politique britannique en Grece ont
vraiment commence. Le 31 juillet 1945,
M. Molotov, apres avoir lu un memorandum mis
en circulation par M. Eden, s'est declare pret a
abandonner cette question. Mais iI est signifi
catif que, chaque fois que le probleme de la Grece
a ete souleve au cours de negociations quel-
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Poland had been under discussion. It had always
theen a counter-attack on the United Kingdom
whenever a matter had been raised which affected
some other part of Europe.

The United Kingdom Govermnent recognized
that no country had fought more gallantly in the
war than Greece did against the Italians and the
Germans, against terrible odds. When the British
forces first went to Greece it was no mean
contribution to enable thc USSR Government to
mobilize in order to resist Hitler's armies.

There was a meeting in the Levant and an a11
party government was formed. It was agreed
that as there were no police, no army, and no
<civil service list, British administrators and troops,
with Generalissimo Stalin's agreement, should go
to Greece to help the country to recover, turn
the Germans out and endeavour to restore order
and get a civil government into operation.

When the British arrived in Greece, civil war
broke out. From information received, the war
was started primarily by the communists seeking
to obtain a minority government to control the
country. The United Kingdom Government could
have established a minority government, but
it had asked Greece to find its own government,
and hoped that, out of its difficulties and exper
ience, Greece would be able to find its proper
position. The United Kingdom Government was
anxious that the elections should be fair and not
one-sided.

An Allied country, such as the United King
dom was in relation to Greece, was entitled to
have troops in a country, if invited by that coun
try's Government. If the Greek Government
decided that they were not wanted, the United
IGngdom Government would not impose its forces
upon that country. As soon as the United King
dom Government had carried out the obligations
which it had undertaken with the Greek Govern
ment, the British troops would be withdrawn and
they would not menace or be cause for anxiety
to any other nations.

The representative of the United Kingdom
asked that the Council give an answer as to
whether the United Kingdom Government, acting
in response to the request of the Greek Govern
ment in lending some of its forces to help in
obtaining order and economic reconstruction in
that country, endangered peace. The danger to
the peace of the world had been the incessant
propaganda from Moscow against the British
Commonwealth. That was the danger to the
peace of the world which set one country against
another.

The representative of GREECE was then invited
to participate in the Council's discussion of that
case in accordance with a resolution adopted by
the Security Council on 25 January. He stated
that the people of Greece had not at any time
regarded the presence of British troops in Greece
as a conditio? imposed upon them from outside
or as an act imputable to British initiative. They
had regarded it as a consequence of a request
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conques avec l'Union sovietique, cette question
est toujours survenue lorsque les discussions
portaient sur le probleme de la Roumanie, de la
Bulgarie ou de la Pologne. Chaque fois qu'une
question a ete soulevee au sujet de quelque autre
partie de l'Europe, le probleme grec a toujours
servi de contre-attaque contre le Royaume-Uni.

Le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni reconnatt
qu'au cours de cette guerrc aucun pays ne s'est
battu plus vaillamment que la Grece, dans sa
lutte contre les Italiens et contre la superiorit6
ecrasante des Allemands. La premiere arrivee
des forces britanniques en Grece a constitue une
aide appreciable pour le Gouvernement de
l'Union sovietique en lui pennettant de mobiliser
ses forces pour resister aux armees d'Hitler.

Ulle conference eut lieu dans le Lev,mt ct un
gouvernement de coalition fut constitue. Comme
il n'y avait ni police, ni armee, ni fonctionnaires,
il fut convenu, d'accord avec le generalissime
Staline, que des administrateurs et des troupes
britanniques iraient en Grece pour aider le pays
a se relever, a en chasser les Allemands, pour
s'efforcer d'y retablir l'ordre et de mettre sur
pied un gouvemement civil.

Au moment de l'arrivee des troupes brital1
niques en Grece, la gucrre civile 6clata. Selon
les renseignements recuelllis, cette guerre a ete
d6clenchee principalement par les communistes
qui cherchaient a constituer un gouvernement
minoritaire pour diriger le pays. Le Gouverne
ment du Royaume-Uni aurait pu imposer un
gouvcrnement minoritaire, mais il demanda a
la Grece de constifuer son propre gOllvemement,
espcrant que ce pays pourrait sortir de ses dii
ficultes et serait a meme, grcce a son experience
de retrouver son equilibre. Le Gouvernemeut du
Royaume-Uni desirait que les elections fussent
loyales et impartiales.

Un pays allie, comme l'est le Royaume-Uni vis
a-vis de la Grece, a le droit, a la demande du
Gouvcrnement de ce pays, d'y mnintenir des
troupes. Si le Gouvernement grec decidait que
la presence de ces troupes n'etait plus desirable,
celles-ci ne s'imposcraient pas. Aussit6t que les
troupes britanniques se seraient acquittees des
obligations contractees vis-ft-vis du Gouvernement
grec, eUes seraient retirees et ne cOllstitueraient
plus une menace ni une canse de difficultes
pour une autre nation queUe qu'elle soit.

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a prie le
Conseil d'indlquer si, a son avis, le Gouvemement
du Royaume-Uni, repondant a la demande du
Gouvernement grec de lui priHer quelques troupes
pour l'aider au maintien de l'ordre et it la recon
struction economique du pays, mettait la paix en
danger. Le danger pour la paix du monde
reside plutot dans la propagande incessante de
Moscou contre le Commonwealth britannique.
C'est le fait de pousser un pays contre l'autre qui
constitue un danger veritable pour la paix du
monde.

Le representant de la GRECE a ensuite ete
invite .a prendre part aux debats du Conseil sur
cette question, conform6nent a une resolution
adoptee par le Conseil de securite le 25 janvier.
11 a declare que la population gl'ecque n'avait, a
aucun moment, considere la presence des troupes
britanniques en Grece comme une condition qui
lui aurait et6 imposee de l'exterieur ou comme
une mesure due a. une initiative britallnique.

, :
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made by the Greek Government and an agree
ment concluded in Italy and signed by represen
tatives of all political parties, to which agreement
the extreme left was also a signatory.

The representative of Greece also stated that
neither the civil nor the military authorities of
Great Britain had at any time sought to intervene
in any manner whatsoever in the internal affairs
of Greece or to impose any restrictions upon the
free democratic Government of the country.

The representative of Greece added that the
Greek people regarded the continued presence
of British military forces in Greece as indispens
able, inasmuch as it constituted an extremely
important factor in the consolidation of public
order and security and the full restoration of
normal political conditions, ensuring equal rights
for all.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS, in answer to the state
ment of the representative of the United
Kingdom, expressed surprise that when the USSR
Government proposed to recommend that the
Greek Regent take measures to establish a
democratic government, the representative of the
United Kingdom regarded that as a "counter
attack" by the Soviet Government against the
United Kingdom.

He disputed that the forces of the resistance
movement had not fought against the Germans.
That was quite inaccurate and not in accordance
with what had actually happened.

He also repudiated the statement of the
representative of the United Kingdom that the
incessant propaganda from Moscow against the
British Commonwealth was a danger to the peace
of the world. He said that the representative of
the United Kingdom spoke of Moscow propa
ganda when he heard friendly warnings concerning
the situation in Greece.

After quoting various statements by British
politicians and the statement by the former
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Greece, the
representative of the USSR asserted that there
were voices of alarm and justified anxiety over
events in Greece, which were fraught with grave
and dangerous consequences, and he asked the
representative of the United Kingdom whether
that was also propaganda from Moscow.

The representative of the USSR declared that
the presence of British troops had turned into an
instrument of pressure on the political situation
inside Greece and was utilized by the reactionary
elements against the democrnti-:; forces of the
country. He added that sucn a state of affairs,
interference in the internal affairs of Greece by
means of armed forces of a foreign Power,
created a difficult situation which could not be
ignored. He also pointed out that the "X" bands
and gangs of other adventurous elements not only
incited civil war in Greece but also acted
provocatively at the frontier against their
neighbours.
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EIle l'avait consideree comme la consequence
d'une demande faite par le Gouvernement grec
et d'un accord conclu en Italie et signe par les
representants de tous les partis politiques, parmi
lesquels figurait egalement l'extreme gauche.

Le representant de la Grece a declare egale
ment que, ni les autorites civiles, ni les autorites
militaires du Royaume-Uni n'avaient, a un
moment quelconque, cherche a intervenir, de
quelque maniere que ce flit, dans les affaires
interieures de la Grece ni a imposer des con
ditions restrictives au Gouvernement libre et
democratique du pays.

Le representant de la Grece a ajoute que le
peuple grec considerait comme indispensable la
presence prolongee de forces armees britanniques
en Grece, etant donne qu'eIle constituait un
facteur d'une importance extreme pour le ren
forcement de l'ordre et de la securite publics et
le retablissement integral de conditions politiques
nomlales permettant d'assurer l'egalite de droits
pour tous.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES, en reponse a la decla
ration du representant du Royaume-Uni, a ex
prime sa surprise du fait que, lorsque le
Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique proposa
de recommander que le Regent de Grece prit des
mesures pour etablir un gouvernement d6mocrati
que, le representant du Royaume-Uni ait
considere cette suggestion comme une "contre
attaque" dirigee par le Gouvernement de l'Union
sovietique contre le Royaume-Uni.

II a conteste l'assertion suivant laquelle les
forces du mouvement de resistance n'auraient pas
pris part Et la lutte contre les Allemands. 11 a
declare que cette assertion etait tout a fait
inexacte et contraire Et la realite des evenements.

Il s'est eleve egalement contre la declaration du
representant du Royaume-Uni selon laquelle la
propagande constante de Moscou contre le
Commonwealth britannique constituait un danger
pour la paix universelle. II a declare que le
representant du Royaume-Uni se mettait a parler
de la propagande de Moscou lorsqu'il entendait
des avertissements amicaux concernant la situa
tion en Grece.

Apres avoir cite differentes declarations d'hom
mes d'Etat britanniques et ceIle de l'ancien Minis
tre des affaires etrangeres de Grece, le represen
tant de l'Union sovietique a affirme que l'on
entendait des cris d'alanne et que des craintes
legitimes etaient exprimees au sujet des evene
ments survenant en Grece, ou la situation risquait
d'entrainer de graves consequences; i1 a deman
de au representant du Royaume-Uni de dire s'il
s'agissait HI. aussi de propagande de Moscou.

Le representant de l'Union sovietique a declare
que la presence de troupes britanniques etait
devenue un moyen de pression politique a l'inte
rieur du pays et qu'eIle avait ete utilisee a main
tes reprises par les elements reactionnaires contre
les forces democratiques du pays. I1 a ajoute
qu'un tel etat de choses constituait une interven
tion, dans les affaires interieures de la Grece, de
forces armees appartenant a une Puissance etran
gere et creait une situation difficile que l'on ne
pouvait negliger. 11 souligna egalement que dans
des bandes armees "X" et autres, groupant des
elements douteux, non seulement cherchaient a
allumer la guerre civile en Grece, mais accom-
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The conscience of the United Kingdom
Government was clean and clear. He could not
submit to the condemnation of the USSR Gov
ernment either by inference or implication. As
the United Kingdom, and the United Kingdom
alone in the whole world, was arraigned before
the present tribunal and charged, he thought he
should receive an answer.

B. SUGGESTIONS AND PROPOSALS
The representative of the UNITED STATES OF

AMERICA stated that it was a good thing, when
serious misunderstandings arose between States,
that they should bring their problems before the
Council. He thought that the arguments that had
been developed had helped the Council to under
stand better the difficulties in Greece. Greece
had suffered as much as, and possibly more than,
any other country from the war and certainly it
was not the desire of the Council to do anything
that would add to that country's difficulties and
Bufferings. The Government of the United States
IVas satisfied, after thorough consideration, that
lhere was no reasonable ground for the belief that
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The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
began his reply by reiterating his point that when
questions were raised in connexion with Romania,
Bulgaria and other countries in which the USSR
was predominant, the question of Greece was
always brought up.

He said that he supported the EAM in the
British Coalition Government, believing that they
were doing good work in the resistance move
ment. He was surprised, however, that when
Germany was defeated they suddenly stopped
driving Germans out of their country and resorted
to a policy of seizing power.

He reminded the representative of the USSR
that in 1920, when Soviet Russia and Poland were
at war, munitions were being shipped from
England to Danzig. He, as one of the trade
union leaders in England, held up those munitions
and stopped them from being shipped. He was
not unfriendly to Russia.

As to the reference made by the representative
of the USSR to press cuttings and parliament
debates, the representative of the United Kingdom
replied that the British Parliament was a free
Parliament and that a collection of press cuttings
did not necessarily represent the true facts or
correct infornlation.

With r~gard to the press, he remarked that a
free press was denied in all the satellite countries
of Eastern Europe, but a free press had never
been denied to Greece.

It was said that incidents might oCCur at the
frontier. He offered and urged that an investigat
ing commission be set up.

He denied the charge that British troops were
protecting the rightist elements in Greece. They
had protected the people when the Greek Govern
ment had called upon them to do so or when
danger. to public order had existed.

plissaient egalement des actes de provocation
cantre leurs voisins a la frontiere.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a repondu
tout d'abord en rappelant encore que c'est au
moment ou se sont posees des questions concer
nant la Roumanie, la Bulgarie et d'autres pays ou
predominait l'influence de l'Union sovietique,
que la question de la Grece a toujours ete
soulevee.

11 a declare qu'il avait appuye les EAM dans
le Gouvernement de coalition britannique, parce
que, a son avis, ils avaient fait de la bonne be
sogne dans le mouvement de resistance. Un fait
qui l'avait beaucoup surpris etait que, au moment
de la defaite de l'Allemagne, Bs aient soudain
cesse de chasser les Allemands de lem pays et
adopte une politique visant a leur assurer le
pouvoir.

11 a rappele au representant de l'Union sovie
tiqlle qu'en 1920, quand la Russie sovietique et
la Pologne etaient en guerre, des munitions
furent envoyees d'Angleterre a Dantzig. Lui
meme, en sa qualite de chef de syndicat en An
gleterre, avait retenu ces munitions et en avait
empeche le chargement a bard. I1 n'etait pas
ennemi de la Russie.

Quant a l'allusion du representant de l'Union
sovietique aux coupures de presse et aux debats
parlementaires, le representant du Royaume-Uni
a replique que le Parlement britannique etait un
Parlement libre et qu'un choix de coupures de
presse ne representait pas necessairement des
faits authentiques ni des informations exactes.

Parlant de la presse, il a declare qU'une presse
libre etait refusee a tous les pays satellites de
l'Europe orientale, alors qu'en Grece, jamais la
presse ne s'etait heurtee a une contrainte.

On a dit que des incidents pourraient survenir
ala frontiere. Le representant du Royaume-Uni
a propose et a demande instamment la creation
d'une commission d'enquete.

Il a dementi l'accusation selon laquelle des
troupes britanniques p1'otegeaient les partis de
droite en Grece. Ces troupes ont protege la po
pulation tout entiere lorsque le Gouvernement
grec a fait appel a elles ou lorsqu'elles ont decou
vert une source de danger menaQant l'ordre pu
blic.

Le Gouvemement du Royaume-Uni a la con
science tranqui1le. Il ne peut accepter l'accusa
tion du Gouvemement de l'URSS ni directement,
ni indirectement. Etant danne que, seul dans le
monde entier, le Royaume-Uni a et6 traduit de
vant le present tribunal et accuse, le Gouverne
ment de ce pays a estime qu'on lui devait une
reponse.

B. SUGGESTIONS ET PROPOSITIONS
Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE

a declare qu'il serait souhaitable que, dans le cas
ou des malentendus graves surgiraient entre les
Etats, ces derniers portent l'affaire devant le
Conseil. 11 a estime que le debat qui avait eu
lieu avait aide le Conseil amieux comprendre les
difficultes existant en Grece. La Grece a souffert
de la guerre autant et peut-etre plus qu'aucun
autre pays, et le Conseil ne voudrait certaine
ment pas ajouter quoi que ce soit a ses diffi
cultes et a scs souffrances. Le Gouvernement
des Etats-Unis, apres mfrre reflexion, s'est declare
convaincu qu'il n'y avait aucune raison serieuse
de penser que la presence des troupes britanni-
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the presence of British trOOps in Greece could be
regarded as constituting a situation which was
likely to endanger international peace and
security. The Government of the United States
was therefore convinced that, on the basis of the
statements that had been made before the Council,
the Council would not be justificd, under Chapter
VI, in making a finding to that effect. Without
such a finding the Council had no authority to
recommend appropriate procedures or methods
of adjustment. He believed that it would be
unwise for the Council to take a formal action in
the case and therefore suggested that the
Governments of the USSR, United Kingdom and
Greece be thanked for the statements that had
been made in explanation of the position and that
no further action be taken.

The representative of FRANCE could not agree
that the presence of British troops in Greece was
likely to constitute a threat to peace and security
within the meaning of the United Nations Charter.
He considered that the present discussion would
not have been without value if it enabled the
Council to assert that unanimous determination,
and if it made it possible to dispel doubts and
misunderstandings.

The representative of CHINA supported the
views expressed by the representative of the
United States that no recommendation or formal
action be taken by the Security Council on the
question under consideration. He added that the
discussion of the question in the Security Council
had brought forth light and clarification from
both sides and had thus contributed to a clearer
appreciation of the issues involved on the part of
all the members of the Security Council.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS as
sociated himself with the opinion expressed by the
representative of the United States.

The PRESIDENT of the Council suggested that
since there was no motion before the Council, he
considered that it was the sense of the Council
that there was nothing inherent in the Greek
situation at the present time which seemed likely
to lead to international friction or give rise to a
dispute or endanger the maintenance of inter
national peace and security, and that the matter
was therefore closed.

The representative of POLAND made the
following proposal:

"The Security Council takes note of the state
ments set in the declarations of the Soviet Union,
United Kingdom and Greece, ,md of the
assurance given by the representative of the
United Kingdom that British troops in Greece
will be withdrawn as soon as possible, and con
siders the question is closed."

The representative of EGYPT proposed that:

"After having heard the declarations of the
representatives of the Soviet Union, the United
Kingdom and Greece, the Council notes with
satisfaction the spirit of frankness and sincerity
which has animated these declarations and will
contribute to the maintenance of international
peace and good understanding between nations.
And while appreciating that the presence of
British troops in Greece does not constitute a
threat to international peace and security, takes
note of the declaration of the representative of
the United Kingdom that British troops will be

ques en Grece pouvait etre de nature. a mettre en
danger la paix et la securite internatlOnales. Le
Gouvernement des Etats-Unis etait donc convain
cu que les declarations faites devant le Conseil
n'autorisaient pas celui-ci a constater l'existence
d'une teUe situation, conformement au Chapitre
VI. En l'absence d'une teBe constatation, le
Conseil n'avait pas autorite pour recoIl1l11ander
des procedures appropriees ou des methodes de
reglement. I1 pensait que le Conseil manquerait
de prudence en prenant dans ce cas une mesure
formeUe' il a donc propose de remercier les
Gouverdements de l'URSS, du Royaume-Uni et
de la France des declarations qu'ils avaient faites
pour expliquer la situation et de decider de ne
prendre aucune autre megure.

Le representant de la FRANCE n'a pas pu se
rallier a l'opinion d'apres laqueUe la presence des
troupes britanniques en Grece semblait de nature
a constituer une menace pour la paix et la secu
rite, au sens de la Charte des Nations Unics. A
son avis, le debat n'aura pas ete sans utilite s'il
permet au Conseil d'arriver a cette decision una
nime et de dissiper les doutes et les malentendus.

Le representant de la CHINE a appuye le point
de vue exprime par le representant des Etats
Unis d'Amerique, a savoir qu'aucune recomman
dation ou mesure officieUe ne devait etre prise par
le Conseil de securite dans cette affaire et il a ajou
t6 que la discussion de la question au Conscil de
securite avait permis d'apporter des eclaircisse
ments de part et d'autre et avait ainsi permis
a tous les membres du Conseil de securite de voir
plus nettement les problemes en cause.

Le representant des PAys-BAS s'est associ6 aux
declarations du representant des Etats-Unis
d'Amerique.

Le PRESIDENT a sugg6re que puisque le Con
seil de securite n'etait saisi d'aucHll projet de re
solution, il supposait que, d'apres le Conseil, it
n'y avait dans la question grecque, teUe qu'elle se
presentait alors, den qui semblllt susceptible de
conduire a des conflits internationaux, de provo
quer des differends ou de mettre en danger le
maintien de la paix et de la securite internatio
nales et que, par consequent, l'affaire etait classee.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a presente la
proposition suivante:

"Le Conseil de securite prend actc des decla
rations faites par les representants de l'Union des
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, du Royaume
Uni et de la Grece, notamment de la declaration
du Royaume-Uni que les troupes britanniqucs se
ront retirees de Grece dans un delai aussi rapide
que possible, et passe a 1'0rdre du jour."

Le representant de l'EGYPTE a soumis a son
tour la proposition suivante:

"Apres avoir entcndu les declarations des dele
gations de l'URSS, du Royaume-Uni et de la
Grece, le Conseil de securite constate avec satis
faction l'esprit de franchise et de sincerite qui les
a animes, esperant qu'il ne peut que contribuer
au maintien de la paix et de la bonne entente
entre les nations. Tout en estimant que la pre
sence des troupes britanniques en Grece ne cons
titue pas une menace pour la paix et la sccurite
intemationales, il prend acte des declarations du
representant du Royaume-Uni scIon lesqueUes les
troupes britanniques seront retirees de la Grece
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withdrawn from Greece as soon as the reasons
for their presence have disappeared."

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS said that, in a spirit of
friendly co-operation, he was ready to agree that
nO formal decision be taken but proposed that the
discussion be closed by a statement by the
President as follows:

"In view of the declaration made by the
Government of the United Kingdom that British
troops would be withdrawn as soon as possible,
the Council is of the opinion that the question in
its present state is exhausted."

That resolution was later withdrawn in favour
of the Polish proposal.

The PRESIDENT put the Polish proposal to the
vote and it was rejected.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS
asked whether the parties to the dispute had
voted on the matter.

The PRESIDENT replied that the Council had
not declared the matter to be a dispute, but that
whenever the Council declared any situation to
be a question of dispute it brought into operation
Article 27 of the Charter. He asked the repre
sentative of the Netherlands if he felt that it was
desirable to take a vote on the question whether
the question should be regarded as a dispute, thus
bringing into operation Article 27.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS stated
that in view of the ruling from the Chair, he did
not press for a vote.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS declared himself against
the Egyptian resolution because he was not of
the opinion that the presence of British troops did
not constitute a threat to intemational peace and
security. With regard to the second part of the
Egyptian resolution which read: "as soon as the
reasons for their presence have disappeared", it
was obvious that when the reasons for something
had disappeared, the thing itself should disappear
too. He thought that it was necessary to make
the Council's declaration clear because the reso
lution should be voted in conformity with Article
27, paragraph 3, of the Charter, which required
the unanimity of the permanent members of the
Security Council.

The PRESIDENT thought it was desirable that
the Council should indicate whether the question
should be regarded as procedural or otherwise.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS was of the opinion that it
was not a question of procedure because a pro
cedural question did not call for action. He
added that according to the rules set forth at the
San Francisco Conference, a decision on whether
a question was of procedure or not could be
reached only through unanimity among the
permanent members of the Security Council.

The representative of CHINA thought that the
content of the draft before the Council clearly
indicated that it was a matter of substance. He
felt therefore that perhaps in the present case a

des que les raisons motivant leur presence auront
disparu."

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES s'est declare pret, dans
un esprit de cooperation amicale, a accepter
qu'aucune decision formelle ne soit prise, mais il
a propose de clore le debat par une declaration
du President ainsi con~ue:

"Prenant acte de la declaration du Gouverne
ment du Royaume-Uni aux termes de laquelle les
troupes britanniques seront retirees de Grece
dans le delai le plus rapide, le President estime
qu'au stade actuel, la question est epuisee."

Ce projet de resolution a ensuite ete retire en
faveur de la proposition polonaise.

Le PRESIDENT a mis aux voix la proposition
polonaise qui a ete rejetee.

Le representant des PAYs-BAS a demande si les
parties au differend avaient vote sur la question.

Le PRESIDENT a repondu que le Conseil
n'avait pas declare que la question constituait un
differend mais que, dans taus les cas ou il deci
dait qu'une situation quelconque constituait un
differend, sa decision entralnait l'application de
l'Article 27 de la Charte. Il a demande au repre
sentant des Pays-Bas si celui-ci estimait souhaita
ble de mettre aux voix la question de savoir si
l'affaire dont il s'agissait devait etre consideree
comme un differend, de maniere que l'Article 27
devtnt applicable.

Le representant des PAys-BAS a declare que,
devant la decision du President, il n'insistait pas
pour qu'il soit procede a un vote.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES s'est declare oppose a
la proposition egyptienne, parce gu'il ne partage
pas l'opinion suivant laqnelle la presence des
troupes britanniques ne constitue pas une menace
contre la paix et la securite internationales. En
ce qui concerne la seconde partie de la proposi
tion egyptienne ainsi con9ue: "des que les raisons
motivant leur presence auront disparu", il va sans
dire que lorsque les raisons de l'existence d'une
chose ont disparu, la chose elle-meme devrait
disparaltre, eUe anssL Le representant de l'URSS
a estime qu'il importait de rendre cette declara
tion claire, parce que le vote sur ce projet de re
solution devait avoir lieu conformement a l'Ar
ticle 27, paragraphe 3, de la Charte, lequel exige
l'unanimite des membres permanents du Conseil de
securite.

Le PRESIDENT a estime qu'il etait souhaitable
que le Conseil se pronon9at sur le point de savoir
si la question devait etre consideree ou non com
me une question de procedure.

Le representant de l'UmoN DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a soutenu qu'i! ne
s'agissait pas d'une question de procedure, etant
donne qu'aucune question de cette nature ne
ne pouvait exiger une action du Consei!. 11 a
ajoute que, conformement aux regles etablies ala
Conference de San-Francisco, Lme decision por
tant sur le point de savoir s'il s'agissait ou non
d'une question de procedure ne pouvait etre pri
se qu'a l'unanimite des membres permanents du
Conseil de securite.

Le representant de la CHINE croyait que la
teneur du projet presente au Conseil faisait clai
rement ressortir qu'il s'agissait d'une question de
fond. Il pensait done que, dans le cas d'espece,
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vote would not be necessary unless there was a
divergence of views.

The representative of EGYPT was also of the
opinion that the Council was dealing with a
question of substance. The Egyptian resolution
was therefore not put to a vote.

At the 10th meeting of the Security Council
held on 6 February 1946, the PRESIDENT sub
mitted the following statement:

"The Security Council has heard statements by
the Governments of the Soviet Union, the United
Kingdom and Greece, which have greatly clari
fied the position. I would have liked to have
seen the matter disposed of by a resolution, but
the matter not having been declared a dispute,
it will be sufficient for me to make a short sum
mary of the position in the Council as revealed by
what has been said at this table. The majority of
the members of the Council have expressed
their views and in the President's opinion it is the
sense of the Council that the presence of British
troops in Greece does not endanger the mainten
ance of international peace and security. It
seems to me that the Council may now regard the
matter as closed. The only course ,now open is
to proceed to the next business."

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS found the wording of the
President's statement unacceptable, but he was
prepared to agree on the following:

Ci) The Security Council should not issue
any statement in respect of the question of
Greece;

CH) The Security Council should confine it-
self to a statement by the President;

(iii) That in that statement it should be said
that the Security Council took note of the decla
rations made by the different representatives and
would regard the question as closed.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA endorsed the suggestion of the repre
sentative of the USSR, drawing attention to the
fact that the members of the Council who had
spoken on the question had all indicated that they
agreed with the position of the United States as
set forth in his remarks at a previous meeting.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM,
alluding to the fact that the statement by the rep
resentative of the USSR had originally been
drafted by the representative of the United States,
was agreeable that it be incorporated in the
President's statement without a formal resolution.

The representative of ,the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS stated that, guided by a
spirit of co-operation and the desire to ensure
unity of action in the Security Council, he was
prepared to agree to the text of the President's
statement. He expressed the hope that the rela
tions between the USSR and the United Kingdom
would develop in the direction of the strengthen
ing and growth of friendship and co-operation in
the interest of both countries and of all the
nations united in the new young United Nations
Organization. He accepted the text of the
President's statement presented to the Council

il n'etait peut-etre pas necessaire d'emettre un
vote, a moins de divergences de vues.
",;Le representant de l'EGYPTE a egalement esti

me que le Conseil traitait d'une question de fond.
En consequence, le projet de resolution de
l'Egypte n'a pas ete mis aux voix.

A la 10eme seance du Conseil de securite, le
6 fevder 1946, le PRESIDENT a fait la declaration
suivante:

"Le Conseil de securite a entendu les observa
tions presentees par les Gouvernements de
l'Union sovietique, du Royaume-Uni et de la
Gr<~ce, observations qui ont largement contribue a
tirer la situation au clair. J'aurais aime voir cette
discussion close par l'adoption d'une resolution.
Mais puisque le Conseil de securite n'a pas de
clanS qu'il y avait differend, il suffira que je re
sume brievement la situation qui s'est averee etre
celle du Conseil a la suite de ce qui a ete dit au
tour de cette table. La majorite des membres du
Conseil a exprime son point de vue et, selon
l'avis du President, le Conseil estime generale
ment que la presence des troupes britanniques en
Grece ne met pas en danger le maintien de la
paix et de la securite internationales. Par con
sequent, il me semble que le Conseil pourrait
considerer l'affaire comme close. La seule chose
qu'il nous reste a faire maintenant est de passer
a l'ordre du jour."

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a declare qu'il ne pou
vait accepter les termes de la declaration du
President, mais qu'il etait pret a se rallier a la
proposition suivante:

i) Le Conseil de securite ne forn1Ulerait au
cune declaration concernant la question de la
Grece;

ii) Le Conseil de securite s'en tiendrait aune
declaration de son President;

iii) Dans cette declaration, il serait indique
que le Conseil de securite prenait acte des decla
rations formuIees par les differents representants
et considerait la question comme liquidee.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE
a fait sienne la suggestion du representant de
l'URSS, en attirant l'attention sur le fait que ceux
des membres du Conseil qui avaient pris la parole
sur cette question avaient tous indique qu'ils se
ralliaient a la position des Etats-Unis, position
qu'il avait exposee quelques jours auparavant.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI, rappelant
que la declaration du representant de l'URSS
avait ete primitivement redigee par le represen
tant des Etats-Unis, a egalement accepte qu'elle
soit incorporee dans la declaration du President
sans resolution formelle.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a declare que, desireux
de cooperer et d'assurer l'unite d'action au sein du
Conseil de securite, il etait dispose a accepter le
texte de la declaration du President. I1 a exprime
l'espoir que l'evolution des relations qu'entrete
naient l'URSS et le Royaume-Uni conduirait,
dans l'interet des deux pays et dans celui de toutes
les nations rassemblees dans la jeune Organisa
tion des Nations Unies, a consolider les liens
d'amitie qui les unissaient et a accroitre leur
cooperation. 11 a accepte le texte de la declara
tion du President, presentee au Conseil, et a ex-
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and expressed his gratification at seeing harmony
established once again between two great Powers.

C. STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT
The PRESIDENT then summed up the views of

the members in the following statement:

"I feel we should take note of the declaration
made before the Security Council by the repre
sentatives of the Soviet Union, the United King
dom and Greece, and also the views expressed by
the representatives of the following members of
the Security Council: Australia, Brazil, China,
Egypt, France, Netherlands, Poland and United
States of America, in regard to the question of
the presence of British troops in Greece, as
recorded in the proceedings of the Council, and
consider the matter as closed."

That statement was found satisfactory and the
Greek question was considered closed.

CHAPTER 3

The Indonesian question
A. CONSIDERATION OF THE COMMUNICATION

FROM THE UKRAINIAN SSR DATED 21
JANUARY 1946

(a) Ukrainian communication
By letter dated 21 January 1946, the Ukrainian

SSR representative, under Articles 34 and 35 of
the Charter, drew the Security Council's attention
to the fact that military action had been directed
against the local population by the British and
Japanese forces in Indonesia, and it was the
opinion of his Government that that situation
threatened the maintenance of international peace
and security. He felt that the Security Council
should carry out the necessary investigation and
take measures provided for in the Charter.

The communication was considered on 7
February 1946, at the 12th meeting of the
Security Council.

Following the procedure adopted with regard
to the case concerning Iran and the case concern
ing Greece, the representative of the Ukrainian
SSR was invited to the table to take part in the
discussion of the Security Council.

(b) Discussion
The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET

SOCIALIST REPUBLIC stated that as was known,
on 9 March 1942, the Netherlands troops sur
rendered to the superior armed forces of Japan
and the Japanese occupied unarmed Indonesia.
For three and one-half years the Indonesian
people suffered under the Japanese regime and,
by all the means at their disposal, resisted the
measures taken by the Japanese invaders. As a
result of the success of the Allied armies, the
Japanese troops were compelled to surrender on
17 August 1945. The defeat of Japan encouraged
the Indonesians in the hope that their national
aspirations would at last be realized.

However, reality proved different. After the
surrender of Japan, the Japanese Military Au
thorities were empowered to keep order pending
the arrival of the British troops. On 29 September
1945, British and Indian troops arrived in
Batavia. However, the arrival of the British
troops did not, unfortunately, bring tranquillity to
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prime la joie qu'il eprouvait a voir l'harmonie
regner une fois de plus entre deux grandes Puis
sances.

C. DECLARATION DU PRESIDENT
Le PRESIDENT a alors resume les differents

points de vue des membres dans la declaration
suivante:

"ll me semble que nous devrions prendre acte
des declarations faites devant le Conseil par les
representants de l'URSS, du Royaume-Uni et de
la Grece, ainsi que des opinions exprimees par les
representants des membres du Conseil ci-apres:
Australie, Bresil, Chine, Egypte, France, Pays
Bas, Pologne et Etats-Unis d'Amerique, relati
vement a la question de la presence des troupes
britanniques en Grece, telles que ces declarations
sont rapport6es dans les actes du Conseil, et con
siderer ensuite la question comrne close."

Cette declaration a ete jugee satisfaisante et
l'examen de la question grecque a ete considere
comme clos.

CHAPITRE 3
La question indonesienne

A. EXAMEN DE LA COMMUNICATION DE LA RSS
n'UKRAINE EN DATE DU 21 JANVIER 1946

a) Communication de la RSS d'Ukraine
Par lettIe en date du 21 janvier 1946, le repre

sentant de la REPUBLIQUE SOCIALISTE SOVrETI
QUE D'UKRAINE, invoquant les Articles 34 et 35
de la Charte, a attire l'attention du Conseil de se
curite sur le fait que des actions militaires avaient
et6 entreprises par les troupes britanniques et ja
ponaises en Indonesie contre la population locale
et a fait savoir que, de l'avis de son Gouverne
ment, la situation ainsi creee menac;:ait le main
tien de la paix et de la securit6 internationales. n
a estime que le Conseil de securite devait faire
preceder a l'enqucte qui s'imposait et prendre les
mesures prevues par la Charte.

La communication a 6t6 examinee le 7 fevrier
1946, lors de la 12eme seance du Conseil de se
curite.

Conforrnement a la procedure adoptee dans le
cas de l'Iran et dans le cas de la Gn~ce, le repre
sentant de la RSS d'Ukraine a 6te invite aprendre
part aux debats du Conseil de securite.

b) Discussion
Le representant de la REPUBLIQUE SOCIALISTE

sovIIhIQUE n'UKRAINE a rappele que, comme on
le sait, les troupes neerlandaises se sont rendues le
9 mars 1942 a des forces japonaises superieures
et que les Japonais ont alors occupe l'Indonesie
desarmee. Pendant trois ans et demi, les Indo
nesiens ont souffert sous le joug japonais et ont
resist6 aux envahisseurs japonais par tous les
moyens a leur disposition. Apres la victoire des
armees alliees, les troupes japonaises furent obli
gees de se rendre le 17 aout 1945. La defaite du
Japon a donne aux Indonesiens l'espoir de voir
enfin se realiser leur aspirations nationales.

Neanmoins, la realite fut differente. Apres la
reddition du Japon, les autorites militaires japo
naises furent chargees de maintenir l'ordre en at
tendant l'arrivee des troupes britanniques. Le
29 septembre 1945, des troupes britanniques et
des troupes indiennes arriverent a Batavia.
N6anmoins, l'arrivee des troupes britanniques
n'apporta malheureusement par le calme a.
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Indonesia. Clashes and skirmishes continued.
The British authorities began to employ ever more
extensively all kinds of modern armies against the
poorly-armed Indonesians. Thus, it was quite
evident that after the defeat of Japan and the
end of the war, there was a situation in Indonesia
which under the terms of Article 34 of the
Chart~r, threatened the maintenance of interna
tional peace and security. It was beyond a d01;lbt
that such intervention by British and Indian
troops in the internal affairs of Indonesia was in
direct contradiction to Article 1 (2) of the
Charter. This intervention was also in contradic
tion to Article 73 of the Charter.

The representative of the Ukrainian SSR
recognized that the British troops remained in
Indonesia with the consent of the United Nations
for the purpose of accepting the surrender of the
Japanese troops and for the purpose of disarming
them. He stated that he did not raise the question
of the withdrawal of British troops from In
donesia, but considered it inadmissible that the
British troops were used for the suppression of
the national movement of the Indonesian people
and that Japanese forces were used for participat
ing in operations which were conducted by the
British military authorities in Indonesia against
Indonesian people.

For the above reasons, the representative of
the Ukrainian SSR considered it necessary to
draw the Security Council's attention to the inad
missibility of such an abnormal situation in
Indonesia and asked the Council to take the
necessary measures to put an end to the existing
situation. The most appropriate solution would
be the creation by the Council of a special
commission to investigate the situation on the
spot and establish peace.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
said that, since the representative of the Ukrain
ian SSR had stated that he did not ask for the
withdrawal of British troops from Indonesia, he
presumed that their presence there was not a
danger to peace and security.

Reference to newspaper cuttings in the United
Kingdom and questions in Parliament revealed
the freedom given to the press in that country.
What the press said was not always true and
journalists communicated news from their own
point of view. Members of Parliament asked
questions every day, but in order to get all the
facts the answers given should be read too. It
was the facts that had to be dealt with. In view
of the Ukrainian representative's statement, the
representative of the United Kingdom did not
see that the British were called upon to withdraw
their troops and the question was, therefore,
whether a commission should be set up.

The question of who was the sovereign authority
in Indonesia should also be made clear. It was
the definite decision of the Allies to restore the
territory taken by the enemy to the sovereign
authority.

After Indonesia was invaded, the Japanese,
in addition to .having their own troops there,
developed a faSCIst force, armed and trained many
thousands and equipped them with rifles and
light tanks.

l'Indonesie.
Les echauffourees et les escarmouches conti

nucrent. Les autorites britanniques se 111irent a
employer, dans des proportions sans cesse crois
santes des troupes modernes de toute sorte, con
tre le~ Indonesiens mal armes. Ainsi, il etait
evident que, apres la defaite du Japon et l~ fin. de
la guerre, il existait en Indonesie une SItuatIon
qui, aux termes de l'Articl~ 3~ de la Char.te, con
stituait une menace au mamtIcn de la paIx et de
la securite intemationales. 11 etait indubitable
qu'une intervention de ce genre dans les affaires
interieures de l'Indonesie de la part des troupes
britanniques et indiennes etait en contradiction
directe avec l'Article 1, paragraphe 2, de la
Charte ainsi qu'avec l'Article 73.

Le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine a reconnu
que les troupes britanniques sont restees en Indo
nesie avec le consentement des Nations Unies dans
le but d'accepter la capitulation des troupes japo
naises et de les desarmer. Il a declare ne pas
soulever la question du retrait des troupes britan
niques d'Indonesie, mais il a estime qu'il etait
inadmissible que des troupes britanniques soient
employees pour reprimer le mouvement national
du peuple indonesien et que des troupes japonai
ses participent 11 ces operations dirigees par les
autorites militaires britanniques d'Indoncsie con
tre le peuple d'Indoncsie.

Pour les raisons susmentionnces, le represen
tant de la RSS d'Ukraine a estime qu'il etait ne
cessaire de signaler au Conseil de securite qu'une
situation aussi anormale en Indonesie etait inad
missible et il a demande au Conseil de prendre les
mesures necessaires pour mettre fin a cette situa
tion. La meilleure solution serait que le Conseil
instituat une commission speciale chargee d'etu
dier la situation sur place et d'etablir la paix.

Dans sa declaration au Conseil, le representant
du ROYAUME-UNI a fait remarquer que le repre
sentant de la RSS d'Ukraine avait indiqu6 gu'il
ne clemandait pas le retrait des troupes britanni
ques d'Indonesie; il en a deduit que la presence
de ces troupes ne constituait pas un danger pour
la paix et la securite.

Il suffisait de consulter des articles de jour
naux du Royaume-Uni et les questions posees au
Parlement pour se rendre compte de la liberte
dont jouissait la presse dans ce pays. Ce que di
sait la presse n'etait pas toujours vrai et les jour
nalistes presentaient les nouvelles a leur fac;:on.
Les membres du Parlement posaient des questions
taus les jours, mais il fallait aussi lire les rcpon
ses donnees afin de connaltrc la rcalite. C'etait
donc des faits eux-memes qu'il fa11ait s'occuper.
D'apres la declaration du representant de la RSS
d'Ukraine, le representant du Royaume-Uni ne
croyait pas que les Britanniques fussent invites a
retirer leurs troupes et il se demandait done si la
creation d'ulle commission etait necessaire.

Il fallait aussi eclaircir la question de savoir
queUe 6tait l'autorite souveraine en Indonesie.
Les Allies etaient bien decides a restituer it l'an
torite competente les territoires pris par l'ennemi.

Apres l'invasion de l'Indonesie, les Japonais,
non contents d'y maintenir des troupes a eux, y
organiserent des forces fascistes, exercerent et ar
merent ainsi des milliers d'indigenes et leur four
nirent des fusils et des tanks legers.
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At the time of the Japanese surrender the
British had been planning to launch a large:scale
attack ?fol the J.ap~nese in Malaya and other places
and Bntlsh shIpping was allocated for this move.
After the s~Jrrender of Japan, the United King
dom was gIVen the task by the Allied Supreme
Command to round up Japanese troops in In
donesia and to rescue more than 200,000 people
who had been interned by the Japanese.

General Christianson had a conference with
Dr. Soekarno and explained the aim of the United
Kingdom in Indonesia. General Mallaby had
brought the leaders of the nationalist movement
together and arranged a truce but he had been
assassinated. To forestall wholesale assassination
throughout the country Admiral Lord Louis
Mountbatten made the Japanese responsible for
seeing that such an incident did not occur again.

The representative of the United Kingdom
denied that British troops had attacked local
inhabitants but said that they had been compelled
to defend themselves against attack and obliged
to take security measures to enable them to carry
out tasks assigned to them.

He added that if the United Nations wished to
help, he suggested it might do so not by sending
a commission there but by trying to bring about
a settlement. However, the United Kingdom was
only carrying out the orders of the Allied Supreme
Command and the question of sending commis
sions should be dealt with by the sovereign
power, namely, the Netherlands.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS stated
that in the fh st place, when his country entered
the war it had placed at the disposal of the Allies
its whole merchant navy of three million tons.
The result was that when the Netherlands wished
to send its personnel back to the Dutch East In
dies it had no shipping of its own available. After
the collapse of Japan it was too late for the
Netherlands to start raising, equipping and send
ing a Dutch force overseas. The United
Kingdom, guided by General MacArthur's judg
ment, felt that it was its duty to step in, and did
so with the full consent of the Netherlands.

The task of the British troops was to accept
the surrender of the Japanese and disarm them.
In addition, part of their task was to rescue
prisoners of war and some 200,000 Europeans.
He denied that he identified the nationalist
movement in Java with the atrocities; he accepted
nationalism as a healthy development.

With regard to the behaviour of the British
troops, he wished to bear testimony to the extreme
restraint and forbearance of the British troops in
Java and other areas in the Netherlands Indies
where they had been sent. It was not the aim of
the British troops to wage military action against
the local population, but the horrible deeds
which had occurred in Indonesia justified the
continued presence of the Allied troops.

In the light of the principles laid down in the
Charter, the representative of the Netherlands
observed that, first, there was no "dispute";
second there was no "situation" threatening to
endanger international peace and security; third,
there was no international friction which might

~u !!l0ment de la capitulation japonaise, les
Bntanruques avaient projete de lancer une atta
que ~~ grand~ envergure contre les Japonais en
Malmsle et mlleurs, et des navires britanniques
avaien~ ete ~esignes pour cette operation. Apres
la capltulatlOn du Japon, le Haut Commande
ment alli6 chargea le Royaume-Uni de rassem
bIer les troupes japonaises d'Indonesie et de
sauver plus de 200.000 internes qui avaient ete
emprisolmes par les Japonais.

Le general Christianson tint une conference
avec M. Soekarno, et lui expliqua le but vise par
le Royaume-Uni en Indoncsie. Le general Mal
laby avait reuni les chefs du mouvement nationa
liste et arrange un armistice, mais i1 fut assassine.
Pour prcvenir des assassinats massifs a travers
tout le pays, l'amiral Lord Louis Mountbatten
chargea les troupes japonaises de veiller ace que
pareil incident ne se reproduislt plus.

Le repr~sent~ntdu Royaume-Uni a nie que des
troupes bntanruques eussent attaque des indige
nes, mais a indique qu'elles ont ete obligees de
se defendre contre des attaques et de prendre des
mesures de securite pour pouvoir s'acquitter des
taches qui leur avaient etc assignees.

Il a ajoute que si les Nations Unies desiraient
se rendre utiles, le meilleur moyen de le faire ne
serait pas d'envoyer une commission, mais d'es
sayer d'arriver a une solution de la question.
Cependant, le Royaume-Uni n'a fait qu'executer
les ordres du Raut Commandement aIM, et la
question de l'envoi de commissions d'enquete de
vrait etre traitee avec la Puissance souveraine
competente: les Pays-Bas.

Le representant des PAys-BAS a declare que,
en premier lieu, lorsque son pays entra en guerre,
i1 mit a la disposition des Allies toute sa marine
marchande, d'un tonnage de trois millions de ton
nes. Le resultat fut que lorsque les Pays-Bas
voulurent renvoyer leur personnel aux Indes
neerlandaises, ils n'avaient pas de bateau a leur
disposition. Apres la chute du Japon, il etait
trop tard pour que les Rollandais pussent com
mencer a recruter une armee neerlandaise, a
!'eql1iper et al'envoyer outre-mer. Le Royaume
Uni, sur les conseils du general MacArthur, esti
ma qu'il lui appartenait d'intervenir et le fit
avec le complet assentiment des Pays-Bas.

La tache des troupes britalmiques etait d'ac
cepter la capitulation des Japonais et de les de
sarmer. En outre, ils avaient asauver les prison
niers de guerre et quelque 200.000 Europeens.
Le representant des Pays-Bas s'est defendu
d'attribuer au mouvement nationaliste les atroci
tes qui ont eu lieu a Java; il a reconnu dans le
nationalisme un mouvement tout afait sain.

En ce qui concerne la conduite des troupes bri
tanniques, i1 a desire temoigner. de l'extreme
reserve et de la bonne conduite des troupes bri
tanniques aJava et dans toutes les autres regions
des Indes neerlandaises ou eUes ont ete envoyees.
Le but des troupes britanniques n'etait pas d'en
treprendre des operations militaires contre la po
pulation locale, mais les crimes horribles qui ont
eu lieu en Illdonesie justifiaient alors la presence
des troupes alliees.

Le representant des Pays-Bas a fait remarquer
que, d'apres les principes formules dans la Charte,
premierement, i1 n'y avait pas de "differend":
deuxiemement, il n'y avait pas de "situation"
mena~ant le maintien de la paix et de la securit6
internationales; troisiemement, il n'y avait pas
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lead to an infringement of the peace; fourth, he
denied there was an infringement of Article 1,
and besides Article 1, paragraphs 2 and 3,
Chapter XI of the Charter should also be taken
into consideration. Fifth, there was, therefore, no
case for the Security Council to consider.

As far as sending a commission was con
cerned, his Government would not object if the
parties to the discussion both wanted a commis
sion to be sent in order to inquire into the point
in question. But since the representative of the
United Kingdom appeared to be against that, he
need not go into the point any furth~r.

The representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLIC pointed out, in reply, that
three points seemed to be incontestable. First,
that British troops had been used in Java for some
months past against the Indonesian population.
Secondly, that in the course of those military op
erations, Japanese troops had been used against
the Indonesian population. Thirdly, that none of
the facts which he adduced had been contested
either by the representative of the United King
dom or by the representative of the Netherlands.

The representative of the Ukrainian SSR then
drew the Council's attention to some points of
difference between the position of the Ukrainian
Government and that of the United Kingdom and
the Netherlands on the matter.

In the first place, the Ukrainian delegation felt
that the main task entrusted to the United King
dom by the Allied Command, namely, to receive
the surrender of the Japanese troops and to
disarm them, had not been carried out.

The second point of difference lay with the
explanation by the United Kingdom representative
that th'e military action taken by his Government
had been carried out in self-defence. The repre
sentative of the Ukrainian SSR disputed that
point by stating that the British troops had
modern arms with modern equipment of every
kind, while on the other side, the Indonesians had
small ill-armed detachments.

A third point of difference concerned the
interpretation and appreciation of the national
movement in Indonesia. The representative of
the Ukrainian SSR believed that the Indonesian
national movement should not be regarded as
fascist but as a democratic movement.

The fourth point of difference concerned the
commission to be sent out to study the problem
on the spot. He felt that the Security Council
should secure its own information in order to
arrive at the proper conclusion on the subject.

In conclusion, the representative of the
Ukrainian SSR summed up his observations under
the following four points:

1. That the use of British troops against the
Indonesian population was neither just nor right.

2. That it was inadmissible that Japanese
troops should be used against the Indonesian
population.

de desaccord international susceptible de conduire
a une rupture de la paix; quatricmement, il a de
menti qu'i! y eut infraction al'Arcti~le 1, e~, outr.e
l'Article 1, paragraphes 2 ~t 3, 11 fa~lUlt. ~eU1r
compte egalement du ChapItre XI; clllqUleme
ment, il n'y avait pas en consequence de cas dont
le Conseil de securite eut a s'occupcr.

En ce qui concerne l'envoi d'une commission,
le Gouvernement des Pays-Bas n'y verrait pas
d'objection si les parties ala discussio~ ~esiraient
toutes deux qu'on envoyiH unt;: commlss.lOn c~ar
gee d'enqueter sur la questlon en dISCUSSIOn:
Mais puisq~e le repr~se~tant d~I ~oy~~me:Y~I
semblait y e!re oppose, 11 a est~me qu 11 n etmt
pas necessaire de prolonger la dISCUSSIOn.

Le representant de la REPUBLIQUE SOCIALISTE
SOVIETIQUE n'UKRAINE a fait remarquer dans sa
reponse que trois points paraissaient i~con~esta

bles. Premierement, des troupes bntan1llques
ont, pendant quelques mois, ete .empl~y~es a
Java contre la population 1l1dOneSIenne.
Deuxiemement, au cours de ces operations mili
taires des troupes japonaises ont egalement iSte
employees contre la population indonesienne.
Troisiemement, aucun des faits que le represen
tant de l'Ukraine a avances n'a ete conteste par le
representant du Royaume-Uni ou par le repre
sentant des Pays-Bas.

Le representant de la RSS d'Ukrainc a alors
attire l'attention du Conseil sur quelques diver
gences existant entre l'opinion du Gouvernement
de la RSS d'Ukraine et celle des gouvernements
du Royaume-Uni et des Pays-Bas sur cettc ques
tion.

En premier lieu, la delegation ukrainienne es
timait que le Royaume-Uni n'avait pas rempli la
mission principalc que le Commandemcnt allie
lui avait confiee, celle de recevoir la capitulation
des troupes japonaises et de les desarmer.

En deuxieme lieu, le representant du Royaume
Uni a expliquc. que les troupes britanniques
avaient dfi entreprendre une action militairc pour
des raisons de legitime d6fense. Le representant
de la RSS d'Ukraine a conteste cette affirmation
en faisant remarquer que les troupes britanniques
disposaient d'un armement moderne, tandis que
les Indonesiens n'avaient que de petits detache
ments mal armes.

La troisieme divergence portait sur l'interpre
tation du mouvement national indonesien et la
maniere de le juger. Le representant de la RSS
d'Ukraine pensait que le mouvement national
indonesien ne devrait pas etre considere comme
un mouvement fasciste, mais bien comme un
mouvement democratique.

En quatrieme lieu, il y avait d6saccord au su
jet de la commission qu'il faudrait envoyer pour
etudier le probh~me sur place. 11 estimait que le
Conseil de securite devrait obtenir des renseigne
ments de premiere main afin d'arriver a une con
clusion satisfaisante a ce sujet.

En conclusion, le representant de la RSS
d'Ukraine a resume ses observations en quatre
points, de la maniere suivante:

1. L'emploi des troupes britanniques contre la
population indonesienne n'6tait ni juste, ni 16gi
time.

2. 11 etait inadmissible d'employer des troupes
japonaises contre la population indonesienne.
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3. That the Indonesian population should be
granted privileges and rights as established in the
Charter.

4. That a commISSion should be sent to
Indonesia, on behalf of the Security Council, to
deal with the abnormal situation existing there.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
stated that an important point of principle had
been raised on which the Council should reach a
conclusion and it would be well to keep in mind
that in all the statements heard, the sovereignty
of the Netherlands had not been questioned.

After pointing out the provision of paragraph 7
of Article 2 of the Charter he declared that, when
internal trouble arose, he could not agree that a
commission should be sent to investigate and deal
with the problems arising inside the territory of
a sovereign Power. The responsible representa
tive of the Netherlands was ready and waiting to
negotiate with the representatives of Indonesia.
The United Kingdom Government had sent a
representative to Indonesia not to conduct negotia
tions, but to assist, because it was the Netherlands
that had to conduct the negotiations. As soon as
the agreement was signed, the internees released
and the police were carrying out their functions
again, bis Government would be glad to withdraw
its troops. The representative of the United
Kingdom denied that he and the representative
of the Netherlands had charged the Indonesian
nationalist movement with being fascist. He
thought the real nationalist movement was as
desirous of reaching an agreement as they were.
It was the duty of the members of the Council to
encourage them to negotiate, to strengthen them
and to do what was in their power in order to get
the situation cleared up.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS re
minded the Council of the fact that, according
to the Charter, the United Nations could not
interfere with internal matters of any given State.
He said that there were about 80,000 Indonesian
troops who operated in military formations and
those forces were well equipped. There was no
question of fighting against the Indonesians; there
was only the need for subduing armed bands who
tried to prevent the British troops from disarming
the Japanese and obtaining their surrender. The
representative of the Netherlands pointed out
that the additional task of the British troops in
Indonesia was to liberate 200,000 prisoners of
war and civilian internees. He felt that the
representative of the Ukrainian SSR did not have
complete command of the facts and had no justi
fication for bringing the matter before the Council.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS supported the statement of
the Ukrainian representative and explained the
point of view of the USSR delegation on the
question. He said that the use of British troops
in Indonesia against the national liberation move
ment of the Indonesian people was intolerable.
It was contrary to the principles of national self
determination as expressed in the Charter of the
United Nations. A number of facts submitted
by the representative of the Ukrainian SSR con
firmed the situation he described. Those facts
had been published in the press and had been the
subject of debates in the legislative assemblies
of various countries. They were facts which were
known to the whole world.

3. La population d'Indonesie devrait se voir
attribuer les droits et les privileges etablis dans

.la Charte.
4. Le Conseil de securite devrait envoyer une

commission en Indonesie pour s'occuper de la
· situation anormale qui y existait.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a declare
qu'on avait souleve une importante question de

· principe au sujet de laquelle il convenait d'arriver
·aune conclusion. Il y a lieu de rappeler que, dans
: toutes les declarations qui ont precede, la souve-
rainetc des Pays-Bas n'a pas ete mise en doute.

· Apres avoir attire l'atttention sur la disposition
•du paragraphe 7 de l'Article 2 de la Charte, il a
· declare qu'il ne pouvait admettre l'idee qu'en cas
· de troubles interieurs, une commission dut etre
;envoyee pour etudier et regler les problemes qui
· se posaient sur le territoire d'un Etat souverain.
:Un representant autorise des Pays-Bas etait pret
· et attendait de pouvoir negocier avec le repre
I sentant des Indonesiens. Le Gouvemement du
I Royaume-Uni a envoye un representant en Indo
: nesie, non pour y diriger les negociations, puis
! que c'est aux Pays-Bas qu'il appartient de le faire,
:mais pour y etre present. Aussitot que l'accord
serait signe, les internes relacMs et que la police

I exercerait a nouveau ses fonctions, son gouver
nement retirerait voloutiers ses troupes. Le
representant du Royaume-Uni a dementi que lui·
meme et le representant des Pays-Bas eussent ac·

: cuse le mouvement nationaliste indonesien d'etre
i fasciste. Il estimait que le veritable mouvement
· nationaliste etait aussi desireux qu'eux-memes
· d'arriver a une solution. Le devoir des mem
I bres du Conseil etait de les encourager anegocier,
de les soutenir et de faire leur possible afin de

:regler la situation.
Le representant des PAys-BAS a rappe16 au

Conseil qu'aux termes de la Charte, les Nations
Unies ne pouvaient intervenir dans les affaires
interieures d'ul1 Etat quel qu'il flit. Il a declare

· qu'il y avait environ 80.000 soldats indonesiens
operant en formations militaires et qu'ils etaient
bien equipes. Il ne s'agissait pas de lutter contre
les Indonesiens. 11 fallait seulement mettre a la
raison les bandes armees qui tentaient d'empe
cher les troupes britanniques de desar:ner les
Japonais et d'en obtenir la reddition. Le repre
sentant des Pays-Bas a ajoute que les troupes
britanniques d'Indonesie devaient aussi Iiberer
200.000 prisonniers de guerre et internes civils.
11 a ete d'avis que le representant de la RSS
d'Ukraine ne disposait pas d'une connaissance
complete des faits et qu'il n'etait pas habilite a

, soumettre le cas au Conseil de securite.
; Le representant de rUNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a appuye la declaration
du representant de la RSS d'Ukraine et a precise
le point de vue de la delegation de l'URSS a

· l'egard de la question. Il a declare que l'utilisa
tion en Indonesie des troupes britanniques contre
le mouvement de liberation nationale du peuple
indonesien etait absolument intolerable et con
traire aux principes du droit des peuples a dis
poser d'eux-!llemes, enonce. dans la Charte d.es
Nations Umes. Un certam nombre de faits
soumis par le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine
ont confinne la situation qu'il avait decrite. Ces
faits ont ettS publies dans la presse et ont fait
l'objet de debats au sein des assemblees 16gisla
tives de differents pays. C'etaient la des faits

· connus du monde entier.

...
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The representative of the USSR declared that
there were means of 0 btaining first-hand infor
mation in Indonesia, which consisted of sending
a commission to investigate what was being done
there, to obtain factual evidence of what was
going on and to see with its own eyes what was
actually taking place. The proposal put forward
by the Ukrainian delegation in that respect was
objective and just and could not be rejected with
out excluding beforehand impartial methods of
verifying events in Indonesia.

As to Indonesia itself, the representative of
the USSR considered that the facts as cited by
the Ukrainian delegation remained unshaken and
unrefuted. Surely it was a fact that military
operations were taking place ill Indonesia. That
kind of situation was fraught with dangerous
consequences and threatened peace and security.
It was inlpossible to agree with the statement that
the dispatch to Indonesia of armed forces was
not directed against the Indonesian people, against
the national liberation movement, but against
some so-called "extremists" and "terrorists", and
that all this was being done with the aim of
securing order. The representative of the USSR
considered it necessary to point this out loudly
and clearly and to say that the events which were
taking place in Indonesia contained a threat to
peace and to security and that it was the duty
of an international organization to prevent this
danger and put an end to the tragedy. He insisted
that·a commission be sent which would objectively
study the situation and outline the measures which
it was imperative to take.

B. DISCUSSION ON THE APPOINTMENT OF A
COMMISSION OF INQUIRY

Ca) Right to submit proposals
At the 16th meeting held on 11 February 1946,

the representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLIC appealed to the members of
the Council to adopt the following proposal:

"After hearing the statement made by the
delegation of the Ukrainian SSR on the situation
which in Indonesia threatens international peace
and security, a situation in which British troops
are being used in military action against the
National Movement of Liberation, and in which
enemy Japanese troops are also being used for
the same purpose,

"After hearing the statements made by the
Foreign Minister of the United Kingdom, Mr.
Bevin, and of the Netherlands, Mr. van
Kleffens,

"After exchanging views on the question raised,
the Security Council decides

"To set up a commission consisting of repre
sentatives of the United States of America, Soviet
Union, China, United Kingdom and the Nether
lands, which should carry out an inquiry on the
spot, establish peace in Indonesia, and report to
the Security Council on the result of their work."

Le representant de l'URSS a declare qu'il
existait un moyen d'obtenir en Indonesie des ren
seignements de premiere main. Ce moyen con
sistait a envoyer une commission qui procederait
El. une enquete sur place, recueillerait des preuves
materielles des evenements qui s'y deroulaient et
constaterait de visu ce qui s'y passait en realite.
La proposition presentee El. cet egard par la dele
gation ukrainienne etait objective et juste et ne
pouvait pas etre rejetee sans exclure d'avance les
methodes impartiales destinees El. faire la lumiere
sur les evenements qui se deroulaient en Indone
sie.

Quant a l'Indonesie meme, le representant de
I'URSS a estime que les faits cites par la delega..:
tion ukrainienne n'avaient pas ete refutes; c'etait
un fait incontestable que des operations militaires
se deroulaient en Indonesie. Cette situation etait
grosse de consequences dangereuses qui mena
~aient la paix et la securite. 11 n'etait pas possi
ble d'accepter une declaration affirmant que
l'envoi de forces armees en Indonesie n'6tait pas
dirige contre le peuple indonesien ou contre le
mouvement de liberation nationale, mais contre
des pretendus "extremistes" et "terroristes" et
que le but de ces operations etait le maintien de
l'ordre. Le representant de l'URSS a estirne qu'il
etait necessaire de faire remarquer ced bien haut
et avec nettete, de declarer que les 6venements
qui se deroulaient en Indonesie constituaient une
menace pour la paix et la securite et qu'i! etait
du devoir d'un organisme international de preve
nit ce danger et de mettre fin a la tragedie. 11 a
insiste pour que 1'0n envoyat une commission
qui pourrait etudier la situation d'une maniere
objective et indiquer les mesures qu'i! 6tait urgent
de prendre.
B. DISCUSSION RELATIVE A LA NOMINATION

n'UNE COMMISSION D'ENQUETE

a) Droit de soumettre des propositions
Lors de la 16eme seance, tenue le 11 fevrier

1946, le representant de la REPuBLIQuE soCIA
LISTE SOVIETIQUE n'UKRAINE a demande aux
membres du Conseil d'accepter la proposition
suivante:

"Apres avoir entendu la declaration de la dele
gation de la RSS d'Ukraine sur la situation qui
constitue une menace pour la paix et la securite
internationales en Indon6sie, ou les troupes bri
tanniques sont utilisees pour l'action militaire con
tre le Mouvement national de liberation et ou les
troupes japonaises ennemies sont utilisees dans le
meme but,

"Apres avoir entendu les declarations des Mi
nistres des affaires etrangeres du Royaume-Uni,
M. Bevin, et des Pays-Bas, M. van Kleffens,

"Apres avoir echange des vues sur cette ques
tion, le Conseil de securite decide

"De constituer une commission composee des
representants des Etats-Unis d'Amerique, de
l'Union sovietique, de la Chine, du Royaume-Uni
et des Pays-Bas, chargee de faire une enquete sur
les lieux et d'etablir la paix en Indonesie, et de
faire rapport au Conseil de securite sur les
resultats de ses travaux."

The PRESIDENT questioned whether the repre- Le PRESIDENT a mis en doute le droit du re-
sentative of the Ukrainian SSR had the right to presentant de la RSS d'Ukraine de soumettre des
submit proposals in the Security Council. He propositions au Conseil de securite. 11 a declare
stated that Articles 3~ and 32 of the Charter gave que les Articles 31 et 32 de la Charte donnaient
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aux Etats non membres du Conseil de securite le
droit de participer aux discussions du Conseil,
sallS droit de vote. Aux termes de l'Article 31,
ce droit etait accarde chaque fois que le Conseil
de securite estimait que les interets d'un Etat non
membre du Conseil de securite etaient particu
lierement affectes par une question soumise it
celui-ci. Aux termes de l'Article 32, taute pal'tie
it un differend examine par le Conseil avait le
droit de participer, sans droit de vote, aux dis
cussIons relatives it ce differend. Le President
croyait comprendre que le Conseil etait d'avis
que cet Article 32 ne s'appliquait pas dans le cas
dont il s'agissait. Lorsque le representant de la
RSS d'Ukraine avait ete invite a prendre place a
la table du Conseil, celui-ci n'avait pas formelle
ment examine la question de savoir si, oui ou non,
les interets de l'Ukraine etaient particulierement
affectes dans la question qui lui etait soumise.
I1 n'y avait encore, a ce sujet, aucun reglement
interieur. C'etait au Conseil qu'il appartenait de
prendre une decision provisoire dans le cas d'es
pece. Toutcfois, si le Cortseil etait d'avis que
l'Article 31 s'appliquait en l'occurrence, la posi
tion du representant de la RSS d'Uleraine devrait
etre determinee a la lumiere des termes memes
de l'Article 31. Quoi qu'il en fUt, ce texte ne
faisait pas expressement mention du droit de sou
mettre des propositions, ni d:ms le sens positif,
ni dans le sens negatif. En consequence, le Pre
sident a invite les membres du Conseil it faire
connaitre leurs vues en la matiere.

Le representant de la CHINE a fait observer que
l'Article 31 devait etre rapproch6 de l'Artic1~ 35.
C'etait en vertu de cet Article que le Conseil avait
6te saisi de la question, puisque le representant
de la RSS d'Ukraine avait le droit de participer
pleinement aux debats; i1 semblait s'ensuivre que
I'on devait lui reconnaitre celui de SOl11nettre des
suggestions ou des propositions au Conseil, etant
entendu qu'il appartenait exclusivement a celui-ci
de decider s'il y avait lieu d'approuver ou de re
jeter lesdites propositions.

Le representant de I'EGYPTE a egalement esti
me que le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine avait
le droit de participer pleillement aux activites du
Conseil jusqu'au moment ou celui-ci passerait au
vote, mais a soutenu que le cas d'espece relevait
non pas de l'Article 31 de la Charte, mais de
l'Article 35.

Le representant de la FRANCE a pens6 que l'on
devait aecorder au representant de la RSS
cl'Ukraine le droit de soumettre des propositions
et a exprime l'avis que le cas debattu relevait
nettement de l'Article 35, paragraphe 1, de la
Charte.

Le representant des PAYs-BAS a estime qu'en
l'absence de toute regie expresse it l'effet con
traire, le Conseil devait se montrer liberal en
l'espece. Il a propose de donner au representant
de la RSS d'Ukraine l'occasion de soumettre des
propositions.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a estime que ni l'Arti
cle 31 ni I'Article 35, ni meme I'Article 32 ne
fourni;saient de solution. L'Article 35 n'indi
quait pas de queUe fa~~n le Conseil ~e securi!e
devait trouver une solution a la questlOn portee
ason attention. En ce qui concerne l'Article 31,
il donnait le droit de participer aux debats, mais
les limites de ces debats n'6taient pas fixees. Il
etait evident egalement qu'il ne s'appliquait que
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The representative of the NETHERLANDS
thought that in the absence of any express rules
to the contrary, the Council should be liberal. in
the matter. He moved that the representatIve
of the Ukrainian SSR should be given an op
portunity to submit a proposal.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS felt that neither Article 31
nor Article 35, nor even Article 32, provided a
solution. Article 35 did not state how the
Security Council was to provide a solution to the
matter brought to its notice. As to Article 31,
the right to participate in the discussion was
allowed but the limits of discussion were not
determi~ed. It was also made clear that it only
applied when the interests of the Member were

The representative of CHINA observed that
Article 31 should be read in connexion with
Article 35. It was under that Article that the
question had been presented before the Council.
Since the representative of the Ukrainian SSR
was entitled to full participation in the discussion,
it would follow that he should be accorded free
dom to make suggestions or proposals to the
Council with the understanding that it was for
the Council itself to decide whether those pro
posals should be approved or rejected.

The representative of EGYPT also thought that
the representative of the Ukrainian SSR had the
right to participate fully in the activities of the
Council up to the moment when the vote was
taken, but he ma.intained that the present case was
not covered by Article 31 but by Article 35 of the
Charter.

The representative of FRANCE felt that the
representative of the Ukrainian SSR should be
given the right to submit a proposal and stated
that the present case was clearly based on
Article 35, paragraph 1, of the Charter.

to the States not members of the Security
Council the right to participate without a vote
in the discussions of the Council. Under Article
31 the right was given whenever the Security
Council considered that the interests of a State
non-member of the Security Council were espe
cially affected by a question before the Council.
Under Article 32, any party to a dispute before the
Council was entitled to participate without vote
in the discussions relating to the dispute. He toole
it to be the opinion of the Council that Article 32
had no application in the present case. In invit
ing the representative of the Ukrainian SSR to
take a seat at the Council table, the Council had
not formally considered whcther or not the in
terests of the Ukraine were especially affected by
the matter under consideration. There were, as
yet, no rules of procedure on that point and the
Council should therefore take a provisional de
cision on the matter. If, however, the Council
thought that Article 31 should be applied in the
present case, then the position of the Ukrainian
representative would have to be detennined on
the basis of the wording of Article 31 itself.
Nevertheless, the right to submit proposals was
not especially referred to, either in a negative or
in a positive sense. He, therefore, invited the
members of the Council to express their views on
the matter.

i
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The Council decided that there was no ob
jection to the right of the representative of the
Ukrainian SSR to submit a proposal.

lorsque les interets d'un Membre etaient parti
culierement affectes. 11 a ete d'avis que les in
terets de l'Ukraine n'etaient pas particulierement
affectes. L'Article 32 faisait mention d'un "dif
ferend"; le Conseil se trouvait en face d'une "si
tuation" qui demandait a etre etudiee et a etre
regleede sorte qu'aucun de ces trois Articles ne
pouvait etre applique.

Il a estime que les membres du Conseil ne
devaient pas s'en tenir uniquement a la lettre de
la Charte mais qu'il convenait de faire appel a
la logique et au bon sens. I1 paraissait incon
cevable que 1'on put donner au representant de la
RSS d'Ukraine le droit de participer a la dis
cussion et d'attirer 1'attention du Conseil sur une
situation, tout en lui refusant celui de proposer
une solution a cette situation.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE
a pense qu'aucun projet de resolution formel ne
devait etre presente au Conseil autrement que
par un de ses membres. Plus tard, toutefois, il
a declare qu'il retirait son objection, sans pre
judice de la position qu'il pourrait prendre dans
1'avenir.

Le Conseil a decide qu'aucune objection n'avait
Cte soulevee en ce qui concerne le droit pour le
representant de la RSS d'Ukraine de faire des
propositions.

b) Discussion de la proposition de la
RSS d'Ukraine

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a declare qu'on pouvait
admettre que, des exposes entendus et des
renseignements recueillis, il ressortait que 1'emploi
des forces armees japonaises contre le peuple
indonesicn etait un fait avere. La delegation de
l'Union sovi6tique a estime qu'il etait necessaire
d'envoyer en Indonesie une commission inter
nationale ayant une autorite suffisante. Une
commission de ce genre serait a meme de s'in
former de la situation d'une maniere impartiale
et objective, et de rassurer l'opinion publique
inquiete. On contribuerait ainsi, a son avis, a
favoriser une entente reciproque et a renforcer
1'unite de l'Organisation ainsi que les principes
des Nations Unies. Le representant de l'URSS a
ajoute que ladite commission devrait se composer
de representants du Royaume-Uni, des Etats-Unis
d'Amerique, de 1'Union des Republiques
socialistes sovietiques, de la Chine et des Pays
Bas.

Le representant du MEXIQUE a estime que le
Conseil de securite n'etait pas suffisamment
renseigne sur la question indonesienne. Il etait
necessaire, selon lui, que le Conseil eut en sa
possession toutes les donnees voulues pour arriver
a une decision qui flit conforme a l'equite. Le
representant du Mexique ctait d'avis qu'unc
commission du genre de celle qu'on envisageait
contribuerait a fournir au probleme une solution
satisfaisante.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a exprime l'avis
qu'une commission d'enquete devait etre envoyee
en Indonesie puisque la question soulevee etait
d'ordre politique. Cette commission n'aurait
pas pour mission de mettre en question la
presence des troupes britanniques.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a declare
qu'il refuserait d'etre partie a la commission, et
le representant des PAys-BAS a defini une fois de
plus sa position, a savoir qu'il ne s'opposerait
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(b) Discussion of the Ukrainian proposal

especially affected. He thought that in the case
under consideration the interests of the Ukraine
were not especially affected. Article 32 referred
to a "dispute"; the Council was faced with a
"situation" which required study and a solution,
so none of the three Articles mentioned were
applicable.

He thought that the members of the Council
must not limit themselves to the text of the
Charter but apply logic and common sense. It
was inconceivable that they could give the rep
resentative of the Ukrainian SSR the right to
participate in the discussion and draw their
attention to a situation but withhold from him the
right to propose a solution for that situation.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA did not fcel that any formal resolution
should be brought before the Council other than
by one of its own members. Later on, however,
he stated that he withdrew his objection without
prejudice to his future position.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS said that as a result of the
statements made and of the information heard, it
could be stated that the fact of the use of
Japanese armed forces against the Indonesian
people had been established. The USSR delega
tion considered it necessary that an authoritative
international commission be sent to Indonesia.
Such a commission could ascertain the situation
impartially and objectively and bring relief to a
disturbed public opinion. That would foster
mutual understanding and serve to strengthen the
unity of the Organization and the principles of the
United Nations. He added that such a corn·
mission should be composed of the represen
tatives of the United Kingdom, the United States
of America, the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, China and the Netherlands.

The representative of MEXICO felt that the
Security Council had insufficient information with
regard to the Indonesian question. In order to
take the right decision the Security Council had
to secure the necessary facts. He believed that
such a commission would contribute towards a
satisfactory solution of the problem.

The representative of POLAND believed that a
commission of inquiry should be sent as the
question raised was of a political nature. The
purpose of that commission would not be to
question the presence of British troops.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
declared that he would refuse to be a party to
the commission, and the representative of the
NETHERLANDS reiterated his position that he
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would not object to the establishment of a com- .
mission concerned only with investigating the
conduct of British troops in Indonesia, but that he
would refuse to support a commission which
would busy itself with matters which came within
the domestic jurisdiction of the Netherlands.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA thought that in the present circum
stances no constructive purpose would be served
by conducting an investigation. Hc added that, as
a general rule, any fact-finding or investigating
commission set up by the Council should be
composed of impartial persons chosen for their
competence who would represent not individual
countries but the Security Council.

The representative of FRANCE felt that the
sending of a commission of inquiry would lead to
a suspension of the negotiations between the
Netherlands Government and the Indonesian
leaders.

The representative of AUSTRALIA declared that
his Government had no objection in principle to
the appointment of a commission of inquiry, but
that in the present case he did not think that the
action suggested by the representative of the
Ukrainian SSR was justified.

The representative of BRAZIL endorsed the
opinion of the representative of the United States
that a commission should be composed of in
dividuals and not of States Members.

The representative of EGYPT considered that a
commission of inquiry would serve no useful
purpose but, in referring to the political aspect of
the question, he felt that the Council should be
informed of the course of the negotiations be
tween the leaders of the Indonesian popular
movement and the Government of the Nether
lands.

The representative of CHINA saw no objection
in principle to the appointment of a commission
of inquiry, but he would not insist on such an
inquiry in the present case.

C. DECISION OF THE COUNCIL
At the 17th meeting held on 12 February

1946, the representative of the UKRAINIAN SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLIC stated that he had received
instructions to insist on the necessity for the
Security Council to take a definite decision on the
question one way or the other. In the debate
there were two points of view which were clearly
defined and the Council should decide which of
those two points of view represented the truth.
If the Council decided that views of the Ukrainian
delegation were incorrect, the latter would accept
the Council's decision.

The representative of the Ukrainian SSR
challenged the argument that the sending of a
commission would hamper the negotiations in
progress. The proposed commission would be
sent to study the situation, and he appealed to the
members of the Council to take a clear decision in
that sense.

The representative of EGYPT submitted an
amendment to the proposal of the representative
of the Ukrainian SSR. However, the PRESIDENT
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pas a la creation d'une commISSIOn chargee
uniquement d'enqueter sur la conduite des
troupes britanniques en Indonesie, mais qu'il
refuserait d'accepter une commission qui
s'occuperait d'affaires relevant de la competence
nationale des Pays-Bas.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE
a estime que vu les circonstances du moment, la
conduite d'une enqulhe ne presenterait aucune
utilite reelle. Il a ajoute qu'en regie generale,
toute commission de documentation ou d'enquete
creee par le Conseil devait se composer de per
sonnes impartiales, choisies en raison de leur
competence et representant, non pas tel ou tel
pays, mais le Conseil de securite.

Le representant de la FRANCE a estime que
l'envoi d'une commission d'enquete aurait pour
resultat de suspendre les negociations en cours
entre le Gouvernement des Pays-Bas et les chefs
indonesiens.

Le representant de l'AusTRALIE a declare que
son Gouvernement n'avait pas d'objection a
soulever, en principe, contre la nomination d'une
commission d'enquete mais que, dans le cas
d'espece, il ne croyait pas que l'action suggeree
par le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine fflt
justifiee.

Le representant du BRESIL a appuye l'opinion
du representant des Etnts-Unis d'Amerique, a
savoir qu'une commission de cet ordre devait se
composer de personnalites designees a titre in
dividuel et non d'Etats Membres.

Le representant de l'EGYPTE a considere
qu'une commission d'enquete ne serait d'aucune
utilite mais, pour ce qui etait de l'aspect politique
de la question, il a estime que le Conseil de
securite devrait etre tenu au courant de la marche
des negociations qui se poursuivaient entre les
chefs du mouvement populaire indonesien et le
Gouvernement des Pays-Bas.

Le representant de la CHINE ne voyait pas
d'objection, en principe, a ce qu'une commission
d'enquete flit nommee, mais il a declare qU'il
n'insisterait pas pour qu'une enquete eut lieu
dans le cas dont il s'agissait.

C. DECISION DU CONSEIL
Lors de la 17eme seance tenue le 12 fevrier

1946 le representant de la REPUBLIQUE
SOCI~LISTE sovrETIQuE D'UKRAINE a declare
avoir rec;:u des instructions de sa delegation lui
demandant d'insister aupres du Conseil de se
curhe pour que celui-ci prit, au sujet de cette
question, une decision definitive, d'une fa~on ou
de l'autre. Deux points de vue s'etaient fait jou.r
distinctement au cours des debats; le Consel!
devait decider lequel de ces deux points de vue
representait la verite. ~i, le .Conseil ~~cidait ,qu.e
le point de vue de la delegatlOn ukra1Dlenne etalt
inexact, cette derniere accepterait la decision du
Conseil.

Le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine s'est 61eve
contre l'argument selon lequel l'envoi d'une
commission entraverait les negociations en cours;
la commission proposee serait envoyee pour
etudier la situation. Il a fait appel aux membres
du Conseil afin qu'its prennent une decision
precise dans ce sens.

Le representant de l'EGYPTE a soumis un amen
dement ala proposition du representant de la RSS
d'Ukraine. Toutefois, le PRESIDENT a estime que
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regarded the Egyptian proposal not as an
amendment to the Ukrainian proposal but as an
independent proposal, since the two proposals
seemed to be completely independent in
character. The Egyptian proposal read as
follows:

"After hearing the declarations of the repre
sentatives of the Ukrainian SSR, the United King
dom, the Netherlands and the Soviet Union,
regarding the presence of British troops in
Indonesia,

"The Security Council
"Declares that it is clearly understood that

British troops shaH not be used in any circum
stances against the National Indonesian Move
ment, and that they will be withdrawn from
Indonesia as soon as the strictly limited purpose
which brought about their presence has been
accomplished, namely,

"1. The surrender of Japanese troops;
"2. The liberation of Allied prisoners of war

and Allied nationals who are still interned.

"While hoping that the negotiations which
have started between the Netherlands Govern
ment and the chiefs of the Indonesian National
Movement will rapidly be concluded by a happy
solution inspired by the aims and principles of
the Charter and principally by the right of self
determination of peoples,

"The Council expresses its will to be informed
in a very short time of the results of these negotia
tions;

"The Council also reserves its right to take
such further action as it thinks proper."

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS proposed the following
amendment to the resolution proposed by the
representative of Egypt:

"With a view to clarifying the situation in
Indonesia and the re-;establishment of peace, a
commission should be dispatched to Indonesia
consisting of the representatives of China, the
Netherlands, the United Kingdom, the United
States of America and the USSR."

The Ukrainian proposal was put to the vote at
the 18tl1 meeting, held on 13 February 1946,
and was rejected.

The Egyptian draft resolution did not obtain
the required number of votes either.

The amendment of the representative of the
USSR obtained three votes and was therefore also
rejected.

The PRESIDENT then declared the matter
closed.

CHAPTER 4

The Syrian and Lebanese question
A. COMMUNICATION DATED 4 FEBRUARY 1946

By letter dated 4 February 1946, addressed to
the Secretary-General (S/5),16 the heads of the
Lebanese and Syrian delegations to the United
Nations, in accordance with Article 34 of the
Charter, brought to the attention of the Security

, 16 See Security Council, Official Records, first year
first series, Supplemellt No. 1, annex 9, pages 82-83. '
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la proposition egyptienne coustituait, non pas un
amendement ala proposition de la RSS d'Ukraine,
mais une proposition independante, etant donne
que la nature des deux propositions differait totale
ment. La proposition egyptienne etait libellee
comme suit:

"Apres avoir entendu les declarations des
representants de la Republique socialiste sovietique
d'Ukraine, du Royaume-Uni, des Pays-Bas et de
l'Union des Republiques socialistes sovi6tiques en
ce qui concerne la presence des troupes britan
niques en Indonesie,

"Le Conseil de securite
"Declare qu'il est est clairement entendu que

les troupes britanniques ne sauraient en aucune
circonstance etre employees contre le Mouvement
national indonesien et qu'eHes seront retirees
d'Indonesie aussitot que seront atteints les
objectifs strictement limites qui ant amene leur
presence, a savoir:

"1. La reddition des troupes japonaises;
"2. La liberation des prisonniers de guerre

allies et des ressortissants allies qui sont encore
internes.

"Tout en emettant l'espoir que les negociations
qui viennent de s'ouvrir entre le Gouvernement
des Pays-Bas et les chefs du Mouvement national
indonesien aboutiront rapidement a une heureuse
solution s'inspirant des buts et des principes de
la Charte, et principalement du droit des peuples
a disposer d'eux-memes,

"Le Conseil exprime sa volonte d'etre mis au
courant, dans un delai tres rapproche, du resultat
de ces negociations;

"Le Conseil reserve egalement son droit a
prendre ult6rieurement toutes mesures qu'il
jugera opportunes."

Le representant de I'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a propose d'apporter
l'amendement suivant a la proposition du repre
sentant de I'Egypte:

"Afin d'eclaircir la situation qui regne en
Indonesie et afin de retablir la paix, une com
mission composee de representants de la Chine,
des Pays-Bas, du Royaume-Uni, des Etats-Unis
d'Amerique et de I'Union des R6publiques so
cialistes sovietiques, devrait etre envoyee en
Indonesie."

La proposition de la RSS d'Ukraine a ete mise
aux voix a la 18eme seance, tenue le 13 fevrier
1946, et a 6te rejetee.

Le projet de resolution de l'Egypte n'a pas non
plus reuni le nombre de voix requis.

L'amendement du representant de l'URSS
n'ayant reuni que trois voix a et6 rejete.

Le PRESIDENT a alors declare que la question
etait close.

CHAPITRE 4

La question syrienne et libanaise
A. COMMUNICATION EN DATE DU 4 FEVRIER 1946

Par lettre en date du 4 fevrier 1946, adressee
au Secretaire general (S/5) 16, les chefs des
delegations libanaise et syrienne aupres des
Nations Unies, invoquant les dispositions de
l'Article 34 de la Charte, ont attire l'attention du

16 Voir Conseil de securite, Proces-verbaux otticiels.
premiere annee, premiere serie, Supplement No 1,
annexe 9, pages 82 et 83.
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Conseil de securite sur la presence de troupes
frangaises et britanniques en Syrie et au Liban.
Ils d6claraient dans cette lettre que les Gouverne
ments de la Syrie et du Liban avaient escompte
que ces troupes etrangeres seraient retirees
aussitot apres la fin des hostilites contre
l'Allemagne et le Japon mais que, aux termes de
l'Accord franco-britannique conclu le 13 de
cembre 1945, leur retrait, se trouvait soumis a
des conditions incompatibles avec l'esprit et la
lettre de la Charte.

La communication a ete examinee lors des
1geme, 20eme, 21eme, 22eme et 23eme seances,
tenues les 14, 15 et 16 fevrier 1946.
B. DISCUSSION DES QUESTIONS DE PRocEDURE

(aJ Application des Articles 31 et 32; droit, pour
les representants des Etats invites aparticiper
aux discussions, de soumettre des propositions

Lors de la 1geme seance, le PRESIDENT a
suggere qu'il n'etait pas necessaire, a ce moment
la, de decider si I'Article 32 s'appliquait ou non.
Qu'un differend - au sens technique du mot 
existat ou non, il n'en restait pas moins que, de
toute evidence, les inte!l~ts de la Syrie et du Liban
etaient particulierement affectes par la question
soumise au Conseil de securite. En consequence,
il a propose que le Conseil invitat la Syrie et le
Liban, conformement Et l'Article 31, a participer
sans droit de vote aux discussions. Il a suggere
en outre que les representants de la Syrie et du
Liban aient le droit de soumettre des propositions,
sans prejudice des mesures que le Conseil
pourrait prendre par la suite.

La proposition du President a ete adoptee sans
objections.

b) Motions de procedure
Lors de la 1geme seance, le representant de

l'EGYPTE a suggere que 1'on prit imm6diatement
une decision au sujet des modalites du vote requis
pour determiner s'il existait un differend ou une
situation, et il a propose que cette decision fUt
consideree comme une question de procedure.
Les representants de l'AuSTRALIE, du BRl3SIL, du
MEXIQUE, des PAYs-BAS' et du ROYAUME-UNI
preferaient poursuivre tout d'abord l'audition des
parties interessees, et le representant de la CHINE
a suggere que la motion du representant de
l'Egypte fUt renvoyee au Comite d'experts pour
examen et rapport.

Le representant de I'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIJ?TIQUES a estime que le Conseil
devait prendre une decision immediate relative
ment a la question. Le representant des PAYS
BAS a presente la motion suivante: "n ne sera
procede a aucun vote a ce stade des debats du
Conseil, sur la proposition presentee par le
representant de l'Egypte". Cette motion a ete
adoptee par 8 voix.
c) Discussion relative aux modalites de vote sur

la question de savoir si la question syrienne
et libanaise constituait ou non une situation

Le representant de l'EGYPTE a fait valoir que si
un membre permanent avait le pouvoir de decider
si un cas constituait ou non un differend ou une
situation c'est-a-dire si 1'0n se trouvait en
presence'd'une question de proc~dure ou ?e .for;d,
PArticle 27, paragraphe 3, seralt pour ams~ due
inoperant; un membre perrn~n~~t pourralt en
effet exercer le droit de veto a 1egard de toutes
les questions soumises au Conseil, ce qui serait
contraire a la lettre et a l'esprit de la Charte.

Council the presence of French and British
troops in Syria and Lebanon. The letter stated
that the Governments of Syria and Lebanon had
expected that those foreign troops would be
withdrawn immediately on the cessation of
hostilities with Germany and Japan, but that a
Franco-British Agreement of 13 December 1945
made the withdrawal of troops subject to con
ditions which were inconsistent with the spirit
and letter of the Charter.

The communication was considered at the
19th, 20th, 21st, 22nd and 23rd meetings, held
on 14, 15 and 16 February 1946.

B. DISCUSSION OF PROCEDURAL QUESTIONS
(a) Application of Articles 31 and 32; right to

submit proposals of representatives of States
invited to participate in discussions

At the 19th meeting, the PRESIDENT suggested
that it was unnecessary at that time to decide
whether Article 32 applied. Whether or not a
dispute in the technical sense existed, Syria and
Lebanon were manifestly States whose interests
were especially affected by the discussion of the
question before the Security Council. Therefore,
he proposed that the Council should invite Syria
and Lebanon to participate, without vote, under
Article 31. He further proposed that the rep
resentatives of Syria and Lebanon should have
the right to submit proposals, without prejudice
to any further action by the Council.

(c) Discussion of the method of voting on the
.issue whether the Syrian and Lebanese ques
tion constituted a dispute or a sltuation

The representative of EGYPT argued that if one
permanent member had the right to decide
whether a case constituted a dispute or a sihla
tion, namely, whether a procedural or a sub
stantive issue was involved, then Article 27 (3)
would be virtually inoperative. It would mean
that a permanent member could exercise the right
of veto on every question that came before the
Council, which was contrary to the letter and
spirit of the Charter.

The President's proposal was adopted without
objection.

(b) Procedural motions
At the 19th meeting the representative of

EGYPT suggested that an immediate decision be
taken on the type of vote required to determine
whether a dispute or a situation existed and he

. moved that that decision be considered a pro
cedural matter. The representatives of
AUSTRALIA, BRAZIL, MEXICO, the NETHERLANDS
and the UNITED KINGDOM preferred to proceed
first with the oral statements of the parties con
cerned, and the representative of CHINA suggested
that the motion of the representative of Egypt be
referred to the Committee of Experts for study'
and report.'<

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS felt that the Council should
take an immediate decision on the point. The
representative of the NETHERLANDS moved that
"No vote shall be taken at this stage in the pro
ceedings of the Council upon the proposal that
has been made by the representative of Egypt".
That motion was adopted by 8 votes.
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The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS submitted that procedural
questions referred to the order in which, or'the
methods by which, the business of an organ
should be conducted. He referred to a decision
made in San Francisco on 7 June 1945 in the dis
cussion of a report of the Third Committee. He
considered that that decision was an authoritative
basis for the principle that the question whether
a case constituted a dispute or a situation was a
question of substance and not of procedure. Any
decision on such a question would therefore have
to be taken under Article 27 (3).

(d) Discussion of the question whether the
Syrian and Lebanese matter constituted d
dispute or a situation

The representative of the NETHERLANDS stated
that the mere fact that a Member State contended'
that a dispute existed did not bind the Council
to the conclusion that a dispute existed in the
technical sense of the term.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET!
~OCIALIST REPUBLICS considered that the ques
tIon whether a dispute or a situation existed
involved a study of the substance of the case, and
thus necessitated consideration of the statements
prepared by the delegations concerned. It ap
peared from the letter from the heads of the
Lebanese and Syrian delegations, dated 4 Febru
ary 1946, that they asked for the withdrawal of
French and British troops. He agreed that, re
gardless of the terminology used by any party, it
was for the Council to determine the question in
every case. He considered that a dispute existed
whenever one party made claims or accusations
\',!hich were denied by the other party. If, in the
course of discussion, the material submitted to the
Council indicated a change of opinion on the
issue, the Council would be free to reconsider its
decision. For instance, if it were found that the
parties were in agreement, then clearly the dispute
would have ended.

The representative of FRANCE considered that
the present case did not involve a dispute. The
representatives of Syria and Lebanon had stated
that they refused to negotiate. However, Article
33 provided that "The parties to any dispute, the
continuance of which is likely to endanger the
maintenance of international peace and security,
shall, first of all, seek a solution by negotiation,
enquiry, . . ." If the parties refused to negoti
ate, that fact indicated that they did not consider
that a dispute existed. Further, the communica
tion had stated that "The presence of those troops
. . . may give rise to serious disputes." That
statement implied that a dispute did not yet
exist.

In reply, the representative of SYRIA stated
that he preferred that the matter be solved
directly without negotiations, as he felt that
evacuation should not cause any difficulties.
However, as he had already indicated, he was
ready to abide by the Council's decision. With re
gard to the second argument raised by the
representative of France, he pointed out that a
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Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLI
QUES SOCIALIST,ES SOVJETIQUES a emis l'OpiniOll
que les questIons de procedure etaient des
questions touchant a. l'ordre dans lequel un
organe s'acquittait de ses fonctions, ou aux
methodes qu'il employait a cet effet. Il a
rappele la decision prise a. San-Francisco, le 7
juin 1945, au cours de la discussion d'un rapport
de la Troisieme Commission. Il a declare qu'a
son avis, cette decision faisait autorite, en
etablissant le principe que la question de savoir
si une affaire constituait un differend ou une
situation etait une question de fond, et non une
question de procedure, et qu'en consequence,
toute decision relative aune question de ce genre
devait etre prise conformement a l'Article 27,
paragraphe 3.
d) Discussion sur le point de savoir si la ques

tion syrienne et libanaise constituait un difN
rend ou une situation

Le representant des PAys-BAS a declare que la
simple affirmation de la part d'un Etat Membre
qu'un differend existait n'obligeait pas le Conseil
a conclure qu'on se trouvait bien en presence d'un
differend, au sens technique du mat.

Le representant de l'UNroN DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES saVIETIQUES a estime que la question
de savoir s'il existait un differend ou une situa
tion impliquait une etude du fond de l'affaire et
necessitait de ce fait l'examen des declarations
redigees par les delegations interessees. nest
apparu aux termes de la lettre du 4 fevrier 1946,
emanant des chefs des delegations libanaise et
syrienne, qu'ils demandaient le retrait des trou
pes franc;aises et britanniques. Le representant
de l'URSS s'est rallie a l'opinion que, dans taus
les cas, il appartenait au Conseil de trancher la
question, quels que fussent les termes employes
par l'une ou l'autre des parties. A son sens, on
se trouvait en presence d'un differend chaque
fois qu'une partie formulait des revendications
ou des accusations contestees par l'autre partie.
Si, au cours des debats, les elements fournis au
Conseil arnenaient un changement d'opinion sur
cette affaire, le Conseil serait libre de revenir
sur sa decision. Par exemple, si 1'on constatait
que les parties interessees etaient d'accord, le
differend aurait sans aucun doute cesse d'exister.

Le representant de la FRANCE a considere que,
dans le cas d'espece, il ne s'agissait pas d'un diff6
rend. Les representants de la Syrie et du Liban
avaient declare qu'ils refusaient de negocier. Or,
l'Artic1e 33 prevoyait que "les parties a tout diffe
rend dont la prolongation est susceptible de me
nacer le rnaintien de la paix et de la securite in
ternationales doivent en rechercher la solution,
avant tout, par voie de negociation, d'enque
te ..." . Si done les parties refusaient de negocier
elles indiquaient par la qu'elles ne consideraient
pas qu'un diff6rend existait. En outre, il etait dit
dans la communication que "la presence desdites
troupes ... etait de nature aprovoquer de graves
differends". Il ressortait de cette declaration qu'il
n'existait pas encore de differend.

Repondant au representant de la France, le re
preseritant de la SYRIE a declare qu'il avait pre
fere que la question filt tranch6e directement,
sans negociations, n'estimant pas que les opera
tions d'evacuation fussent de nature a provoquer
des difficuItes. Toutefois, comme il l'avait deja
indique, il etait pre! a. s'incliner devant la decision
du Cansei!. Quant au second argument avance
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TIle PRESIDENT considered that he could not
make a ruling on the matter and that the Council
itself should take a decision.

dispute could exist in different forms, and whereas
a dispute already existed, his communication had
indicated that it might become more serious.

par le representant de la France, le representant
de. la Syrie a fait valoir qu'un differend pouvait
eXlster sous des aspects divers et que la commu
nication qu'il avait presentee indiquait que le dif
ferend qui existait deja risquait de s'aggraver.

Le PRESIDENT a estime qu'il ne lui appartenait
pas de se prononcer sur cette question, mais que
c'etait au Conseil lui-meme de prendre une de
cision.

Quant it la declaration du representant de la
France, le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLI
QUES SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a fait observer
que des negociations ne constituaient que l'un des
moyens de reglement prevus it l'Article 33. En
ce qui concernait les declarations contenues dans
la communication, il a exprime l'avis que c'etait
au Conseillui-meme qu'il appartenait de prendre
une decision a ce sujet.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a declare
qu'il ne voterait pas, mais qu'il ne fallait pas que
son attitude £Ut consideree comme etablissant un
precedent.

Le representant de la FRANCE a egalement de
clare qu'etant donne que son pays etait implique
dans l'affaire, il ne prendrait part aaucun vote au
cours de la discussion.

Apres les declarations des representants de la
France et du Royaume-Uni, le Conseil a pour
suivi ses debats sans prendre de decision formelle
sur les questions de procedure susvisees.

C. DISCUSSION DES QUESTIONS DE FOND
Les representants de la SYRIE et. du LIBAN ont

ete invites a. prendre part, sans dr.Olt de yote, a.l~
discussion de la question dont lIs ava1ent Sa1~l

le Conscil de securite. Ils ont soutenu que la pre
sence de troupes etrangeres sur le ,territoire ~'u?
Etat souverain contre la volonte de eelm-Cl,
constituait un differend et mena~ait le maintien
de la paix et de la securite internationales; q~e

l'Accord franco-britannique en date du 13 de
cembre 1945 representait une atteint.e a la S?U
verainete d'Etats Membres des ~at~ons Umes,
atteinte contl'aire aux termes de IArtlcle 2 de. la
Charte; que la presen~e ~~~ troupes en qu~stlOn
ne pouvait se trouver Justlf1ee p~r ~ucun ~r~t~xte
tel que celui de diriger des operatlOn~ m~hta1res
ou de proteger des lignes de commumcatlon, ~u

encore par une allegation selon laq.uelle la SY;le
et le Liban constituaient une reglOn tI1;enacce;
qu'enfin la securite internationale releva1t de la
comp6te~ce des Nations Unies en vertu de la
Charte et n'etait la tache d'aucune .d~s grand~s
Puissances. Les representants susv~ses ont .de
clare en outre que la Syrie et le, L1ba~ ava1ent
f it de constantes et vaines representatIOns aux
Gouvernements int6resses, ,.reur ~en:andant de
retirer leurs troupes, et qu lIs est1?1~uent qu~ le
differend en etait arrive au stade 9u il devaIt etre
porte a la connaissance du Conseil.

Repondant a cette intervention, ~~ representant
de la FRANCE a fait observer que ~ etat de guerre
n'avait pas pris fin et que, par sUlte,. des troupes
de nombreuses nationalites se trouva1ent. c~nton:
nees sur le territoire de tous l,es pays belhgerants,

ue l'inde endance proclamee en ;9~1 par le
~ neJ:.ent du general de Gaulle etaIt devenue
re~~;rmalgre les difficultes .du m0!TI~nt; qU'O~l ne

't en toute bonne fOl, cons1derer la sItua-
pouvaI , . L'b ception existallt en Syne et. a~ I an com~e sus -
tible de menacer le mamt1en de la pa~x e~ de la
securite internationales auX termes de I ArtIcle 34

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
stated that he would refrain from voting, but that
his action should not be considered as establish
ing a precedent.

The representative of FRANCE also stated that
since his country was involved, he would not
vote during the consideration of the present
question.

After those declarations by the representatives
of France and the United Kingdom the Council
proceeded without taking any formal decision on
the above procedural issues.

C. DISCUSSION OF SUBSTANTIVE QUESTIONS

The representatives of SYRIA and the LEBANON
were invited to participate, without vote, in the
discussion of the question which they had brought
before the Security Council. They submitted that
the presence of foreign troops on the territory of
a sovereign State against its will constituted a
dispute and threatened the maintenance of inter
national peace and security; that the Franco
British Agreement of 13 December 1945 was a
violation of the sovereignty of States Members of
the United Nations, contrary to the terms of
Article 2 of the Charter; that the presence of the
troops could not be justified on the pretence. of
conducting military operations or of protectmg
communications lines, or on the grounds that
their territory was a threatened area; and that
international security was of the competence of
the United Nations, as established by the Charter
and was not the function of anyone great Power.
The representatives stated that Syria and Leba
non had made constant unsuccessful representa
tions to the Governments concerned, asking for
the withdrawal of troops, and felt that the dispute
had reached the stage where it should be brought
before the Council.

In reply, the representative of FRANCE pointed
out that the state of war had not ended and as a
result troops of many nationalities were stationed
on the territory of every belligerent country; that
the independence proclaimed in 1941 by the
Government of General de Gaulle had become a
reality in spite of the difficulties of the time; that
the existing situation in Syria and ~ebanol1
could not in good faith be re~arded .as hkely to
menace the maintenance of mternatlOnal peace
and security under Article 3.4 .of the Charter and
could be settled by negotlatlOns or other ap-

49

Referring to the representative of France's
statem.ent, the representative of the UNION OF
SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS pointed out that
negotiation was only one of the means of solution
prescribed in Article 33. As to the statements
made in the communication, he submitted that
the decision would have to be taken by the
Council itself.
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propriate means under Article 33; that France,
in full agreement with the United Kingdom, had
given evidence of its good will in taking the
initiative for the conclusion of an agreement relat
ing to the evacuation of Syria and Lebanon and
was ready to submit the matter to the Council,
in order to conclude the necessary international
arrangements for the maintenance of security in
that part of the world. He made it clear that in
the absence of a decision by the Security Council,
the French Government did not interpret the
Agreement of 13 December 1945 as implying the
maintenance of troops in the Levant indefinitely,
and that he was prepared to negotiate with the
Syrian and Lebanese Governments the methods
by which the French troops should be evacuated.

In reply to the statements of the Syrian and
Lebanese representatives, the representative of
the UNITED KINGDOM stated that his Government
was in sympathy with the Syrian and Lebanese
Governments in their desire to see British troops
withdrawn from their two countries. He said
that British troops were in the two Levant States
as a heritage of the needs of war; that at the
invitation of the Syrian authorities, British troops
had intervened to restore order in a dispute be
tween French troops and the Syrian population
in May 1945; that in view of the possibility of
further disorders, the local Governments had
asked for an assurance that British troops would
not be withdrawn from the Levant so long as
other foreign troops remained; that his delegation
associated itself whole-heartedly with the state
ment of the representative of France to the effect
that the Agreement of 13 December 1945 implied
no intention on their part to maintain forces in
the Levant without a limit of time and without a
discussion of the question by the Security Council.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA suggested that the possibilities of
negotiation to find a peaceful solution of the
dispute had not yet been exhausted and that the
Security Council should reserve the right to
request information regarding the progress of the
negotiations and the results achieved. He stated
that the general policy of the United States
Government was to support and encourage the
rapid withdrawal of foreign troops from the
territory of any Member of the United Nations
occupied during the war, if the Government
of that Member State desired their departure.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS expressed his fult support
of the demands of the Syrian and Lebanese
Governments. He agreed that those Govern
ments could not fail to regard the French
memorandum addressed to them on 18 May 1945
as a violation of their sovereignty. That mem
orandum had made the transfer to Syria and
Lebanon of the special troops conditional
on an agreement being reached concerning
cultural, economic and strategic questions. He
considered that it would have been more appro
priate to defend cultural interests by cultural
means. Healthy economic relations should be
developed on the bllSis of reciprocal interests of
the States concerned. Strategic questions should

de la Charte et qu'il etait possible de la regler par
voie de negociation ou par tous autres moyens
prevus a l'Artic1e 33; que la France, en complet
accord avec le Royaume-Uni, avait donne un
temoignage de sa bonne volonte en prenant l'ini
tiative de conc1ure un accord relatif a l'(~vacua

tion de la Syrie et du Liban, et qu'elte ctait prete
it soumettre l'affaire au Conseil, afin de prendre,
sur le plan international, les dispositions neces
saires pour le maintien de la securit6 dans cette
partie du monde. Il a precise qu'a detaut d'une
decision du Conseil de securite, le Gouvernement
frangais n'interpretait pas l'Accord du 13 decem
bre 1945 comme impliquant le maintien, pendant
une periode indeierminee, d'effectifs dans le Le
vant et qu'il etait pret a negocier avec les
Gouvernements syrien et libanais les modalites de
l'evacuation des troupes frangaises.

En reponse aux interventions des representants
de la Syrie et du Liban, le representant du
ROYAUME-UNI a declare qu'il comprenait fort
bien le desir des Gouvernements syrien et libanais
de voir les troupes britanniques evacuer leurs
deux pays. I1 a poursuivi en disant que la presence
des troupes britanniques dans ces deux Btats etait
la consequence d'une sorte de prolongement des
exigences de la goerre; que lesdites troupes, sur
l'invitation des autorites syriennes, etaient inter-

.venues pour r6tablir l'ordre trouble par nn diffe
rend qui avait oppose les troupes fran!faises et
la population syrienne au mois de mai 1945; que
devant la possibilite de desordres ulterieurs, les
Gouvernements des pays interesses avaient de
mande l'assurance que les troupes britanniques ne
seraient pas retirees du Levant tant que d'autres
troupes etrangeres y seraient maintenues; que sa
delegation s'associait sincerement a la declara
tion du representant de la France d'apres laquelle
l'Accord du 13 decembre 1945 n'impliquait au
cune intention de la part du Royaume-Uni et de
la France de maintenir des effectifs au Levant
sans aucune limite de temps et sans examen de la
question par le Conseil de securite.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS n'AMERIQUE
a suggere que les possibilites de negociations afin
de trouver une solution pacifique au differend
n'etaient pas encore epuisees, et que le Conseil de
securite devrait se reserver le droit de demander
a etre informe des progres des negociations et des
resultats obtenus. Il a declare qu'il entrait dans
la politique generale du Gouvernement des Etats
Unis d'appuyer et d'encourager le retrait rapide
de troupes etrangeres du territoire de tout Mem
bre des Nations Unies qui avait ete occupe pen
dant la guerre, si le Gouvernement de cet Etat
Membre souhaitait ce retrait.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a fait connaltre qu'il
appllyait pleinement la demande des Gouverne
ments syrien et libanais. Il a exprime l'opinion
que ces Gouvernements ne pouvaient manquer de
voir dans le memorandum qui leur avait 61e
adresse par la France, le 18 mai 1945, une attein
te aleur souverainete. Ce memorandum subordon
nait la remise ala Syrie et au Liban des troupes
speciales a la conclusion d'nn accord relatif ades
questions d'ordre culturel, economique et strate
gique. Le representant de l'URSS a estime qu'il
ei'tt ete plus indique de defendre des interets cuI
turels par des moyens d'ordre cultureL Il y
aurait lieu, a-t-iI dit, d'institller des relations eco
nomiques saines basees sur les interets recipro- t

I;
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be settled under normal conditions and not by the
means proposed by the French memorandum.

He pointed out that the Anglo-French Agree
ment of 13 December 1945 stated that the pro
gramme of evacuation would be set up in such a
way as to ensure the maintenance in the Levant
of sufficient forces to guarantee security until
such time as the United Nations had decided on
the organization of collective security in that
zone. In the light of Article 2 (1) and (2) of
the Charter and the membership of Lebanon and
Syria in the United Nations, the Anglo-French
Agreement of 13 December 1945, which was
concluded without the participation of Syria and
Lebanon, was a violation of the sovereignty of
those two countries and contrary to the elemen
tary principles of international law. The Agree
ment contained no guarantee concerning the
withdrawal of foreign troops from Syria and
Lebanon and implied that the foreign troops
would remain even after 13 December 1945. He
was unaware that the United Nations had taken
any special decisions regarding collective security
in that zone.

It appeared from the statement of the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom! that the
presence of British forces in Syria in May 1945
was connected with disorders arising from a clash
between French forces and the Syrian population.
Under those circumstances, it was not a question
of establishing collective security in the zone but
of removing from it the collective insecurity
created by the presence of foreign troops. The
explanations given by the representatives of
France and the United Kingdom indicated that
the historical circumstances justifying the
presence of British and French troops in Syria
and Lebanon no longer existed.

In the Council's discussion on the Greek
question, it had been recognized that troops
should remain in an Allied country only on the
invitation of the Government concerned, or for
the purpose of safeguarding communications.
Those circumstances did not exist in the present
case.

In conclusion, he considered that a dispute
existed, which should be settled on the basis of
the Charter, especially under Articles 33 (1),34,
35,36 (l) and 37. No further negotiations were
necessary and the Council should adopt a decision
calling for the total, immediate and simultaneous
evacuation of French and British troops from
Syria and Lebanon.

The representative of CHINA expressed the
view that the maintenance of foreign troops in the
territory of a friendly sovereign State, without the
express consent of that State, was a prima facie
case of limitation of its sovereignty incompatible
with the Charter of the United Nations and with
recognized principles of international law. He
thought that negotiations should be undertaken
between the parties directly concerned in the case
and that the Security Council should be in
formed of their progress and the result obtained.

The representative of AUSTRALIA was of the
opinion that when a sovereign State, which is a
Member of the United Nations, informed the

ques des Etats interesses. 11 conviendrait de re
gler les questions strategiques dans des conditions
normales et non en ayant recours aux 1l10yens
proposes dans le memorandum adresse par la
France.

Le representant de l'URSS a souligne que l'Ac
cord anglo-frangais du 13 decembre, 1945 sti
pulait que le programme d'evacuation des troupes
serait etabli de maniere a assurer le maintien au
Levant de forces suffisantes pour garantir la se
curite jusqu'au moment OU les Nations Unies
auraient pris une decision en ce qui concerne 1'01'
ganisation de la securite collective dans cette
zone. A la lumiere des paragraphes 1 et 2 de
l'Article 2 de la Charte et en raison de l'admission
du Liban et de la Syrie comme Membres des
Nations Unies, l'Accord anglo-frangais du 13
decembre 1945, condu sans la participation de
la Syrie ni du Liban, constituait une atteinte a la
souverainete de ces deux pays et Mait contraire
aux principes elCmentaires du droit international.
L'Accord ne comportait aucune garantie relative
au retrait des troupes etrangeres de la Syrie et du
Liban et prevoyait implicitement que ces troupes
etrangeres seraient maintenues apres le 13 de
cembre 1945. A sa connaissance, les Nations
Unies n'avaient suggere aucune decision speciale
concernant la securite collective de cette zone.

11 ressortait de la declaration du representant
du Royaume-Uni que la presence de forces bri
tanniques en Syrie au mois de mai 1945 etait lice
aux troubles resultant d'un conflit entre les forces
fran9aises et la population syrienne. Dans ces
conditions, il n'etait pas question d'etablir la se
curite collective dans cette zone, mais plutOt d'y
faire cesser l'insecurite collective provoquee par
la presence de troupes etrangeres. L'explication
donnee par les representants de la France et du
Royaume-Uni faisait ressortir que les circonstan
ces historiques justifiant la presence de troupes
britanniques et frangaises en Syrie et au Liban
n'existaient plus a l'heure actuelle.

Au cours de la discussion de la question grec
que au Conseil, il avait et6 reconnu que des
troupes ne devraient etre maintenues dans un pays
alli6 que sur l'invitation du Gouvernement inte
resse ou afin de preserver les communications.
Ces conditions n'etaient pas reunies dans le cas
envisage.

En conclusion, le representant de l'URSS a
estime qu'on etait en presence d'un differend qui
devrait etre regIe en vertu des dispositions des
Articles 33, paragraphe 1, 34, 35, 36, paragraphe
1, et 37. Il n'etait pas necessaire de poursuivre
des negociations et il appartenait au Conseil de
prendre une decision exigeant l'evacuation gene
rale, immediate et simultanee .des troupes fran
9aises et britanniques de la Syrie et du Liban.

Le representant de la CHINE a exprime l'opi
nion que le maintien de troupes etrangeres sur le
territoire d'un Etat souverain ami, sans le con
sentement expres de cet Etat, constituait un cas
flagrant de limitation de la souverainete de cet
Etat, incompatible avec la Charte des Nations
Unies et avec les principes reconnus du droit in
ternational. Il etait d'avis que des negociations
fussent entreprises par les parties directement in
teressees et que le Conseil de securite fut tenu
au courant de leurs progres et de leurs resultats.

Le representant de l'AUSTRALIE a estime que
lorsqu'un Etat souverain, Membre des Nations
Dnies, informait le Conseil que des troupes

51

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



etrangeres etaient cantonnees a 1'interieur de ses
frontieres sans le consentement du Gouverne.
ment de cet Etat, le Conseil etait tenu d'examiner
la question de tres pres; que des negociations de
vraient se poursuivre entre les deux parties pour
aboutir a un accord a la date la plus rapprochee
possible, etant donne qu'il s'agissait la de 1'un des
moyens de reglement prescrits par 1'Article 33;
que les resultats de ces negociations devraient
etre portes a la connaissance du Conseil et que,
si 1'on n'aboutissait pas a une solution satisfai
sante dans un delai raisonnable, le Conseil de
vrait examiner quelle autre mesure il pourrait
desirer prendre.

Le representant de l'EGYPTE a insiste sur le
fait que les Nations Unies avaient ete fondees sur
le principe de 1'egalite de tous leurs Membres et
que, si 1'on poussait ce principe jusqu'a sa conclu
sion logique, on devait convenir que chaque Etat
souverain etait responsable du maintien de la se
curite et de 1'ordre Et l'interieur de son propre
territoire, et qu'aucun autre Etat n'avait le droit
d'intervenir par des moyens militaircs ou autres.
Il a exprime l'opinion que la these fran~aise ne
trouvait aucune base juridique, ni dans la Charte,
ni dans le droit international, et que le retrait des
troupes etrangeres en question, a la date la plus
rapprochCe possible, etait la solution qui conve
nait en l'espece.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a exprime 1'es
poir que le Conseil serait ameme de prendre une
decision nette dans le cas qui lui etait soumis. I1
a declare que la Pologne se ralliait a 1'attitude
prise par les representants de la Syrie et du Liban.

Le representant du BRESIL a declare que,
d'apres son Gouvernement, des troupes etrange
res ne devraient pas etre maintenues sur le terri
toire d'un Etat Membre si ce n'etait en vertu
d'un accord conclu avec le Gouvernement inte
resse. I1 a exprime l'espoir que les negociations
aboutiraient rapidement a une solution satisfai
sante.

Le representant des PAys-BAS a declare que la
presence des troupes d'un pays sur le territoire
d'un autre, contre la volonte de celui-ci, impli
quait une limitation de souverainete difficilement
conciliable avec les terrnes de la Charte. Toute
fois, il estimait que le Conseil devait s'en rappor
ter a la promesse de la France de retirer ses
troupes.

Le representant du MEXIQUE a exprime 1'opi
nion que la plainte deposee par les representants
de la Syrie et du Liban etait justifiee aux termes
de la Charte. A son avis, il n'y avait plus aucune
raison de maintenir des troupes fran<;aises et bri
tanlliques dans ces pays.

D. PROPOSITIONS SOUMISES AU CONSEIL
a) Proposition du representant des Pays~Bas

The representative of POLAND expressed the
hope that the Council would be able to take a
definite decision in the case under consideration.
He stated that Poland supported the attitude of
the representatives of Syria and Lebanon.

The representative of BRAZIL said that his Gov
ernment felt that foreign troops should not be
kept in the territory of a Member State except
by virtue of an agreement with the Government
concerned. He expressed the hope that the
negotiations would quickly bring a satisfactory
solution.

The representative of EGYPT emphasized that
the United Nations had been founded upon the
principle of equality of all its Members, and if
that principle were carried to its logical con
clusion, it should be agreed that every sovereign
State was responsible for the maintenance of
security and order within its own territory and
that no other State was entitled to intervene by
military or any other means. He stated that the
French case had no legal basis, either in the
Charter or in international law and that the
proper solution would be the evacuation of those
foreign troops at the earliest possible date.

Council that foreign troops were stationed within
its borders, without the consent of the Government
of that country, the Council was bound to give
close consideration to the matter; that the nego
tiations between the two parties should be
continued with a view to securing an agreement at
the earliest possible date, since that was one of
the methods of settlement recognized by Article
33; that the results of the negotiations should be
reported to the Council, and, if they were not
satisfactorily concluded within a reasonable time,
the Council should consider what further action
might be taken.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS con
sidered that the presence of troops of one country
in the territory of another against the latter's
wishes involved a limitation of sovereignty
difficult to reconcile with the tenns of the
Charter. He felt, however, that the Council
should have confidence in the promise of the
French Government to withdraw its troops.

The representative of MEXICO was of the
opinion that the claim presented by the represen
tatives of Syria and Lebanon was justified under
the Charter. He felt that there were no longer
any reasons for the presence of French and British
troops in those countries.

D. PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE COUNCIL
(a) Proposal of the representative of the

Netherlands
"I therefore believe that the Council should take "J'estime done que le Conseil de securite de-

note of the statements made by the four parties; vrait prendre acte des declarations faites par les
express our confidence that as a result of quatre parties, exprimer sa confiance dans le
negotiations or otherwise the foreign troops in fait que les troupes seront retirees, soit a la suite
Syria and Lebanon will be withdrawn at no de negociations, soit par tout autre moyen, prier
distant date; request the parties to inform the les parties de l'informer des resultats obtenus (il
Council when this has been done, in order that aura ainsi la possibilite, le cas echeant, de revenir
the Council may· at any time revert to it, and a la question) et passer au point suivant de
pass on to the next item of the agenda." l'ordre du jour."

The representative of LEBANON stated that the Le representant du LIBAN a declare que le
first principle on which all representatives had premier principe sur le"quel tous les represen
agreed was that the evacuation of French and tants s'etaient mis d'accord etait que l'evacuation
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British troops from Syria and Lebanon should
not be made conditional upon any other factors.
lIe opposed the above resolution submitted by
the Netherlands since it did not make sufficiently
clear by what means the evacuation should be
carried out. The question of confidence did not
arise and the only problem was to make a clear
and definite decision.

The representative of SYRIA recalled that the
representative of France had referred to difficul
ties to be removed and to formalities. He did
not understand the nature of those difficulties and
fOlmalities. Since the principle of evacuation was
generally admitted, he could not see that nego
tiations could affect that principle. The Syrian
Government regarded negotiations as unnecessary,
and as a possible means for further complications.
He considered that it would be sufficient for the
Security Council to recommend that the evacua
tion be made within a limited time and that the
matter remain on the Council's agenda until the
evacuation had been effected.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS criticized the phrase "as a
result of negotiations" in the Netherlands pro
posal, since he considered that the withdrawal of
troops should not be linked to the result of
negotiations. He stated that he could not under
stand the meaning of the expression "or other
wise".

The above proposal submitted by the represen
tative of the Netherlands was modified by a
subsequent draft resolution submitted by the
representative of the United States of America
and it was later withdrawn by the representative
of the Netherlands.

de la. Syri~ et du Liban par les troupes frangaises
et bntanmques ne devait etre soumise a aucune
autre condition. Il a pris position contre le
p.roi,et de resolution ci-dessus parce qu'il ne pre
CIsaIt pas assez nettement la maniere dont serait
execute ,le retr~~t ~es troupes. Aucune question
de confIance n etaIt en cause et le seul probleme
a resoudre etait de formuler une decision en ter
mes precis.

Le representant de la SYRIE a rappe16 que le
representant de la France avait fait allusion a des
difficultes a ecarter, ainsi qu'a des formalit6s
dont il a declare ne pas comprendre la nature:
Le principe de l'evacuation des troupes ayant <Ste
admis par tous, le representant de la Syrie ne
~oncevait pas qu'il dut donner lieu ades negocia
tlOns, Le Gouvemement syrien estimait ces
negociations inutiles et considerait qu'elles pour
raient susciter des complications ulterieures. Le
representant de la Syrie a estime qu'il suffirait
au Conseil de securite de recommander que le
retrait des troupes flit effectue au cours d'une pe
riode fixee et que la question restat a l'ordre du
jour du Conseil jusqu'a ce que ce retrait eut ete
acheve.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a emis des critiques au
sujet de la phrase "a la suite de negociations",
figurant dans la proposition ci-dessus, il estimait
en effet que le retrait des troupes ne devait pas
etre lie au resultat des negociations. 11 a declare
qu'il ne pouvait comprendre l'expression "soit
par tout autre moyen".

La proposition ci-dessus, soumise par le re
presentant des Pays-Bas, a 6te par la suite modi
fiee par une resolution du representant des Etats
Unis et retiree ult6rieurement par le representant
des Pays-Bas.

i i

!i! •
i
"

(b) Proposal of the representative of Mexico

"I am of the opinion that the Security Council
should decide:

"1. That the claim of the Syrian and Lebanese
Governments to the effect that the British and
French troops should be withdrawn simultaneously
and at the earliest possible date is justified;

"2. That the date for the evacuation of such
troops should be fixed by negotiations between
the parties in this case, it being understood that
such negotiations will be concerned exclusively
with the military technical arrangements necessary
for the adequate evacuation of such troops;

"3. To request the parties to inform the
Council when these arrangements have been
made."

That proposal was subsequently amended by
the author by deleting the word "exclusively".
Only four representatives voted in favour of the
proposal and it was therefore rejected.

(c) Proposal of the representative of Egypt
"After hearing the statements of the represen

tatives of Lebanon, Syria, France and the United
Kingdom, and after having exchanged views on
the case which is submitted to them

"The Security Council,

"Considering that the presence of British and
French troops on Lebanese and Syrian territory
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b) Proposition du representant du Mexique

"Le Conseil de securite devrait prendre les de
cisions suivantes:

"1. La demande de la Syrie et du Liban, ten
dant a ce que les troupes britanniques et fran
gaises soient retirees simultanement et dans le
plus bref delai possible, est justifiee.

"2. La date du depart de ces troupes doit etre
fixee au moyen de negociations entre les parties
interessees, etant entendu que ces negociations
porteront exclusivement sur les dispositions mili
taires et techniques necessaires pour assurer une
evacuation adequate de la Syrie et du Liban par
les troupes dont il s'agit.

"3. Le Conseil de securite devra etre averti
des que ces dispositions auront ete mises au
point".

Cette proposition a ete m~difiee ulteri~~lreme~t
par son auteur, qui a supprune le mo.t exclu,sl~
vement". BIle n'a reuni que quatre V01X, et a ete
rejetee.

c) Proposition du representant de l'Egypte
"Apres avoir entendu les dec~arations des re

presentants du Liban de la Syne, de la France
et du Royaume-Uni,' et apres avoir procede a
un echange de vues sur l'affaire qui lui est sou-
mise ...

"Le Conseil de securite,

"Considerant que la presence ~es. troupes .bri
tanniques et franc;aises sur les terntorres du Llban
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is incompatible with the principle of the sovereign
equality of all Members laid down in the Charter,

"Believing that this principle, the intangibility
of which is fully recognized by all the parties
concerned, should rcceive its full application by
the immediate and simultaneous withdrawal of all
British and French troops still in the territories
referred to,

"Recommends the United Kingdom and French
Governments on the one hand, and the Lebanese
and Syrian Governments on the other hand, to
enter into negotiations as soon as possible with a
view to establishing exclusively the technical
details of the said withdrawal, including the
fixing of the date of its completion, and requests
them to keep the Council informed of the result
of these negotiations."

The last paragraph was later amended by its
author by changing the word "recommends" to
read "recommend"; and by deleting the word
"exclusively".

The representatives of LEBANON and the UNION
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS supported the
Egyptian resolution. The representative of the
USSR considered that, in order to achieve a
just solution of the problem discussed, it was
necessary to know what sort of negotiations were
envisaged. He favoured the above proposal since
it contained a clear statement on the nature of
the negotiations.

Only four representatives voted in favour of
the above proposal and it was therefore rejected.

(d) Proposal ot the representative ot the
United States ot America

"The Security Council
"Takes note of the statements made by the

four parties and by the other members of the
Council;

"Expresses its confidence that the foreign
troops in Syria and Lebanon will be withdrawn
as soon as practicable; and that negotiations to
that end will be undertaken by the parties without
delay; and

"Requests the parties to inform it of the
results of the negotiations."

The representatives of FRANCE, the UNITED
KINGDOM and CHINA supported the United States
resolution.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS could not endorse the
proposals submitted by the representatives of the
Netherlands and the United States since they did
not state the purpose of the negotiations. He
considered that so long as the object of the
negotiations was unknown, no assurance could be
given of their success. He said that the expression
"to that end" was not clear. If "the end" meant
the ways and means by which the troops were
to be withdrawn and not the withdrawal itself,
then the resolution should clearly say so. As to
the statement in the resolution: "expresses its
confidence that the foreign troops in Syria and
Lebanon will be withdrawn", he could not feel
that confidence. He knew that the Syrian and
Lebanese Governments were not willing to
negotiate, and for his part he thought that their
position was justified.
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et de la Syrie est incompatible avec le principe
proc1ame par la Charte, de l'egalite souverain~
de tous les Membres de l'Organisation,

"Estimant que ce principe, dont l'intangibilite
est pleinement reconnue par toutes les parties en
presence, doit recevoir son application integrale
par l'evacuation immediate et simultanee de toutes
les troupes britanniques et fran<;aises qui se trou
vent encore sur les territoires precites,

"Recommande aux Gouvernements du
Royaume-Uni et de la France, d'l1ne part, et aux
Gouvernements libanais et syrien, d'autre part,
d'entreprendre dans le plus bref delai, des nego
ciations aux fins d'etablir exclusivement les
modalites techniques de ladite evacuation, y
compris la fixation de la date a laquelle celle-ci
doit etre terminee, et les invite a tenir le Conseil
au courant du resultat de ces negociations".

Le dernier paragraphe a ete modifie ult6rieure
ment par son auteur, qui a supprime le mot "ex
clusivement".

Les representants du LIBAN et de rUNION DES
REPUBLIQUES SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES ont ap
puye ce projet de resolution. Le representant
de l'URSS a estime que, pour parvenir a une
solution equitable du probleme en discussion, il
etait necessaire de connaitre la nature des nego
ciations a envisager. I1 s'est declare favorable
a la proposition ci-dessus du fait qu'elle compor
tait un clair expose du caractere de ces negocia
tions.

Il n'y a eu que quatre voix en faveur de la
proposition ci-dessus; elle a ete rejettee.

d) Proposition du representant des Etats-Unis
d'Amerique

"Le Conseil de securite
"Prend acte des declarations faites par les

quatre parties ainsi que par les autres membres
du Conseil;

"Declare qu'il tient pour assure que les troupes
etrangeres qui se trouvent en Syrie et au Liban
evacueront ces pays des qu'il sera possible de le
faire, et que des negociations a cette fin seront
entreprises sans delai par les parties; et

"Demande a celles-ci de le tenir informe des
resultats de ces negociations."

Les representants de la FRANCE, du ROYAUME
UNI et de la CHINE ont declare qu'ils appuyaient
cette proposition.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES sovnhIQUES a emis des critiques au
sujet des propositions soumises par les represen
tants des Pays-Bas et des Etats-Unis d'Amerique,
pour la raison qu'elles ne precisaient pas l'objet
des negociations. I1 a estime que, du moment que
leur objet n'etait pas connu, on ne pouvait nulle
ment garantir le succes des negociations envisa
gees. I1 a declare que les termes "a cette fin"
manquaient de clarte. Si les 1110tS "la fin" si
gnifiaient les moyens employes pour proceder 11
l'evacuation des troupes, et non pas le retrait des
troupes lui-meme, il etait necessaire que la resolu
tion exprimat nettement cette nuance. Quant a
la declaration suivante contenue dans la proposi
tion: "declare qu'il tient pour assure que les
troupes etrangeres qui se trouvent en Syrie et aU
Liban evacueront ces pays", illui etait impossible
de ressentir un tel sentiment de confiance. n
savait que les Gouvemements de la Syrie et du
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The representative of EGYPT agreed with the
opinion of the representative of the USSR and
thought that an attempt should be made to arrive
at a more precise text.

The representatives of SYRIA and LEBANON
suggested that the second and third paragraphs be
alIlended to read:

"Expresses its confidence that the foreign
troops in Syria and Lebanon will be withdrawn
as soon as practicable and that technical negotia
tions exclusively to that end will be undertaken
by the parties without delay; and

"Requests the parties to inform it of the results
of the negotiations as well as the final date of
withdrawal."

However, the representative of the UNITED
KINGDOM stated that he could not agree to that
amendment, since it would prevent negotiations
from taking place on other matters.

The representatives of FRANCE and the UNITED
KINGDOM accepted the addition by the United
States representative of the words "independently
of other issues" after "negotiations", but the
representative of the UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST
REPUDLICS felt that such an addition did not
change the substance of the resolution and that
it should be made clear that further negotiations
should relate only to the technical measures
needed to effect withdrawal. The representatives
of SYRIA and LEBANON wished it clearly under
stood that the negotiations should relate only to
the withdrawal of troops. The representative of
the NETHERLANDS supported the United States
resolution and suggested that the words "which
may be discussed" be added to the amendment
submitted by the representative of the United
States. The representative of POLAND preferred
the text of the Lebanese amendment to the United
States resolution, which he felt did not subordinate
negotiations 011 evacuation to negotiations on
other questions.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS proposed the following
amendments to the resolution of the United States
representative:

"1. Instead of the words in the second para
graph: 'Expresses its confidence that the foreign
troops in Syria and Lebanon will be withdrawn',
to say: 'Recommends to the Governments of the
United Kingdom and France to withdraw their
troops from the territories of Syria and Lebanon'."
(The latter was subsequently changed to read:
"Takes note of the statements m.ade by the French
and United Kingdom Governments of their inten
tion to withdraw their troops from Syria and
Lebanon" as suggested by the representative of
Egypt.)

"2. Replace the words 'as soon as practicable'
by the word 'immediately'.

"3. Insert the word 'technical' before the
word 'negotiations'."

These amendments were rejected after having
received the following votes: first amendment, 3;
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Liban ~'etai~nt .pas disposes a negocier et paUl'
s.a part il estimmt que leur point de vue etait legi
tunc.

Le representan~,de 1'EGYPTE a declare qu'i[
~artagemt la ~aI1lere ~e ~oir du representant de
I URSS, et qu a son aVIS, 11 faudrait s'efforcer de
mettre au point un texte plus precis.

Les representants de la SYRIE et du LIBAN ant
pr?POSe qu~ ~~s deuxieme et troisieme paragraphes
SOlent modifIes comme suit:

, "De~lare q';l'il tient pour assure que les troupes
~trangeres qUI se trouvent en Syrie et au Liban
ev.acueront ces pays des qu'il sera possible de le
faue, et que des negociations, tendant exclusive
ment a.cette fin, seront entreprises sans delai par
les partIes; et

"Demande a celles-ci de le tenir informe des
re:mltats de ces negociations ainsi que de la date
definitive de l'evacuation."

Toutefois, le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a
declare qu'il ne pouvait accepter cet arnendement
qui empScherait d'entreprendre des negociations
relatives a d'autres questions.

Les representants de la FRANCE et du ROYAU
ME-UNI ant accepte que les mots "independam
ment de toutes autres questions" soient ajoutes,
dans le projet de resolution du representant des
Etats-Unis, apres les mots "a cette fin", mais le
representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES so
CIALISTES SOVIETIQUES n'estimait pas que le fond
de la resolution s'en trouverait change en quoi
que ce soit, et considerait qu'il conviendrait de
preciser que les negociations additionnelles de
vraient avoir seulement trait aux mesures d'ordre
technique necessaires au retrait des troupes. Les
representants de la SYRIE et du LIBAN desiraient
qu'il fGt clairement entendu que les negociations
ne tendraient qu'au rctrait des troupes. Le repre
sentant des PAys-BAS appuyait le projet de reso
lution des Etats-Unis et suggerait d'ajouter les
mats "qui pourraient etre discutees" it l'amende
ment du representant des Etats-Unis. Le repre
sentant de la POLOGNE pr6ferait le texte de
l'amendement libanais a celui du projet des
Etats-Unis, qui ne subordonnait pas, a son avis,
les negociations relatives a l'evacuation aux
negociations touchant d'autres questions.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a propose d'apporter
au projet de resolution du representant des
Etats-Unis les amendements suivants;

"1. Au deuxieme paragraphe, au lieu des mots
"Declare qu'il tient pour assure que les troupes
etrangeres qui se trouvent en Syrie et au Liban
evacueront ces pays", lire: "Recommande aux
Gouvernements du Royaume-Uni et de la France
de retirer leurs troupes des territoires de la Syrie
et du Liban." (Cette derniere phrase fut changee
par la suite, sur la suggestion du representant de
l'Egypte, afin de se lire comme suit: "Prend acte
des declarations qu'ont faites les Gouvernements
de la France et du Royaume-Uni concernant leur
intention de retirer leurs troupes de la Syrie et du
Liban.")

"2. Remplacer les mots "des qU'il sera possi
ble de le faire" par le mot "immediatement".

"3. Inserer le mat "techniques" apres le mot
"negociations".

Ces amendements ont ete rejetes, apres avoir
reuni le nombre de voix suivant: premier amen M
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second amendment, 2; third amendment, 5.

E. DECISION
Seven representatives voted in favour of the

resolution of the representative of the United
States but it was not adopted since the
representative of USSR, a permanent member,
voted against it. In accordance with their
previous statements, the representatives of France
and the United Kingdom abstained from voting.

The representatives of France and the United
Kingdom stated that although the United States
resolution had not been adopted, their Govern~

ments would give effect to the majority decision
of the Council.

The Council then passed on to the next item on
the agenda, and was no longer seized of the
Syrian and Lebanese question.

F. FURTHER COMMUNICATIONS TO THE COUNCIL

(a) Communication of the representative of
France

By letter dated 30 April 1946 addressed to the
President of the Council (S/52),17 the represen
tative of FRANCE reported that, with regard to
Syria, the French and United Kingdom Govern
ments had jointly made the necessary arrange~

ments for the total evacuation of Syrian territory
by 30 April 1946. After negotiations between
British and French experts and between the
French and Lebanese Ministers for Foreign
Affairs, and in view of the promise by the
Lebanese Government to give certain assistance
in matters of transport, etc., the French Govern
ment had stated that the withdrawal of French
troops as a whole could be completed by 31
August 1946. A small group remaining for the
control and transport of materials would be evac
uated not later than 31 December 1946. The
French Government stressed its desire to ensure
the withdrawal of the bulk of the fighting forces
before 30 June 1946. In conclusion, the letter re
ferred to the exchange of letters between the
French and Lebanese Ministers for Foreign Af
fairs on 23 March 1946, noting the happy out
come of the negotiations recommended in the
above proposal of the representative of the United
States.

(b) Communication of the representative of
the United Kingdom

By letter dated 1 May 1946, addressed to the
President of the Council (S/51), 18 the represen
tative of the UNITED KINGDOM reported that,
pursuant to the above proposal of the represen
tative of the United States, the following
agreements had been reached between the British
and French Governments:

(i) All British troops to be withdrawn from
Syria by 30 April 1946;

(ii) The first thousand British troops to be
withdrawn from Lebanon by 31 March 1946
together with a similar number of French
troops;

17 See annexes to present report, page 107.
18 Ibid., page 108.
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dement, 3; deuxieme amendement, 2; troisieme
amendement, 5.

E. DECISION
Sept representants ont vote en faveur de la

proposition des Etats-Unis, mais celle-ci n'a pas
ete adoptee, le representant de l'URSS, membre
permanent, ayant declare qu'il votait contre'
conformement it leurs declarations precedentes'
les representants de la France et du Royaume~
Uni se sont abstenus de voter.

Les representants de la France et du Royaume
Uni ont fait connaitre qu'en depit du fait que la
proposition des Etats-Unis n'avait pas ete adoptee
en droit, leurs Gouvemements donneraient effet a
la decision de la majorite du Conseil.

Le Conseil a ensuite aborde la question sui
vante de l'ordre du jour, et a cesse d'etre saisi de
la question syrienne et libanaise.

F. COMMUNICATIONS FAITES ULTERIEUREMENT
AU CONSEIL CONCERNANT LA QUESTION SY
RIENNE ET LIBANAlSE

a) Communication du representant de la France

Par lettre en date du 30 avril 1946, adressee
au President du Conseil (S/52) 17, le represen
tant de la FRANCE a fait savoir qu'en ce qui con
cernait la Syrie, les Gouvernements de la France
et du Royaume-Uni avaient conjointement pris les
dispositions necessaires pour que l'evaeuation du
territoire syricn rut achevee le 30 avril 1946. A
l'issue de negociations ayant reuni des experts
britanniques et fran'tais d'une part, et les Minis
tres des affaires etrangeres de la France et du Li
ban d'autre part, et compte tenn de la promesse
du Gouvernement libanais de fournir une eertaine
assistance en matiere de transports et ainsi de
suite, le Gouvemement fran9ais avait declare que
le retrait de l'ensemble des troupes fran~aises
pourrait etre acheve le 31 aout 1946. 11 nc res
terait qu'un petit groupe charge de la surveillance
et du transport du materiel et des fournitures
dont l'evacuation serait achevee an plus tard le
31 decembre 1946. Le Gouvernement fran9ais
soulignait son desit de faire en sorte que le gros
de ses forces armees filt retire avant le 30 juin
1946. Pour tel1niner, la lettre dont il s'agit fai
sait mention d'une correspondance echangee entre
les Ministres des affaires etrangeres de France et
du Liban, le 23 mars 1946, et prenait acte de
l'heureuse issue des negociatioIls recommandees
par le representant des Etats-Unis dans la pro
position sllsvisce.

b) Communication du representant du
Royaume-Uni

Par lettre en date du ler mai 1946 adressee
au President du Conseil (S/51) 18, le' represen
tant du ROYAUME-UNI a fait savoir que, confor
mement ala proposition susvisee du representant
des Etats-Unis, les Gouvernements du Royaume
Uni et de la France avaient conclu un accord aux
termes duquel:

i) Toutes les troupes britanniques devraient
avoir quitte la Syrie it la date du 30 avril 1946;

if) Un premier contingent de mille soldats
britanniques, et le meme nombre de soldats
fran'tais, devraient avoir quitte le Liban a la date
du 31 mars 1946;

17 Voir les annexes all present rapport, page 107.
18 Ibid., page 108.
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19 Voir les annexes au present rapport, page 109.
20 Ibid., page 110. . .
2.1 V ir Conseil de securite, Proces-verbaux oft'ClelS,

., 0 annee premiere serie, Suppltfment No 2,premIere ,
annexe 3A, pages 54 et 55.

22 Ibid., annexe 3B, page 55.

b) Discussion
Le representant de la POLOGNE a fait rema~

quer qu'il etait officiellement reconnu .que le re
gime de Franco etait arrive au pOUV?lr ~on pas
par la volonte du peuple espagnol, malS grace aux
forces armees des Puissances de l'Axe. <=:ette
opinion a be exprimee par toutes les Natl?ns
Unies a San-Francisco et a Londres. Le reglII~e
fasciste de l'Espagne a fait tout en son pOUVOlT

(ill) The .reD:lai~der of British troops, except
for a small hqUldatlon party, to be withdrawn
from Lebanon by 30 June 1946.

That plan had been communicated to the Syrian
and Lebanese Governments, which had suggested
no modifications.

As regards item (i) above, British troops had
actually been withdrawn from Syria by 15 April
1946. The movement required under item (ii)
above had been carried out by the date mentioned.

(c) Communication of the Syrian Prime
Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs

By telegram dated 19 May 1946, addressed to
the President of the Council (S/64 ),19 the Syrian
Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs
stated that the evacuation of foreign troops from
Syrian territory had been completed during the
first two weeks of April 1946.

(d) Communication of the Lebanese Minister
for Foreign Affairs

By letter dated 9 May 1946, addressed to the
Secretary-General (S/90) ,20 the Lebanese Min
ister for Foreign Affairs stated that his
negotiations with the French Foreign Minister
concerning the evacuation of French troops from
Lebanon had resulted in an agreement established
by an exchange of letters dated 23 March 1946.
He enclosed copies of those letters, which con
tained the full text of the agreement summarized
in the above letter from the representative of
France to the President of the Security Council
dated 30 April 1946. In conclusion, the
Lebanese Minister for Foreign Affairs stated his
Government's satisfaction with the outcome of
the negotiations.

CHAPTER 5
The Spanish question

A. POLISH COMMUNICATIONS DATED 8 AND 9
APRIL 1946

(a) Polish communications
By letters dated 8 April and 9 April 1946,

addressed to the Secretary-General, the repre
sentative of POLAND, under Articles 34 and 35 of
the Charter, requested the Council to place on its
agenda the question arising from the existence
and activities of the Franco regime in Spain
for consideration and adoption of such measures
as were provided for in the Charter (S/32 21 and
S/34).22

(b) Discussion
The representative of POLAND pointed out that

it was officially recognized that the Franco
regime had been brought into power not by the
will of the Spanish people but by the armed forces
of the Axis Powers. That view was expressed by
all the United Nations in San Francisco and in
London. The fascist regime in Spain did every
thing in its power to contribute to ~ victorr of
the Axis. Spanish plants and factones proVlded

19 See annexes to present report, page 109.
20 Ibid., page 110.
21 Sce Security Coullcil, Official Records, first year,

first series, Supplement No. 2, annex 3A, pages 54-55.
22 Ibid., annex 3B, page 55.

ii~) Le reste des troupes britanniques, a l'ex
ceJ?tl0r: d'un faible contingent charge de la li
qUldatlOn, devrait avoir quitte le Liban a la date
du 30 juin 1946.

Ce plan. avait ete communique aux Gouverne
ments syne~.et libanais, qui n'avaient suggere
aucune modlflcation.

En ce qui concerne le point i) ci-dessus les
troupes britanniques avaient effectivement' ete
retirees de la Syrie le 15 avril 1946. L'operation
faisant l'objet du point ii) ci-dessus etait achevee
a la date indiquee.

c) Communication du Premier Ministre et
Ministre des aflaires etrangeres de Syrie

Par telegramme en date du 19 mai 1946,
adresse au President du Conseil (S/64)19, le Pre
mier Ministre et Ministre des affaires etrangeres
de Syrie a fait savoir que l'evacuation du terri
toire syrien par les troupes ctrangeres avait ete
achevee au COurs des deux premieres semaines du
mois d'avril 1946.

d) Communication du Ministre des affaires
rJtrangeres du Liban

Par lettre en date du 9 mai 1946, adressee au
Secretaire general (S/90)2°, le Ministre des af
faires etrangeres du Liban a declare que les ne
gociations poursuivies avec le Ministre des affai
res etrangeres de France, relativement a l'evacua
tion du Liban par les troupes franc;aises, avaient
abouti a un accord consacre par un cchange de
lettres en date du 23 mars 1946. I1 communiquait
en meme temps les copies de ces lettres, qui con
tenaient le texte integral de l'accord resume dans
la lettre adressee le 30 avril 1946 par le repre
sentant de la France au President du Conseil de
securite, et dont il est fait mention plus hant.
Pour terminer, le Ministre des affaires etrangeres
du Liban exprimait la satisfaction qu'eprouvait
son Gouvemement an sujet du resultat des nego
ciations.

CHAPITRE 5

La question espagnole
A. COMMUNICATIONS DU REPRESENTANT DE LA

POLOGNE EN DATE DES 8 ET 9 AVRIJJ 1946
a) Communications

Par lettres en date des 8 et 9 avril 1946,
adressees au Secretaire general, le representant de
la POLOGNE invoquant les Articles 34 et 35 de
la Charte a'demande au Conseil d'inscrire a SOI1

ordre du 'jour la situation resulta!1t de l'existence
et des activites du regime franqUlste en Espagnc,
afin qu'elle flit etudiee et que fussent adoptees
les mesures prevues par la Charte (8/32 21 et
8/342.2) .
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nazl Germany with the tools of warfare against
the United Nations; Spanish ports and air bases
served the German forces. The centre of nazi
propaganda operated from Spain. Throughout
the war, the fascist regime in Spain took an un
official but active part in the Axis war against the
United Nations.

But even after the war Franco's regime in
Spain continued to maintain and to serve the
purpose of the Axis as a centre of fascist infection
and of war which once more might spread all
over the world. Spain continued to be an armed
camp; manufacture of arms flourished; the border
with France had been heavily fortified and
military forces had been massed along it. As a
result, the French Government had been
compelled to close its frontier with Spain.

The Polish representative felt that that situa
tioll was "likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace and security". The Franco
regime continued, after the war, to act as a centre
of propaganda and dissemination of dangerous
fascist activities. Important economic control
continued to be exercised by nazi capital and
personnel; German scientists and engineers con
tinued their research to devise new methods of
warfare and tens of thousands of nazi refugees
-among them many prominent war criminals
and political leaders-carried on their dangerous
activities from Spanish territory. The official
publications of the State Department and the
Treasury Department contained documents
confirming those facts.

The Franco regime could not be regarded as
an internal affair of Spain but was of con
cern to all the United Nations for the following
reasons:

(i) The Franco regime had been put into
power with the support of fascist Italy and nazi
Germany;

(H) The Franco regime was an active partner
of the Axis in the war against the United Nations;

(iii) The Franco regime had caused a state of
international friction by compelling France to
close her frontier with Spain and by massing
troops on the borders of France;

(iv) The Franco regime had allowed Spain
to become a refuge for German assets, for
German personnel and for German scientists en
gaged in pursuits dangerous to the peace of
mankind. The Franco Government gave refuge
and encouragement to a large number of war
criminals, nazi leaders and agents, who were
using Spain as a base of operation for their activ
ities and for their plans of reconquest.

In conclusion, the Polish representative stated
that the situation, due to the existence and
activities of the fascist Franco regime in Spain,
was of the nature referred to in Article 34 of the
Charter. The'refore, it was the duty of the
Organization to take the appropriate steps neces-
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pour contribuer ala victoire de l'Axe. Les usines
et manufactures espagnoles ont fourni a l'Alle
magne nazie des moyens pour faire la guerre
contre les Nations Unies. Les forces allemandes
ont utilise les ports et les bases aeriennes de
l'Espagne. La propagande narie a etabli son
centre sur le territoire espagnoI. Pendant toute
la guerre, le regime fasciste en Espagne a pris
part, non officiellement, mais activement, a la
guerre des Puissances de l'Axe contre les Nations
Unies.

Depuis la fin de la guerre meme, le regime de
Franco en Espagne a continue El. soutenir et a
servir les entreprises de l'Axe, et constitue un
foyer d'infection fasciste et de guerre qui, une fois
de plus, pourrait s'etendre au monde entier.
L'Espagne est restee un camp arme; les manu
factures d'armes prosperaient; la frontiere avec la
France a ete puissamment fortifiCe et des forces
militaires y sont rassemblees. En consequence, le
Gouvernement franc,:ais a ete contraint de fermer
la frontiere franco-espagnole.

Le representant de la Pologne a estime que
cette situation etait "propre a mettre en danger le
maintien de la paix et de la securite internatio
nales". Le regime de Franco continuait, apres
la guerre, a constituer un dangereux centre de
propagande et de diffusion d'activites fascistes.
Les capitaux et le personnel nazis exerc,:aient tou
jours en Espagne un controle economique impor
tant; les savants et les ingenieurs allemands
poursuivaient leurs recherches pour inventer de
nouveaux instruments de guerre; enfin, le ter
ritoire espagnol servait d'asile a des dizaines de
milliers de refugies nazis - parmi lesquels se
trouvent un grand nombre de crimillels de guerre
et de chefs politiques connus - qui continuaient
leurs menees dangereuses. Taus ces faits etaient
confirmes par des documents officiels du State
Department et du TreasUlY Department.

Le regime franquiste ne pouvait pas etre con
sidere comme une affaire purement interieure de
l'Espagne; il interessait toutes les Nations Unies
pour les raisons suivantes:

i) Le regime franquiste a ete instaure avec
l'appui de l'Italie fasciste et de l'Allemagne nazie;

ii) Le regime franquiste a ete un partenaire
actif de l'Axe au Cours de la guerre menee par
celui-ci contre les Nations Unies;

iii) Le regime franquiste a provoque un de
saccord entre nations en obligeant la France a
fermer la frontiere franco-espagnole et en mas
sant des troupes a la frontiere fran<;aise;

iv) Le regime franquiste a perrnis a l'Espagne
de devenir un lieu de refuge pour les avoirs alle
mands, pour le personnel allemand, pour les
savants allemands qui poursuivent des recherches
dangereuses pour la paix de l'humanite. Le
Gouvernement de Franco a donne asile et encou
ragement a un grand nombre de criminels de
guerre, de chefs et d'agents nazis qui ont trouve
dans le territoire espagnol une base pour la pour-.
suite de leurs activites et le retablissement de leur
domination.

Pour conclure, le representant de la Pologne a.
declare que la situation, a cause de l'existence
et des agissements du regime fasciste de Franco
en Espagne, rentre dans le cadre de l'Article 34
de la Charte. Par consequent, l'Organisation:
avait le devoir de prendre les mesures necessaires
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POU! impos~r le respect des buts et princines des
NI'AatlC;)llIS Umes, conformement au paragraphe 6 de

rtlc e 2 de la Charte.

Le ~epresentantde la Pologne a ensuite soumis
le proJet de resolution suivant:

"Le C~n~efl de securite declare que l'existencc
et les actl:VI~es du regime franquiste en Espagne
O~lt cond.ll1t a un desaccord entre nations et mena
ce la palX et la securite internationales'

"Le. Conseil de securit6, agissant en ~ertu des
pouvorrs que l?i ~onferent les Articles 39 et 41
de ~a Charte, mVIte tout les Etats Membres des
~atlOns .Unies qui entretiennent des relations
dlplomatlques a'.'ec le Gouvernement franquiste a
rompre ces relatIOns immediatement;

"Le C;onseil de securite exprime sa profonde
sympa!hle pour le peuple espagnol. I1 souhaite
et e,spere que le peuple de l'Espagnc retrouvera
la lib~r~e, dont ,il a ete prive avec l'aide et la
CO~phclte de 1Italie fasciste et de l'Allemagne
naZIe;

. "Le Conseil de, s~curite est convaincu que le
Jour est proche ou 11 pourra accueillir la nation
espagnole dans la communaute des Nations
Unies."

..Le representant de la FRANCE a precise la po
SItIon de son Gouvemement aI'egard du probleme
espagnol, telle qu'elle a ete enoncee dans les
differentes notes adressees aux Gouvemements
des Btats-Unis, du Royaume-Uni et de l'URSS a
savoir que le maintien de la situation actuelIe 'en
Bspa~r:e . constit~ait un danger pour la paix et la
secunte mternatIOnales. I1 a declare que le Gou
vemement franl(ais, en faisant ces demarches
etait anime par le double souci d'amener le~
~a!ions Unies aprendre position sur un probleme
mteressant au premier chef la collectivite inter
nationale, et d'assurer le maximum de prompti
tude et d'efficacite a l'action que l'on pourrait
decider. Aussi souhaitait-il que la proposition
de la Pologne rel(ut l'approbation ul1anime des
membres du Conseil.

I1 s'est attache a montrer combien il serait pa
radoxal que les Nations Unies, it peine sorties
d'une loague lutte contre les regimes nazi et fas
ciste, pussent tolerer le maintien en Espagne d'ul1
Gouvemement venu au pouvoir grace a ces regi
mes et ouvertement oppose £lUX principes affir
mes dans la Charte. Repondant a I'objection
suivant laquelle le probleme espagnol serait d'ar
dre interieur, il a rappele que les Nations Unies
elles-memes, a San-Francisco et a Londres, com
me les trois Puissances reunies aPotsdam, avaicnt
deja refute cet argument en stigmatisant le regime
de l'Espagne comme incompatible avec le nouve}
ordre international.

Apres avoir rendu hommage au peuple es
pagnol opprime, il a exprime I'espoir que le Con
seil de securite ne se bornerait pas a une simple
condamnation morale et adopterait des mesures
pratiques et concretes, telIes que la rupture col
lective des relations diplomatiques, comme I'a
propose le representant de la Pologne.

Le representant du MEXIQUE a declare que la
position de son Gouvernement a I'egard du regi
me de Franco etait bien connue. Le Mexique n'a
pas et n'a jamais eu de relations, de quelque na
ture que cc soit, avec ce regime qu'il a toujours
considere comme le resultat d'une intervention

sary to enforce obse~vance of the principles and
p~rposcs of the Ulllted Nations, in accordance
wIth paragraph 6 of Article 2 of the Charter.

The, representative of Poland then moved the'
follOWIng draft resolution:

"The Security Council declares that the ex
iste~ce and activiti~s of the Franco regime in
Sp:lln have led to mternational friction and en
dangered international peace and security;

"Th? Security Council, in accordance with the
authonty vested in it, under Articles 39 and 41
of ,the Cha~ter, calls upon all Members of the
l!lUted . NatIons who maintain diplomatic rela
tions WIth the Franco Government to sever such
relations immediately;

"The Security Council expresses its deep
sympathy to the Spanish people. It hopes and
expects that the people of Spain will regain the
freed?Il1 of which. they have been deprived with
the aId and contnvance of fascist Italy and nazi
Germany;

"The Security Council is convinced that the day
will come soon when it will be able to welcome
the Spanish nation into the community of the
United Nations."

The representative of FRANCE defined his
Government's position concerning the Spanish
problem, as set forth in the different notes ad
dressed to the Governments of the United States
the Unit~d Kingdom and the USSR, namely, that
the contmuance of the existing situation in Spain
constituted a danger to international peace and
security. He said that the French Government in
adopting such an attitude had two aims in view:
first, to persuade the United Nations to take a
stand on a problem which was of primary im
portance to the international community and,
secondly, to ensure that such action as might be
taken should be as prompt and effective as
possible. He accordingly hoped that the Polish
proposal would receive the unanimous approval
of the members of the Council.

He cmphasized that it would be paradoxical
for the United Nations, at the end of a long
strugglc against the naz1 and fascist regimes, to
tolerate the maintenance in Spain of a Govern
ment brought into power by those regimes and
openly opposed to the principles laid down in the
Charter. In reply to the objection that the
Spanish problem was a domestic one, he re
called that the United Nations themselves at San
Francisco and London, and the Three Powers
Meeting at Potsdam, had already disposed of
that argument by stigmatizing the Spanish
regime as incompatible with the new international
order.

After paying tribute to the oppressed Spanish
people, he expressed the hope that the Security
Council would not confine itself to a mere moral
condemnation but would adopt practical and
concrete measures, such as the collective rupture
of diplomatic relations, as proposed by the Polish
representative.

The representative of MEXICO declared that the
position of his Government with regard to the
Franco regime was well known. Mexico neither
maintained nor had ever maintained any relations
whatsoever with that regime which his country
had always regarded as the result of armed inter-
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vention by foreign Powers. There existed in
Spain a situation the continuance of which en
dangered international peace and security. In
view of the fact that the situation had been sub
mitted to the consideration of the Security
Council, it was the belief of his Government that
the Council should concern itself with it and that
its decision should be based entirely on the merits
of the case. Otherwise, the power of the Franco
regime would increase and its domestic and inter
national positions would be consolidated. He
was therefore prepared to vote in favour of the
resolution presented by the representative of
Poland.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS stated that the question
brought before the Security Council by the repre
sentative of Poland deserved very serious consid
eration. He differed with the arguments ad
vanced that t1le Polish declaration was an inter
vention in the internal affairs of Spain and that
such intervention was forbidden by Article 2,
paragraph 7, of the Charter. It was clear from
the Charter that the intervention of the Organiza
tion in the internal affairs of a State should not
take place in normal conditions, namely, when
the internal situation of a country did not con
stitute a threat to international peace and security.
The Charter permitted and provided for the
necessity of applying certain measures in respect
of States whose internal conditions constituted a
threat to international peace and security. The
representative of the USSR deplored the policy of
non-intervention followed by the League of
Nations which virtually encouraged German
fascism in its aggressive designs and led to the
unleashing of war by fascist Germany against
peace-loving countries.

The representative of t11e USSR also differed
with ilie statements that the situation in Spain
did not constitute a danger to the cause of peace
and security. He stressed the following points:

First, it was well known that the Franco regime
was the resuLt of outside intervention on the part
of the Axis Powers which had imposed Franco's
fascist regime on the Spanish people. The origin
of the present regime in Spain, its close connexion
with German and Italian fascism and its internal
and foreign policy, all confirmed beyond dispute
the fascist nature of the regime. The sole fact of
the fascist origin of Franco's regime was a suf
ficient reason for bringing the question before the
Security Council.

Secondly, during the Second World War,
Franco had been the faithful ally of Hitler and
Mussolini, to whom he owed his seizure of power
in Spain and the crushing of the unarmed Spanish
Republic. To say that Spain did not take part
in the Second World War and remained a non
belligerent was absurdly untrue. It sufficed to
recall such facts as the participation of the so
called Spanish Blue Division in the battles against
the Red Army.

Thirdly, the present regime in Spain was a nest
of fascism fraught with dangerous complications
for the cause of peace. At the moment there
were in Spain no less than 80,000 nazis who had
fled from Germany at one time or another. It
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armee de Puissances etrangeres. 11 existait en
Espagne une situation dont la prolongation me
na<;ait le maintien de la paix et de la securite in
ternationales. Etant donne que cette situation a
ete soumise au Conseil de securite, le Gouverne
ment du Mexique a exprime l'avis que le Conseil
etait tenu de l'examiner et devait fonder ses de
cisions sur les seuls faits de la cause. En agis
sant autrement, on risquerait de renfoTcer le
regime de Franco et de raffermir sa position it
l'interieur du pays et dans le domaine internatio
nal. Pour ces raisons, il etait pret a voter en
faveur de la motion soumise par le representant
de la Pologne.

Le representant de I'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SQVI:ETIQUES a declare que la ques
tion qui avait ete portee devant le Conseil de se
curite par le representant de la Pologne meritait
d'etre examinee tres attentivement. 11 s'est eleve
contre les arguments selon lesquels la declaration
de la Pologne constituait une ingerence dans les
affaires interieures de l'Espagne, intervention qui
est interdite par le paragraphe 7 de I'Article 2 de
la Charte. A son avis, la Charte indiquait claire
ment que l'Organisation ne devait pas intervenir
dans les affaires interieures d'un Etat en temps
normal, c'est-a-dire quand la situation interieure
d'un pays quelconque ne constituait pas une me
nace ala paix et ala securite internationales. La
Charte prevoyait la necessite de prendre certaincs
mesures et permettait de les appliquer dans le cas
d'Etats dont la situation interieure etait un dan
ger pour la paix et la securite internationales. Le
representant de I'URSS a deplore la politique de
non-intervention pratiquee par la Societe des
Nations, qui a indirectement encourage l'Alle
magne fasciste dans ses desseins d'agression et a
conduit l'Allemagne fasciste a se jcter dans la
guerre contre les pays pacifiques.

Le representant de I'URSS a egalernent refute
les affirmations scion lesquelles la situation es
pagnole ne constituait aucun danger pour la
cause de la paix et de la securite. 11 a insiste sur
les points suivants:

D'abord, on savait fort bien que le regime
franquiste etait le resultat d'interventions exte
rieures de la part des Puissances de I'Axe qui ont
impose le regime fasciste au peuple espagnol.
L'origine du present regime fasciste en Espagne,
ses liens etroits avec le fascisme allemand et ita
lien, sa politique interieure et etrangere, ont con
firme sans discussion possible le caractere fasciste
de ce regime. Le seul fait que le regime de
Franco fUt d'origine fasciste constituait une rai
son suffisante pour soumettre la question au
Conseil de securite.

Deuxiemement, pendant la seconde guerre
mondiale, Franco a ete l'aUie fidele d'Hitler et
de Mussolini, a qui il devait d'avoir pu s'emparer
du pouvoir en Espagne et ecraser la Republique
espagnole desarmee. 11 etait absurde et faux de
dire que l'Espagne n'avait pas pris part a la se
conde guerre mondiale et qu'elle etait restee non
belligerante. Il suffit de rappeler les faits: la
participation de la division espagnole dite Divi
sion bleue aux batailles contre l'Armee rouge.

Troisiemement, le regime fasciste en Espagne
est un foyer fasciste susceptible d'entrainer de
dangereuses complications pour la cause de la
paix. A l'heure actu~lle, ~n Espa~~, i1 n'y a pas
moins de 80.000 naZlS qUI ant fU! 1Allemagne a
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had also been established from a number of
sources that German capital to the value of
$100 million was concentrated in Spain.

,The Securit~ Counci~ could not lightly brush
aSI~e the Spamsh question. TIle peoples of the
Umted NatIons demanded that the Organization
should be a real instrument in the maintenance
of peace and security. Peace-loving humanity
would not understand the refusal of the Security
Council to take decisive measures when the
fascist hydra was calmly existing in another part
of th~ world. .He expressed the hope that the
Secunty CouncIl would support the resolution
submitted by the Polish representative.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS,
however, considered that there were not suf
ficient grounds for the Council to take any
measures and that the matter was essentially with
in Spain's domestic jurisdiction. He wondered
whether breaking diplomatic relations would not
strengthen rather than weaken the Franco regime.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA stressed the two objectives of his
Government, namely, the elimination of the
Franco regime and the restoration of a demo
cratic regime without a resumption of the civil
war.

At the 35th meeting held on 18 April 1946,
the representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
maintained that before the Council embarked on
collective action it should make sure that it did
not interfere with matters which were essentially
within the domestic jurisdiction of a country. In
his opinion, the case made so far against the
Spanish Government had not been established as
being such a threat to peace or act of aggression
to justify a collective severance of diplomatic re
lations.

The view of the representative of CHINA was
that until the Council might be convinced beyond
doubt that the relevant facts did constitute a
threat to peace it should not resort to any im
mediate collective action.

The representative of BRAZIL supported the
view that the matter was an internal affair which
belonged essentially within the national com
petence of the State.

Both in his letter and in his oral statement, the
Polish representative denounced the existence in
Spain of nazi elements engaged in research work
for the manufacture of new weapons, The latter
belonged precisely to the category of weapons
which the United Nations was bound to control
due to their destructive power. The Security
Council could not remain indifferent to such an
accusation. On the contrary, it had a duty,
under paragraph 1, Article 1 of the Charter, to
clarify the matter.

The representative of AUSTRALIA said that his
Government's views had been consistent all along.
They demanded investigation, evidence and
proved facts before reaching any decisions. In
view of the divergence of opinion in the Council
on the Spanish question, the representative of
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un ~or;rent donne. Il a 6te egalement etabli
par differentes sources que les capitaux allemands
concentres en Espagne s'elevent a 100 millions de
dollars.

Le Conseil de securite ne pouvait pas ecarter a
la l~gere la ~uesti?n ~spagnole. Les peuples des
Natl.ons Umes eXI.gealent que l'Organisation £Ut
un lDstrument efflcace pour le maintien de la
paix et de. la securite. Ceux qui aimaient la paix
n~ p~~rralent.pas comprendre que le Conseil de
secunte refusat de prendre des mesures energl
ques quand l'hydre fasciste regnait au calme dans
une autre partie du monde. Il a donc exprime
l'espoir que le Conseil de securite appuierait la
proposition soumise par le representant de la
Pologne.

Le representant des PAys-BAS a declare ce
pendant qu'a son avis, le Conseil de securite n'a
vait pas de raisons suffisantes pour prendre des
mesures queUes qu'eUes fussent et que l'affaire
relevait essentiellement de la competence nationale
de l'Espagne. I1 s'est demande si la rupture des
relations diplomatiques ne renforcerait pas le re
gime de Franco au lieu de l'affaiblir.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AM:ERIQUE
a souligne que son Gouvernement avait deux ob
jectifs en vue; a savoir, l'abolition du regime
franquiste et le retablissement, sans nouvelle
guerre civile, d'un gouvemement democratique.

Au cours de la 35eme seance, tenue le 18 avril
1946, le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a declare
qu'avant de decider de prendre des mesures d'or
dre coUectif, il fallait s'assurer que le Conseil
ne s'immiscerait pas dans des affaires relevant es
sentiellement de la competence nationale d'un
Etat. A son avis, le Conseil n'a pas encore eu
de preuve que le Gouvemement espagnol consti
tuat une menace au maintien de la paix ou £Ut
coupable d'actes d'agression justifiant une rupture
collective des relations diplomatiques.

Le representant de la CHINE a exprime
l'opinion que, tant que le Conseil ne possederait
pas la preuve irrefutable qu'il existait une menace
contre la paix, il devrait s'abstenir de prendre
aucune mesure collective immediate.

Le representant du BRESIL a egalement declare
qu'il s'agissait d'une affaire interieure relevant
essentiellement de la competence nationale de
l'Etat en question.

Dans sa lettre aussi bien que dans sa declara
tion verbale, le representant de la Pologne a
denonce l'existence en Espagne d'eJements naris
procedant a des recherches pour creer de
nouveaux instruments de guerre. Ces armes
nouvelles appartenaient precisement a la
categorie de celles que l'Organisation des ~ations
Unies avait le devoir de controler en rarson de
leur puissance de destruction. Le Conseil de
s6curite ne pouvait rester indifferent devant
pareille accusation. Bien au contraire, aux termes
du paragraphe 1 de .I'Arti?le 1 de la C:harte,
il incombait au Conseil de tIrer cette question au
clair.

Le representant de I'AUSTRALIE a declare que
l'attitude de son pays n'avait jamais varie: le
Gouvernement australien a demande qU'avant
de prendre des decisions, le Conseil fit une
enquete afin d~ recueillir des temoigna~es et des
faits bien etabhs. Tenant compte de!1 dIvergence!1
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"To this end, the Security Council appoints a
sub-committee of five of its members and in
structs this sub-committee to examine the state
ments made before the Security Council concern
ing Spain, to caU for further statements, docu
ments and evidence and to conduct such inquiries
as it may deem necessary in order that the sub
committee may report to the Security Council by
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Australia proposed an amendment to the Polish
draft resolution to read as follows:

"TIle attention of the Security Council having
been drawn to the situation in Spain by a Member
of the United Nations, acting in accordance with
Article 35 of the Charter, and the Security
Council having been asked to declare that this
situation has led to international friction and
endangers international peace and security, the
Security Council hereby resolves in accordance
with Article 34 of the Charter, to make further
inquiries in order to determine whether such a
situation does exist. To this end the Security
Council appoints a committee of five of its
members and instructs this committee to examine
the statements made before the Security Council
concerning Spain, to call for further written state
ments and documentary evidence from Members
of the United Nations and from the Franco
regime, and to make such other inquiries as it
may' deem fit in order that the committee may re
port to the Security Council not later than 17 May
1946 on the following questions:

"1. Is the Spanish situation one essentially
within the jurisdiction of Spain?

"2. Is the situation in Spain one which might
lead to international friction or give rise to a dis
pute?

"3. If the answer to question (2) is "Yes", is
the continuance of the situation likely to endanger
the maintenance of international peace and
security?"

B. DISCUSSION ON THE APPOINTMENT OF A SUB
COMMITTEE

Ca) Discussion of the Australian resolution

At the 37th meeting, held on 25 April 1946,
the representative of AUSTRALIA suggested a re
vised resolution. It was the result of an attempt
to meet various suggestions which had been
made by other representatives during the ad
journment. The revised draft resolution read as
follows:

"The attention of the Security Council having
been drawn to thc situation in Spain by a
Member of the United Nations, acting in accor
dance with Article 35 of the Charter, and the
Security Council having been asked to declare
that this situation has led to international friction
and endangers international peace and security,
the Security Council hereby resolves:

"To make further studies in order to determine
whether such a situation does exist.

d'opinions qui se sont manifestees au Conseil au
sujet de la question espagnole, le representant de
l'Australie a propose d'amender comme suit le
projet de resolution de la Pologne:

"L'attention du Conseil de securite ayant 6te
attiree sur la situation existant en Espagne par
un Membre de 1'Ol'ganisation des Nations' Unies
agissant en vertu de l'Article 35 de la Charte, et
le Conseil de securite ayant ete prie de declarer
que cette situation a entraine un desaccord entre
nations et qu'eIle menace la paix et la securite
internationales, le Conseil de securite decide, en
vertu de l'Article 34 de la Charte, de proceder a
une enquete suppIementaire afin de determiner si
une situation de eet ordre existe veritablement.
Le Conseil de securite designe a cette fin un
comite compose de dnq de ses membres et charge
cc comit6 d'examiner les declarations qui ont ete
faites devant le Conseil touchant l'Espagne,
d'inviter les Membres de l'Organisation des
Nations Unies ainsi que le regime franquiste a
fournir de nouveaux exposes ecrits auxquels
serant joints tous documents justificatifs, et de
proceder a toutes autres enquetes qu'il jugera
necessaires, afin de permettre au comite de faire
rapport au Conseil de securite au plus tard le 17
mai 1946 sur les questions suivantes:

"1. La situation existant en Espagne releve-t
eUe essentiellement de la competence de
l'Espagne?

"2. La situation existant en Espagne pourrait
eUe entrainer un desaccord entre nations ou
engendrer un differend?

"3. Si la reponse a la question 2 est
affirmative, la prolongation de la situation
semble-t-elle devoir menacer le maintien de la
paix et de la securite internationales?"

B. DISCUSSION RELATIVE ALA CREATION D'UN
sOUS-COMITE

a) Discussion du projet de resolution
de l'Australie

Au COlifS de la 37eme seance, tenue le 25 avril
1946, le representant de l'AUSTRALIE a propose
un nouveau texte de projet de resolution destine
a tenir compte, autant que possible, des
differentes suggestions presentees par d'autres
representants pendant l'ajoumement. En voici
le texte:

"L'attention du Conseil de securite ayant et6
attiree sur la situation en Espagne par un Membre
de l'Organisation des Nations Unies agissant en
vertu de l'Article 35 de la Charte, et le Conseil
de securite ayant ete prie de declarer que cette
situation a entraine un desaccord entre nations
et qu'eUe menace la paix et la securite inter
nationales, le Conseil de securite decide par les
presentes:

"De proceder El. des etudes complementaires
pour determiner si une situation de cet ordre
existe veritablement.

"Le Conseil de securite designe a cette fin un
sous-comite compose de cinq de ses membres et
charge ce sous-comite d'examiner les declarations
qui ont ete faites devant le Conseil de securite
touchant 1'Espagne, de provoquer de nouveaux
exposes appuyes de documents et de proceder a.
toutes autres enquetes qu'il jugera necessaires
afin de permettre au sous-camite de faire rapport
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au Conseil de securite au plus tard le 31 mai
1946~ en pa~ticulier sur les faits se rapportant aux
questIOns smvantes:

"1. L'existence du regime franquiste est-elle
une question d'interet international et non pas
une question qui releve essentieUement de la
competence de l'Espagne?

"2. La situation en Espagne pourrait-eUe
entrainer un desaccord entre nations ou engendrer
un differend?

"3. Si la reponse ala question 2 est affirmative,
la prolongation de la situation semble-t-eUe devoir
menacer le maintien de la paix et de la securite
internationales?"

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS n'AMERIQUE
a fait savoir que le texte revise du projet de
resolution etait satisfaisant et acceptable pour sa
delegation.

De son cote, le representant du BIU3SIL a
appuye chaleureusement la proposition de
l'Australie.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a declare que les
membres du Conseil qui s'opposaient a la
proposition du representant de la Pologne
invoquaient "l'insuffisance des preuves". Les
partisans et admirateurs de la trop celebre
politique de non-intervention ont deja use tres
souvent et avec complaisance de cette formule.
L'invasion japonaise de la Mandchourie en 1931
etait un fait evident qui ne demandait pas de
preuves complementaires, mais les principaux
membres du Conseil de la Societe des Nations
ne voulaient prendre aucune mesure pour
reprimer l'agression et insistaient pour qu'une
commission filt creee, afin d'etablir si le Japon
avait reellement attaque la Chine. L'enquete de
la commission dura neuf mois et n'aboutit a
aucune mesure effective contre l'agresseur
japonais. La meme politique de non-intervention
fut appliquee Et l'agression italienne en Ethiopie
et a l'agression hitlerienne c9n~re des. ~euples
pacifiques avant la guerre. SI 1on rellsalt, 1?ar
exemple, les discours d'~vant-guerr~ de certams
hommes d'Etat britanmques, partisans de ~a
politique de non-intervention, et ~i ~'on rempl~9aIt
les noms d'Hitler et de Mussohm par celm de
Franco, on retrouverait exactem~nt le sens et. le
contenu des discours prononces par certams
membres du Conseil de securite. Le represen
tant de l'URSS a declare que, l~ deman,de de
preuves supplement~i~es sur. l~ regime fasc.lste de
Franco et la proposition qm 1accompagnalt, ~en
dant aformer une commission chargee. d'enqueter
d'une maniere objective sur cette questIOn" queUes
que fussent les bonnes intentions du representant
de l'Australie, ne feraient que .repr~~dre les
methodes infructueuses qui ont falt fal1hte dans
le passe. ,

Le representant de l'URSS a egalement discute
l'argument d'apres lequel une mes~re teUe que l.a
rupture des. relations diploma~lques, po~rr~lt
renforcer le regime de Franco au heu de.! affalbhr.
Il a dit qu'il n'avait jam.ais ent~ndu dU,e que la
rupture des rela~ions, dlplomat~ques , ~ un Etat
avec un Etat fasclste eut renforce ~e regime ~e. c~
dernier. Les Nations Unies, qUI. ~nt part.l~lpC
, 1'elaboration de la Charte et qUI 1ont ratlflee,
~'ont jamais doutc du fait q~e ,la rupture des
relations diplomatiques conshtuat une mesur~
punitive et coercitive dirigee contre les Etats qUi

The representative of BRAZIL also supported
the Australian proposal whole-heartedly.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS stated that the members of
the Council who objected to the Polish proposal
did so on the grounds of "insufficient evidence".
That formula had been applied very readily and
very frequently in the past by the supporters and
admirers of the notorious policy of non-interven
tion. The Japanese invasion of Manchuria in
1931 had been obvious and had required no
additional evidence, but the leading members of
the Council of the League of Nations had not
wished to apply any measures to curb the
aggression and had insisted on setting up a com~

mission to ascertain whether Japan had really
attacked China. That commission spent nine
months carrying ont an inquiry and, at the end,
no effective measures were taken against the
Japanese aggression. The same policy of non
intervention was applied to Italian aggression in
Ethiopia and Hitler's aggression against peace
loving peoples before the war. Upon perusal of
the speeches, for instance, of certain pre-war
British statesmen who had supported the policy of
non-intervention and replaced the names of Hitler
and Mussolini by that of Franco, the sense and
content of tllOse speeches would in no way differ
from those made by the members of the Security
Council. He stated that the demand for addition
al evidence against the fascist regime of Franco
and the accompanying demand for the setting up
of a commission to examine the problem objec
tively, independently of the good intention of the
Australian representative, would be a repetition of
the worthless and discredited methods of the past.

"2. Is the situation in Spain one which might
lead to international friction Or give rise to a
dispute?

"3. If the answer to question (2) is "Yes," is
the continuance of the situation likely to endanger
the maintenance of international peace and secur
ity?"

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA found the revised draft resolution
agreeable and satisfactory to his delegation.

The representative of the USSR also disputed
the argument that a measure such as the sever
ance of diplomatic relations might strengthen
Franco instead of weaken him. He said that he
had never heard of a fascist regime being
strengthened by the severance of diplomatic. re
lations with it by another State, The Umted
Nations which took part in the elaboration of the
Charter and ratified it did not have any doubt
that the severance of diplomatic relations was to
be considered as a measure of punishment and
pressure to be applied toward those States which

63

31 May 1946 on the results of such studies and
cspec.ially the facts bearing on the following
questIOns:

"1. Is the existence of the Franco regime a
matter of international concern and not one
essentially within the jurisdiction of Spain?
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b) De supprimer les trois questions figurant a
la fin du projet de resolution de l'Australie;

c) De demander que le sous-comite envisage
presentat des propositions sur les mesures
pratiques que le Conseil pourrait prendre au sujet
de la situation actuelle en Espagne.

Le representant des PAYS-BAS a declare
qu'avant de decider d'instituer un sous-comite
d'enquete ou d'etude, le Conseil devait s'assurer
que la partie plaignante possedait des elements
de preuve suffisants pour justifier la creation
d'un tel sous-comite. En ce qui concernait la
question espagnole, il etait pret areconnaitre que
l'etat aetue! de cette affaire autorisait a proceder
a un complement d'enquete tel que celui que
proposait le representant de l'Australie. Si ces
enquetes n'etaient pas absolument necessaires,
elles pourraient du moins etre utHes et, pour
cetto ruison, il etait pret a voter en faveur du
projet de resolution du representant de l'Australie.

n'agissaient pas conformement aux buts et aux
principes de l'Organisation des Nations Unies.

En ce qui concerne la declaration du repre
sentant des Etats-Unis suivant laquelle I'un des
buts principaux du Gouvemement des Etats
Unis d'Amerique etait de prevenir une nouvelle
guerre civile en Espagne, le representant de
l'Union sovietique a affirme que les Nations Unies
avaient ponr tache d'ecarter le danger eventuel
pour la securite internationale que representait
le regime fasciste de l'Espagne, tout en aidant le
peuple espagnol et les forces democratiques de ce
pays a recouvrer la liberte qui leur a ettS enlevee.

Pour ces raisol1s, il ne voyait pas la necessite
de la creation d'un sous-camite que! qu'il ffit
pour etudier cette question et il a declare qu'il
s'opposait a cette proposition.

Le representant de la FRANCE a soumis au
texte propose par le representant de l'Australie
trois amendements ayant pour but:

a) De constater l'unanimite des membres du
Conseil a condamner le regime de Franco, a
saluer le peuple espagnol et a exprimer I'espoir
de le voir bientot accueilli aux Nations Unies;

did not act in conformity with the aims and
principles of the United Nations.

Referring to the statement of the representative
of the United States that one of the aims of his
Government was to avoid a repetition of the civil
war in Spain, the representative of the USSR
maintained that it was the task of the United
Nations to remove a source of danger to inter
national security, such as the existing fascist
regime in Spain, and at the same time to help the
people of Spain and the Spanish democratic
forces to regain the freedom which had been
taken away from them.

For those reasons he did not see the need to set
up any kind of sub-committee to study the
question and he declared himself opposed to
that proposal.

The representative of FRANCE submitted three
amendments to the text proposed by the
Australian representative, the aim of which was:

(a) To place on record the unanimity of the
members of the Council in condemning the
Franco regime, in saluting the Spanish people
and in expressing the hope that they would soon
be welcomed among the United Nations;

(b) To omit the three questions at the end of
the Australian resolution;

(c) To ask that the proposed sub-committee
should submit proposals On the practical measures
which might be taken by the Couneilin regard to
the present situation in Spain.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS felt
that before the Security Council decided to set
up a sub-committee of inquiry or investigation,
it should satisfy itself that a suffjcient prima facie
case had been established by the complaining
party to warrant the setting up of such a sub
committee. With reference to the Spanish
question, he was pl'epared to accept the conten
tion that a sufficient prima facie case had been
established to justify supplementary inquiries
such as the Australian representative had pro
posed. He did not think that those inquiries were
absolutely necessary but they might be useful and
for that reason he wonld vote in favour of the
Australian draft resolution.

The representative of BRAZIL supported the
remarks of the representative of Australia as well
as his amendment. With regard to certain serious
accusations levelled against the Spanish Govern
ment, under Article 1 (1) of the Charter, the
Council had a duty to clear up the question
raised. The proposal of the Australian repre
sentative seemed to meet those requirements and
he would therefore support it whole-heartedly.

Le representant du BRESIL a appuye les
remarques du representant de l'Australie, ainsi
que l'amendement qu'il a propose. 11 a declare
qu'en ce qui concernait certaines accusations
graves portees contre le Gouvernement espagnol,
le ConseU avait, en vertu de l'Article 1, para
graphe 1, de la Charte, le devoir de faire la
lumiere sur les questions soulevees. La propo
sition du representant de l'Australie paraissait
conforme aux termes de la Charte et, par conse-
quent, il l'appuyait sans reserve.

The representative of MEXICO also gave his Le representant du MEXIQUE a egalement ap-
support to the resolution submitted by the rep- puye le projet de resolution de l'Australie, tel
resentative of Australia as further amended by qu'il a ete amende par le representant de la
the representative of France. France.

The representative of POLAND declared that he Le representant de la POLOGNE a declare qu'il
was ready to support the Australian draft etait pret a appuyer le projet de resolution de
resolution. However, he was anxious that the l'Australie. Cependant, il a insiste pour que le
proposed sub-committee should work effectively sous-comite envisage se mrt reellement a l'ceuvre
and not prove a means of indefinitely shelving et ne constituat pas un moyen de remettre inde-
dIe issue. finiment la question.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a appuye la
supported the Australian proposal with the proposition de I'Australie ainsi que les amende
amendments which the Australian representative ments que le representant de ce pays a deja ac-
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"To this end, the Security Council appoints a
Sub-Committee of five of its members and in
structs this Sub-Committee to examine the
statements made before the Security Council
concerning Spain, to receive further statements
and documents, and to conduct such inquiries as
it may deem necessary and to report to the Secur
ity Council before the end of May."

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS observed that, in spite of
some changes in the text of the Australian draft
resolution, its contents remained unchanged.
The Australian proposal had. bee~ made in sp~te
of the fact that the diSCUSSion ID the Secunty
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had already accepted, and thought that the pro
posal suggested a practical and sensible way in
which the Council could act. He appealed to
the, representative of the USSR not to Oppose it
entIrely and added that the sub-committee would
be asked to conduct its affairs with the utmost
despatch.

After discussion, the appointment of a draft
ing ~u~-committee was proposed and agreed to,
conslstmg of the representatives of Australia,
France and Poland, entrusted with the drawing
up of a proposal based on the Australian draft
resolution and other amendments suggested by
various representatives during the course of the
discussion.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS stated that he would like
the Security Council to reach a unanimous
decision on the question under consideration. At
the same time time he was anxious that the de
cision should be a just one, corresponding to the
importance of the question. If the members of
the Security Council thought that there was any
hope of finding a basis for unanimous decision
through the establishment of a sub-committee,
he would have no objection to the appointInent
of such a sub-committee with tasks and functions
as outlined by the Polish representative.

(b) Decision of the Council
At the 39th meeting the Australian draft

resolution, as amended, read as follows:

"The attention of the Security Council has
been drawn to the situation in Spain by a
Member of the United Nations, acting in accord
ance with Article 35 of the Charter, and the
Security Council has been asked to declare that
this situation has led to international friction and
endangers international peace and security.

"Therefore, the Security Council, keeping in
mind the unanimous moral condemnation of the
Franco regime in the Security Council and the
resolutions concerning Spain which were adopted
at the United Nations Conference on International
Organization at San Francisco and at the first
session of the General Assembly of the United
Nations and thc views expressed by members of
the Security Council regarding the Franco regime,
hereby resolves:

"To make further studies in order to determine
whether the situation in Spain has led to inter
national friction and does endanger international
peace and security, and if it so finds, then to de
termine what practical measures the United
Nations may take.

cepte,s. Il a exprime l'avis que cette proposition
offralt au Conseil une solution pratique et raison
nable. I1 s'est adresse au representant de I'URSS
pour l~li demander de ne pas s'opposer totale
ment a cette proposition et il a ajoutc que le
sous-comit6 serait invite Et agir avec la plus
grande celerite.

Apres discussion, la creation d'un sous-comite
de redac~i?n a ete p;oposee et acceptee, Ce
sous-comlte, compose des representants de
l'Australie, de la France et de la Pologne, a He
charge d'~tablir le texte d'une proposition fondee
sur le pro]et de resolution de l'Australie ainsi que
su~ d'autres amendements proposes par divers re
presentants au COlifS des debats.

Le representant de I'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
S~CIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a declare qu'll souhai
talt que le Conseil de securite pIlt une decision
unanime sur la question qui faisait 1'0bjet de son
examell. En mcme temps, il a exprirne le desir
que cctte decision flit juste et correspondJ:t a
l'importance de la question. Si les membres du
Canseil de securite estimaient que la creation
d'un sous-comite put dormer quelque espoir de
trouver une base pour cette decision unanime, il
ne s'opposerait pas a la creation d'un sous-comite
de ce genre, charge des fonctions indiquees par
le representant de la Pologne.

b) Decision du Conseil
A la 3geme seance, il a 6te donne lecture du

tcxte amende du projet de resolution de l'Aus
tralie; ce texte etait ainsi con9u:

"L'attention du Conseil de securit6 a ete atti
ree sur la situation en Espagne par un Mcmbre
de l'Organisation des Nations Unles agissant en
vertu de l'Article 35 de la Charte, et le Conscil
de securite a ete prie de declarer que cette situa
tion avait entraine un desaccord entre nations et
qu'elle mena~ait la paix et la securite inter
nationales.

"En consequence, le Conseil de securite, tenant
compte de la condamnation morale unanime que
le regime franquiste s'est vu infliger au Conseil de
securite, des resolutions sur l'Espagne qui ont ete
adoptees ala Conference des Nations Unies pour
l'Organisation lnternationale a San-Francisco et
a la premiere session de l'Assemblee generale
des Nations Unies, et des opinions exprimees par
les membres du Conseil de securite sur le regime
franquiste, decide:

"De proceder a des etudes compIementaires
pour determiner si la situation en Espagne a con
duit a un desaccord entre nations et menace la
paix et la securite internationales, et, s'il estime
que tel est le cas, de dete~iner e~suite les ~e
sures pratiques que les NatlOns Umes pouITaIent
prendre.

"A cet effet, le Conseil de securite de~igne un
Sous-Comite de cinq de ses membres qu'lI charge
d'examiner les declarations faites devant le Con
seil de securite concernant l'Espagne, de recevoir
tautes autres declarations et documents, de pro
ceder aux etudes qui apparaltraient necessaires
et de faire rapport au Conseil de securite avant la
fin du mois de maL"

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a fait remarquer que les
quelques modif.ications apportee~ au ~ext~ du pro
jet de resolutIOn de l'Austrahe n avalent pas
change le sens du projet. . Cette prop?sitio~ a 6te
presentee en depit du faIt que la diSCUSSion au
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b) RappOrT du Sous-Comite
Le Sous-Comite a tenu dix-neuf seances et a

tennine son rapport le 31 mai 1946. Le rapport
a ete adopte a l'unanimite par les cinq membres
du Sous-Comite, avec deux reserves.

Council on tile question raised by the represen
tative of Poland had fully confirmed the fact the
existing fascist regime in Spain constituted a
serious threat to the maintenance of international
peace and security. The adoption of the
Australian draft resolution would mean that the
Security Council, instead of taking effective
measures, would take the road of delay and in
action in regard to fascism in Spain. In view of
that fact, the representative of USSR said that he
would continue to adopt a strongly negative
attitude towards the Australian draft resolution.
Bearing in mind, however, that some members
were still dissatisfied with the information at the
disposal of the Council and that his vote against
the Australian draft resolution would make its
adoption impossible, the representative of the
USSR said that he would abstain from voting.

He pointed out that his abstention from voting
on the present matter should in no way be re
garded as establishing a precedent which could
influence in any way the question of the absten
tion of the permanent members of the Security
Council.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS re
served his opinion on whether the question was
one of procedure or not for any future cases
which might arise of a similar nature.

The representative of the UNITED STA'I'ES OF
AMERICA reserved the position of his delegation
on the statement made by tile representative of
the USSR. On that understanding, he agreed
that the abstention of the representative of the
USSR should not create a precedent for the future.

The representative of POLAND said that he did
not withdraw his earlier resolution demanding
collective severing of diplomatic relations with
Spain. He lmderstood that his earlier resolution
would again be considered after the Sub-Com
mittee had presented its report.

The Australian resolution was adopted by 10
votes, the representative of the USSR abstaining.

C. THE SUB-COMMITTEE
(a) Composition

It was agreed that the Sub-Committee should
be composed of the representatives of Australia
(Chairman), Brazil, China, France and Poland.

(b) Report of the Sub-Committee
The Sub-Committee held nineteen meetings

and completed its report on 31 May 1946. The
report was unanimously adopted by the five
members of the SUb-Committee, subject to two
reservaHons.

At the 44th meeting held on 6 June 1946, the
Chairman of the Sub-Committee submitted the
Sub-Committee's report to the Security Council
(S/75) 23 and a supplementary memorandum
containing its factual findings concerning the
Spanish situation (S/76). 24

The Sub-Committee's examination of the facts
of the case had been based mainly upon docu
ments received from Members of the United
Nations in response to a request to Members to
supply all relevant information and also in
response to inquiries on specific questions. A

23 See Securily Council, Official Records, first year,
second series, Special Supplement, Report of the Sub
Committee on the Spanish question,

24 Ibidem.

Conseil de la question soulevee par le represen
tant de la Pologne a confirme que le regime fas
ciste de l'Espagne constituait une menace s6rieuse
au maintien de la paix et de la s6curite interna
tionales. L'adoption de cc projet signifierait que
le Conseil de securite, au lieu de prendre des
mesures effectives, s'engagerait dans la voie des
tergiversations sans prendre de mesures contre
le fascisme espagnoI. C'est pourquoi le repre
sentant de 1'Union sovietique maintiendrait son
attitude nettement negative a1'egard du projet de
resolution de l'Australie. Cependant, comme
certains membres du Conseil n'etaient pas encore
satisfaits des renseignements qui ont ete soumis au
Conseil, et que le projet australien ne pourrait etre
adopte s'il votait contre, le representant de 1'Union
sovietique s'abstiendrait de voter.

11 a fait remarquer que son abstention dans le
cas present ne devait aucunement etre consideree
comme un precedent de nature a influencer d'une
fa~on quelconque la question de 1'abstention des
membres permanents du Conseil de securite.

Le representant des PAYs-BAS, sur le point de
savoir s'il s'agissait ou non d'une question de pro
cedure, a fait toutes reserves pour le cas ou une
question semblable se presenterait a nouveau.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE
a reserve la position de sa delegation sur la de
claration faite par le representant de l'URSS.
Sous cette reserve, il a admis que 1'abstention du
representant· de l'URSS ne devait pas creer de
precedent pour l'avenir.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a declare qu'il
ne retirait pas son pl'ojet de resolution precedent
demandant la rupture collective des relations di
plomatiques avec l'Espagne. Il escomptait que
ce projet serait etudie a nouveau apres que le
Sous-Comite aurait presente son rapport.

La resolution de l'Australie a ete adoptee par
10 voix, le representant de l'URSS s'etant abstenu.

C. LE Sous-CoMITE
a) Composition

I1 a ete decide que le Sous-Comite serait com
pose des representants de l'Australie (President),
du Bresil, de la Chine, de la France et de la Po
logne.

A la 44eme seance tenue le 6 juin 1946, le
President du Sous-Comite a soumis ce rapport au
Conseil de securite (S/75)23, ainsi qu'un rapport
complementaire contenant les constatations faites
au sujet de la situation en Espagne (S/76)24.

Le Sous-Comite a etudie les faits en utilisant
surtout les documents presentes par certains
Membres des Nations Dnies a la suite de l'invi
tation qui leur avait ete adressee de foumir tous
renseignements utiles, ainsi qu'en reponse a des
demandes de renseignements concernant certaines

23 Voir Conseil de secllri!e, Proces-verbaux officiels.
premiere annee, deux.i~me· s6rie, Supplement special.
Rapport dll Sous-Corn lie sur la questlon espagnole.

24 Ibidem.
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public announcement was made that the Com
mittee would welcome information from any
sources.

On the material placed before it, the Sub-Com
mittee came to the conclusion that in origin,
nature, structure and general conduct, the Franco
regime was a fascist regime patterned on and
established largely as a result of aid received from
Hitler's nazi Germany and Mussolini's fascist
Italy.

There was also extensive evidence, chiefly
from underground sources, but which was con
sidered by the Sub-Committee to be authentic
and credible, even if not susceptible of proof in
all its details, indicating that the Franco regime
continued to practise those methods of persecu
tion of political opponents and police supervision
over its people which were characteristic of
fascist regimes and which were inconsistent with
the principles of the United Nations concerning
the respect for human rights and fundamental
freedoms.

The Sub-Committee gave close attention to
evidence regarding the military strength and plans
of Franco Spain, the production of war materials
in Spain und, in general, the preparations for
war on the part of Franco Spain. Various
estimates had been obtained on the strength of
the naval, mililary and air forces and of the
para-military organizations in the country as well
as on the building of fortifications. The number
of men under arms was far larger than might be
expected in any peace-loving and non-aggressive
country. Further, the activities along the French
frontier seemed to indicate the possibility of ex
pectation of conflict by Franco Spain.

The Sub-Committee examined the circum
slances of the recent closing of the Franco
Spanish frontier. 'While there was no clear
evidence that the closing of the frontier was the
result of any immediate threat of military action
between France and Spain, it was plain that a
slate of tension had thereby been brought into
existence and international friction accentuated.

The report stated that the existence of the
Franco regime had already led to international
action of great significance. The facts set out in
the report constituted additional evidence showing
that the activities of the Franco regime had been
and still were a source of international friction.

The Sub-Committee also dealt with the
question of whether the situation in Spain was of
sueh a nature as to justify direct executive action
by the Security Council itself under Chapter VII
of the Charter, dealing with various types of en
forcement action, which Members were obliged
to take at the direction of the Security Council.

In the opinion of the SUb-Committe.e the
Security Council could not, on the eVIdence
available, make the determination required by
Article 39. No breach of the peace had yet
occurred. No act of aggression had been proved.
No threat to the peace had been established.
Therefore, none of the series of enforcement
measures set out in Articles 41 and 42 could at
the present time be directed by the Security
Council.
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questions determillees. Le Comite avait annonce
pUbliq~ement qu'il accepterait volontiers des in
formatlOns provenant d'une source queUe qu'eHe
flit.

Apres avoir examine cette documentation le
Sous-~o?llte est arrive a la conclusion que 'par
son ongme, sa nature, sa structure et son attitude
g6n~rale" le !egime de Franco etait un regime
f~sc~ste, etabh sur le modele de l'Allemagne nazie
d Hitler et de l'Italie fasciste de Mussolini, en
grande partie grace a l'aide de ces deux pays.

De nombreux temoignages, provenant princi
palen;tent de sO~1Tces clandestines, mais juges au
thentiques et dignes de foi par le Sous-Comite,
malgre l'impossibilite d'en prouver l'exactitude
dans tous les details, ont montre que le regime de
Franco continuait cl appliquer les methodes de
persecution a l'egard de l'opposition politique et
de surveillance policiere du peuple qui caracteri
sent les regimes fascistes et qui sont incompati
bles avec les principes des Nations Unies con
cernant le respect des droits de l'homme et des
libertes fondamentales.

Le Sous-Comite a etudie de pres les temoigna
ges portant sur la puissance et les desseins mili
taires de l'Espagne franquiste, sur la production
de materiel de guerre en Espagne et, en general,
sur les preparatifs de guerrc de ce Gouvernement.
On lui a fourni des evaluations diverses sur les
effectifs des forces navales, militaires et aeriennes,
sur les organisations paramilitaires du pays et sur
les fortifications en cours. Les effectifs militaires
sont beaucoup plus importants que ceux qu'on
s'attendrait norn1alement a trouver dans un pays
pacifique et sans intention agressive. De plus,
les activites le long de la frontiere franc;aise sem~

blaient indiquer qu'il etait possible de s'attendre a
un conflit de la part de l'Espagne franquiste.

Le SOllS-COmite a examine les circonstances
de la fermeture recente de la frontiere franco-es
pagnole. S'il n'a pas eu la preuve que la fenne
ture de la frontiere resultait d'un danger imm6diat
d'action militaire entre la France et l'Espagne, il
etait evident que cette mesure creait un etat de
tension et aggravait le desaccord international.

Le rapport a rappele que l'existence du regime
de Franco avait deja donne lieu a certaines me
sures internationales tres importantes. Les faits
exposes dan~ le rapport apportaient .d~s, preuv~s
supplementaIres montrant que les actlvites du re
gime de Franco avaient ete et demeuraient une
source de desaecord international.

Le Sous-Comite a egalement etudie la question
de savoir si la situation en Espagne etait de natu
re a justifier une action directe de la part du Con
sell de securite lui-meme, conformement au Cha
pitre VII de la Charte qui prevoyait diffel'entes
sortes de mesures coercitives que les Membres
etaient obliges de prendre a la demande du Con
seil de securite.

De 1'avis du Sous-Comite, le Conseil de secu
rite ne pouvait pas, sur la base des temoignages
existants proceder a la constatation exigee par
l'Article '39. Aucune rupture de la paix ne s'etait
encore produite. Aucun acte d'agression n'av~it
bte prouve. Aucune menace contre la palX
n'avait ete constatee. Par consequent, le Conseil
de securite ne pouvait ordonner aucune des cate
gories de mesures coercitives prevues aux Articles
41 et 42.
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The Sub-Committee found, however, that the
present situation in Spain, although not an exist
ing threat within the meaning of Article 39, was
a situation the continuance of which was, in fact,
likely to endanger the maintenance of inter
national peace and security. The situation in
Spain thus should be dealt with by the Security
Council under Chapter VI of the Charter which
covered measures of peaceflll settlement and ad
justment.

The Sub-Committee declared that the Security
Council was empowered, under Article 36, to
recommend appropriate procedures or methods
of adjustment of such a situation.

The Sub-Committee added that while the
Security Council exercised a primary duty in re
gard to the maintenance of international peace
and security, the General Assembly was also
vested by the Charter with the p<Jwer to deal
with such situations.

The conclusions of the Sub-Committee were
as follows:

" (a) Although the activities of the Franco
regime do not at present constitute an existing
threat to the peace within the meaning of Article
39 of the Charter and therefore the Security
Council has no jurisdiction to direct or authorize
enforcement measures under Article 40 or 42,
nevertheless, such activities do constitute a situ
ation which is a potential menace to international
peace and security and which therefore is a
situation 'likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace and security' within the mean
ing of Article 34 of the Charter;

"(b) The Security Council is therefore em
powered by Article 36 (I) to recommend ap
propriate procedures or methods of adjustment in
order to improve the situation mentioned in (a)
above."

The Sub-Committee also recommended:

"(a) The endorsement by the Security Council
of the principles contained in the declaration by
the Governments of the United Kingdom, the
United States of America and France, dated 4
March 1946;

"(b) The transmitting by the Security Council
to the General Assembly of the evidence and
reports of this Sub-Committee, together with. the
recommendation that unless the Franco regime is
withdrawn and other conditions of political
freedom set out in the declaration are, in the
opinion of the General Assembly, fully satisfied,
a resolution be passed by the General Assembly
recommending that diplomatic relations with the
Franco regime be terminated by each Member of
the United Nations.

"(c) 'The taking of appropriate steps by the
Secretary-General to conmlUnicate these recom
mendations to all Members of the United Nations
and all others concerned."

Cc) Reservations
The representative of BRAZIL reserved his

position, as a matter of principle, regarding the
recommendation contained in item 8, paragraph
31 of the report. That reservation, however, was
later withdrawn.

Le Sous-Comite a constate cependant que la
situation actuelle de l'Espagne, tout en ne cons
tituant pas line menace reelle au sens de l'Article
39, representait une situation dont la prolonga
tion etait de nature amenacer le maintien de la
paix et de la securite internationales. Cette si
tuation devait done elre traitee par le Conseil de
securite en vertu du Chapilre VI de la ChaTte,
qui prevoyait les mesures de reglement et d'ajus
tement pacifiques.

Le SOlls-Comite a declare que le Conseil de
securite, aux termes de l'Article 36, avait le
pouvoir de recommander les procedures ou
methodes d'ajustement appropriees a une telle
situation.

Le Sous-Comite a ajoute que si le Conseil de
securite avait la responsabilite principale de
maintenir la paix et la securite internationales,
l'Assemblee generale avait egalement le pouvoir,
d'apres la Charte, de s'occuper de situations de
cette nature.

Le Sous-Comite a abouti aux conclusions
suivantes:

"a ) Bien que l'activit6 du regime franquiste ne
constitue pas, a l'heUTe actuelle, une menace
contre la paix au sens de l'Article 39 de la Charte
et ne permette par consequent pas au Conseil de
securite d'ordonner Oll d'autoriser les mesures de
coercition prevues a l'Article 40 ou a l'Article
42, elle n'engendre pas moins une situation repre
sentant une menace latente contre la paix et la
securite intemationales et qui est, par consequent,
"de nature a menacer le maintien de la paix et de
la securite internationales", au sent de I'Article
34 de la Charte;

lib) Le Conseil a done le droit, en vertu de
l'Article 36, paragraphe 1, de recommander les
procedures ou methodes d'ajustement propres a
ameIiorer la situation visee al'alinea a ci-dessus."

Le Sous-Comite a egalement soumis la recom
mandation suivante:

"a) Le Conseil de securite devrait faire siens
les principes enonces dans la declaration des
Gouvernements du Royaume-Uni, des Etats-Unis
d'Amerique et de la France, en date du 4 mars
1946;

"b) Le Conseil de securite devrait transmettre
a 1'AssembIee generale la documentation' et les
rapports du Sous-Comite, accompagnes d'une
recommendation aux termes de laquelle, a moins
que le regime de Franco ne soit aboli et que les
autres conditions de liberte politique indiquees
dans la declaration ne soient, au jugement de
l'Assemblee generale, pleinement remplies, cette
derniere vote une resolution recommandant pour
les Membres des Nations Unies la rupture des
relations diplomatiques avec le regime franquiste.

"e) Le Secretaire general devrait prendre les
mesures necessaires pour communiquer les
presentes recommandations a tous les Membres
des Nations Unies ainsi qu'a toutes les autres
nations qu'ellcs pourraient concerner."

c) Reserves
Le representant du BRESIL a fait des reserves

de principe quant a son attitude a l'egard de la
recommandation figurant au point 8, paragraphe
31, du rapport. Par la suite cependant, il a
retire cette reserve.
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The representative of POLAND felt that
paragraphs ~O tt? 2~ . of the Sub-Committee's
report contamed ImplicItly a legal doctrine con
cerning the power.s and duties of the Security
Council under Article 39 of the Charter. That
doctrine was reflected in the conclusions reached
in paragraphs 27 and. 3 0 (a) of the report. While
accepting the analySIS of facts and the recom
mendations of the Sub-Committee, he reserved
his opinion on the legal doctrine referred to. He
held that the functions of the Security Council
were preventive as well as repressive. The
Security Council was free, within the purpose and
principles of the Organization, to determine
whether a situation was a threat to the peace in
the sense of Article 39. Potential as well as
imminent dangers could be construed as a threat
to the peace in the sense of Article 39.

D. AMENDED RECOMMENDATIONS

At the 45th meeting of the Security Council,
held on 13 June 1946, the representative of the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA suggested a new
modification in the second recommendation of
the Sub-Committee. The five representatives on
the Sub-Committee agreed with the change in
the text and the Chairman of the Sub-Committee
then formally moved the adoption of the follow
ing resolution:

''It is hereby resolved that the Security Council
adopt the three recommendations of the Sub
Committee set out above, subject to the addition
to the recommendation (b), after the words 'each
Member of the United Nations', of the following
words 'or alternatively such other action be taken
as the General Assc1l.1b1y deems appropriate and
effective under the circumstances prevailing at
the time'. "

(a) Discussion
At the 46th meeting of the Council, held on 17

June 1946, the representative of the U;UT~D

KINGDOM, after expressing his Government s dIS
like of the Franco regime, said:

(i) His Government had grave doubts as to
the juridical ricrhts of the Security Council to take
corporate acti~n to bear on Spain unless there
was a clear threat to the maintenance of inter
national peace and security;

(ii) The Sub-Comll1ittee was of the opinion
that the Security Council could not, with ~he
evidence at present available, make the determm
ation required by Chapter VII of the Char.ter, but
declared that the "situation in Spain was likely to
endanger the maintenance of international peace
and security". The finding was u?der ~hapter

VI. The representative of the UnIted Kingdom
had grave doubts as to whether that was correct
and whether that Chapter was, in fact, su.itable. for
dealing with a case of the kind under dISCUSSIOn.

(ill) Having invoked Chapter VI, the Sub
Committee however recommended that the
States Me:nbers of the United Nations should
break diplomatic relations with the Governn;ent
of Spain. That was one of the so-called sanctlOns
provided for in Chapter VII of the Charter. For
that reaSOn his Government had very gr~ve

doubts as to the juridical validity of the reaso~mg

of the Sub-Committee and the recommendatlOns
based on such reasoning.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a estime que
les paragraphes 20 a 23 du rapport du Sous
C?om~te .c?ntenaient implicitement une interpreta
tIOn JundIque concernant les pouvoirs et les droits
du Conseil de securite prevus a l'Artiele 39 de la
Charte. Cette interpretation se refletait dans les
conclusions ionnulees aux paragraphes 27 et 30,
a, du rapport. Tout en acceptant l'expose des
faits et les recommandations du Sous-Comite, il
a reserve son opinion sur l'interpretation juridique
du point en question. A son avis, les fonctions
du Conseil de securite etait preventives aussi bien
que repressives. Dans le cadre des buts et des
principes de l'Organisation, le Conseil de
securite etait libre de decider qu'une situation
constituait une menace pour la paix, au sens de
l'Article 39. Des dangers virtuels aussi bien
qu'imminents pouvaient etre interpretes COmme
une menace contre la paix, au sens de cet Article.

D. AMENDEMENTS APPORTES AUX
RECOMMANDATIONS

Lors de la 45eme seance du Conseil de
securite, le 13 juin 1946, le representant des
ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE a propose un nouvel
amendment a la seconde recommandation du
Sous-Comite. Les cinq mel11bres du Sous-Comite
ont accepte cette modification du texte, a la suite
de quoi le President du Sous-Comhe a propose
l'adoption du projet de resolution suivant:

"Le Conseil de securite adopte ces trois
recommandations du Sous-Comite, sous reserve
de l'addition, a la recommandation b, apres
les mots "regime franquiste", des mots suivants:
"ou bien prenne toute autre mesure que
l'Assemblee generale pourra juger appropriee et
efficace etant donne les circonstances."

a) Discussion
A la 46eme seance du Conseil, le 17 juin 1946,

le representant du ROYAUME-UNI, apres avoir
exprime son antipathie pour le regime de Franco,
a fait la declaration suivante:

i) Son Gouvernement se demandait tres
serieusement si le Conseil de securite avait
juridiquement le droit d'appli~~er,a l'Espagne
des mesures collectives tant qu il n y auralt pas
de menace caracterisee contre le maintien de la
paix et de la securite internationales;

ii) Le Sous-Comite a estime .que, s~r I~ ?ase
des donnees actuelles, le Consed de secunte ne
pouvait pas prendre la decision requise au
Chapitre VII de la Charte; rnais il a dec.lare qu;e
"la situation existant en Espagne semblalt deVOIr
menacer la paix et la secu~ite internati~males".

Cette conclusion se trouvaIt au Chapltre VI.
Le representant du Royaume-Ur? s'est. d~m~ll;~e
tres serieusement si cette conclUSIOn etalt Justiflee
et si un de cas cette nature relevait reellement du
Chapitre VI; .

iii) Apres avo~ inv?que le Chaplt:e VI, le
Sous-Comite a neanmoms recom1?ande qu.e les
Gouvemements des Nations Umes romplssent
les relations diplomatiques avec le Go~vernement

de l'Espagne. Cette mes?re rentrmt ~ans le
cadre de ceIles qu'on ava~t coutume d appeler
sanctions, prevues au Chapltre VII de la Charte.
C'est pourquoi le Gou~ern~n:ent du Royau;n~e:
Uni avait des doutes tres seneux sur .1~ vahdlte
juridique de la the~e du,Sous-~omlte et des
recoml11andations qUi en decoulawnt.

I
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The representative of the United Kingdom then

proposed an amendment which read as follows:
"It is hereby resolved that the Security Council

adopt the three recommenda.tions of the Sl;lb
Committee set out above, subject to the deletiOn
of paragraph (b) after the w~r~s 'reports of this
Sub-Committee', and the addItion of the words
'together with the minutes of the discussion of
the case by the Security Council'. "

The representative of FRANCE said that he was
unable to accept the United Kingdom represen
tative's amendment. He criticized the latter's
objections to the Sub-Committee's report based
on Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter. He
pointed out that that Article only debarred the
United Nations from intervening in matters
which were "essentially" within the domestic
jurisdiction of a State. Events which, although
they occurred within a State's frontiers, were
liable to endanger world peace ceased to be
domestic matters. After recalling the tragic ex
perience of the last few years, during which the
democracies had allowed the rise in Germany and
Italy of dictatorial regimes which had brought the
world to the brink of disaster, he urged the
Council not to repeat that error with regard to
Spain, and expressed the hope that it would adopt
the recommendations in the terms proposed by
the Sub-Committee.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS said
that he was not in favour of the Sub-Committee's
recommendations because it was the Council
which had the primary responsibility of taking;
action. Appreciating the importance of a
unanimous decision he would not oppose the
draft resolution, but would reserve his Govern
ment's complete freedom if and when the matter
came up before the General Assembly.

At the 47th meeting held on 18 June 1946, the
reprcsentative of the Netherlands declared that,
although the United Kingdom's amendment was
acceptable to his delegation, he would abstain
from voting on the Sub-Committee's recommen
dations as they were at present drafted.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS stated that the information
collected by the SUb-Committee fully confirmed
the correctness of the accusations made by the
Polish representative. The factual information
received by the Sub-Committee confirmed that
the existence of Franco's fascist regime and the
consequences of its existence constituted an inter
national problem. That conclusion had also
been reached by the Sub-Committee.

The Sub-Committee also gave a fundamentally
correct description of the political regime existing
in Spain in so far as the factual information put
forward by the Sub-Committee was concerned.

The Sub-Committee had received a number
of documents relating to the behaviour of Franco
Spain during the war. Those documents con
firmed that Franco Spain acted during the war as
the ally of Hitlerite Germany and fascist Italy.
Numerous documents have proved beyond doubt
that the alliance between Franco and the Axis
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Le representant du R.oyauroe-Uni a ensuite
propose l'amendement SUlvant:

"Le Conseil de securite a~t~pte ccs, trois
recoffimandations du Sous-COrolte , sous r:serve
de la suppression du paragraphe ~ ,~pres les
mots: "les rapports du Sous··Conutc, ~t. de
l'addition de cette pllIase:. "aux:que!s s~r~n~ ]01Ots
les proces-verbaux de la dISCussIOn de I affmre par
le Conseil de securite."

Le representant d.e la ~RANCE a ,declare qu'il
ne lui Hait pas pOSSIble d acccpt~r 1amend~~len~
du representant du Royaume-Ulll. I1 a cntlque
les objections de celui-ci au rapport d~ S~us
Comite fond6es sur le paragraphe 7 de 1Artlcle
2 de la' Charte. I1 fait remarquer quc eet Article
n'interdisait aux Nations Unies d'intcrvenir que
dans les affaires relevant "essentiellelllcnt" de la
competence nationale d'un Etat. Des 6vencments
qui, tout en se produisant it ~'intcrieur des
frontieres d'un Etat, etaient susceptlbles de mettre
en danger la paix du monde, cessaient d'etre des
affaires interieures. Apres avoir rappele l'exp6
rienee tragique de ces dernieres onnccs, pendant
lesquelles les democraties ont laisse se devclopper,
en Allemagne et en Italie, des regimes dictatoriaux
qui ont failli mener le mondc a. sa pcrte, il a
demand6 instamment au Consell de ne pas
renouveler cette eIIellr dans le cas de l'Espagne
et il a formule l'espoir que les recommandations
du Sous-Comite seraient adoptecs dans les termes
memes au eUes ont ete propos6es.

Le representant des PAys-BAS a declare qu'il
n'approuvait pas la recommandation du Sous
Comite, parce que c'ctait au Conseil qu'incombait
la responsabilite principale de prendre des
mesures. Reconnaissant qu'il etait important
d'aboutir a une decision unanime, il ne s'oppose
rait pas au projet de resolution, mais il cntendait
reserver l'entiere libertc de son Gouvcrnement
pour le moment Oll la question serait portee
devant l'Assemblee gcnerale.

A la 47eme seance, le 18 juin 1946, le repre
sentant dcs Pays-Bas a fait savoir qu'il etait pret
a accepter la proposition du Rayaume-Uni, mais
qu'il s'abstiendrait de voter sur les reeonunanda
tions du Sous-Comite, sous !cur forme actuelle.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUDLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a declare que le~

donnees recueillies par le SOlls-Comite confir
maient entierement le bien-fonde des accusations
portees contre le regime franquiste par le repre
sentant de la Pologne, et que les nombreux faits
cites dans les documents en question confirmaient
que l'cxistence du regime fasciste en Espagne con
stituait une grave menace contre le maintien de la
paix; telle etait d'aillcurs la conclusion a laqueIle
avait abouti le Sous-Cornite.

Le Sous-Comite a donne aussi tIne description,
exacte en son fond, du regime politique netuel
de l'Espagne, dans la mesure ou les renseigne
m~nts presentes par le SOtIs-Cornite le permet
talent.

Le Sous-Comite a re9u un certain nombre de
documents ayant trait a l'attitude de l'Espagne
franquiste pendant la guerre. Ces documents ont
eonfirme que l'Espagne franquiste avait ete pen
dant la guerre l'alliee de l'AlIemagne hitlcrienne
et de l'Italic fasciste. De nombreux documents
ont prouve de fa\(on indubitable que l'alliance
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er;tre ~ranc~ ~t les Puissances de l'Axe avait
de~a~se les 11m1tes d'une collaboration purement
po11tIque. L'Espagne franquiste s'est egalement
comportee en alliee militaire de l'Allemagne. Si
elle n'a pas reussi a entrer comph~tement en
~erre c?nt~e les Allies, ce fait s'explique par des
raIson~ mdependantes de la volonte de Franco
Il, s.eralt. faux d'affirmer que l'Espagne franquist~
n alt pns aucunc part reelle a la guerre: 47000
Espagno!s, o~ficiers et soldats, se sont b~ttus
c?ntre I :\rmee rouge sur le front oriental. H
n y . aVaIt donc aucun doute que l'Espagne
fasc1st~ ,eut reellement participe ala guerre contrc
les Alhes. 11 convenait de ne pas oublier ce fait
~~and on ~x.aminait les mesures a prendre a
1egard du regIme franquiste.

Personne n'ignorait l'etroite collaboration des
services de renseignements allemand et cspagnol
pendant la guerre. La representant de I'URSS a
I~ontre une photographic transmise par radio
d un document contenant la declaration du
general Bamler, ancien chef du Troisieme Bureau
du service allemand de renseignements. Cet
officier a revele les rapports de Franco avec le
service ~ll:~and. de renseignemcnts, rapports qui
avment ete etab11s longtemps avant la declaration
de guerre en Europe.

Il imI?0rtait egalell1ent d'etudier avec le plus
grand som les documents fournis au Sous-Comite,
documents montrant que l'Espagne a servi de
refuge aux criminels de guerre allemands. De
nombreux faits concernant le montant des
capitaux allemands investis dans l'industrie
espagnole ont revele aussi que l'influence des
Allemands ctait toujours grande en Espagne.

Au moment de la creation de I'Organisation des
Nations Unies, les Etats Membres de l'Orgallisa
tion declarerent plus d'une fois que le regime
actuel de l'Espagne etait incompatible avec le
but et les principes de la Charte. C'etait l£l
precisement le sens des declarations et des
resolutions adoptees ala Conference des Nations
Unies aSan-Francisco, ala Conference de Berlin
et lors de la premiere session de l'Assemblee
generale a Londres. Ces declarations et ces
resolutions traduisirent le vif desir des populations
des Nations Unies de mettre fin au regime fasciste
en Espagne. Le fait que pres de la moitie des
Etats Membres de I'Organisation n'eussent pas
en ce moment de relations normales avec
l'Espagne franquiste 6tait la preuve qu'i! existait
actuellement un desaccord international cause
par l'existence du regime franquiste.

Le Consei! de securitc devait traiter cette
question avec le plus grand soin et prendre sallS
tarder des mesures d'ordre pratique pour ecarter
le danger que cette situation presentait pour la
paix. Une premiere mesure susceptible de
contribuer efficacement a resoudre le probleme
espagnol serait la rupture des relations diplo
matiques de tous les Etats Membres des Nations
Unies avec Franco.

Quant aux conclusions du Sous-Comite, le
representant de l'URSS les a trouvecs inexactes
pour les raisons suivantes:

i) Le Sous-Comite a conclu que la situation
existant en Espagne constituait simplement une
menace virtuelle a la paix. En introduisant cette
notion de menace virtuelle a la paix, le Sous
Comite ne tenait pas compte du sens precis de
l'Article 39 de la Charte. Une veritable menace

The close co-operation between German and
Spanish military intelligence during the war was
also a well known fact. The representative of
the USSR produced a radio-photographic copy of
a document which contained a statement by
Lieutenant-General Bamler, former Chief of the
Third Department of the German Intelligence
Service. General Bamler revealed Franco's
connexions with the German Intelligence, which
had been established long before the outbreak of
the war in Europe.

The documents submitted to the Sub-Com
mittee relating to Spain as a refuge for German
war criminals also merited most serious consid
eration. Substantial data on the extent of
German capital invested in Spanish industries
proved that the influence of the Germans was still
great.

powers w~nt beyond the limits of purely political
collaborat1?~. Franco Spain showed itself to be
a!so tile nlllItary ~llly of Germany. If fascist Spain
dId not .succeed 111 fully entering the war against
the AllIes, that was due to reasons outside
Franco's control. It would be wrong to maintain
that fascist Spain did not actually take part in
the war. There were 47,000 Spanish officers and
men who took part in battles against the Red
Army on the Eastern front. There was thus no
doubt th.at fascist Spail}- took part in a practical
manner m the war agamst the Allies. That fact
should not be lost sight of when considering the
question of the measures which should be taken in
connexion with the Franco regime.

While the United Nations was being created,
the Member States of the Organization had
repeatedly declared that the Franco regime in
Spain was incompatible with the aims and prin
ciples proclaimed in the Charter. That was
precisely the meaning of the declarations and
resolutions adopted at the United Nations Con
ference in San Francisco, at the Berlin Con
ference and at the first session of the General
Assembly in London. Those declarations and
resolutions were an expression of the desire of
the vast masses of the people of the Member
States of the United Nations to put an end to the
fascist regime in Spain. That at present almost
half the Member States did not enjoy normal
relations with Spain was proof of the international
friction which had been brought about by the
existence of the Franco regime in Spain.

The Security Council should treat the question
with the utmost seriousness and take speedy
and effective measures of a practical nature to
remove the menace to peace which such a situa
tion represented. A first measure capable. of
playing a positive role in solving the Spamsh
problem would be breaking off of diplomatic re
lations with Franco by all the Member States of
the United Nations.

As to the conclusions of the Sub-Committee,
the representative of the USSR found them in
correct for the following reasons:

(i) The Sub-Committee came to the con
clusion that the situation in Spain constituted
merely a potential threat to peace. In introducing
the idea of a potential threa~ to peace, the S~b
Committee ignored the preCIse sense of ArtIcle
39 of the Charter. The outcome would be that
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a real threat to peace would only exist if fascist
Spain took practical action of a warlike nature;
but that would not be merely a threat to peace,
it would be an act of aggression;

Cii) For the Security Council not to take a
decision regarding the severance of diplomatic
relations with Franco, but to recommend instead
fuat such action be taken by the General
Assembly, would have two drawbacks:

Ca) Such action would be of a contradictory
nature. On the one hand, the Sub-Committee
considered that the Security Council had no right
to take a decision regarding the severance of
diplomatic relations with Franco; on the other
hand, it considered necessary that severance
should be recommended by the General
Assembly;

Cb) The Sub-Committee seemed to have con
fused the functions of the Security Council and
the General Assembly. The Security Council had
many responsibilities for the maintenance of
peace and was the organ which should take a
decision for action regarding the present question
which was so closely related to the maintenance
of peace.

At the 47th meeting held on 18 June 1946, in
answering the remarks made by the representa
tive of Australia, the representative of the USSR
argued that the measures provided for under
Article 41 were completely different from the
measures covered by Article 42. The measures
provided for in Article 41 were of a preventive
character, whereas those covered by Article 42
were applicable in cases of actual breaches of the
peace and acts of aggression. The representative
of the USSR appreciated the need to achieve a
unanimous decision but was guided by the
necessity to reach a decision that would be right
and just. He ended his remarks by saying that
the amended proposal was less effective and
adequate than that proposed originally.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA said that his Government was ill agree
ment with the basic thought underlying the Sub
Committee's recommendation and would vote in
its favour but would not, at the present time,
commit itself on the position it would take in the
General Assembly.

The representative of EGYPT also declared that
he would vote for the motion presented by the
Sub-Committee while fully reserving his Govern
ment's position in the General Assembly towards
the question under discussion.

The representative of POLAND declared that the
Polish delegation, animated by a sincere desire to
obtain unanimous agreement by the Council, was
ready to accept the recommendations of the Sub
Committee with two provisos:

(i) That accepting the Sub-Committee's
recommendations would not in any way prejudice
the rights of the Security Council;

(ii) That, if 111e Council failed to achieve
unanimous agreement, he would demand that
the Council vote on his original resolution.

The President, speaking as representative of
MExrco, declared that he had not thought that
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au maintien de la paix n'existerait done que si
l'Espagne fasciste se livrait effectivement a des
operations militaires; mais dans ce cas, il ne
s'agirait plus seulement d'une menace contre la
paix, iI y aurait alors acte d'agression;

ii) Si le Conseil de securite ne prenait pas de
decision en ce qui concernait la rupture des
relations diplomatiques avec Franco, mais
recommandait seulement de laisser a l'Assemblee
generale le soin de prendre cette decision, il en
resulterait deux inconvenients:

a) La mesure comporterait un element
contradictoire. D'une part, en effet, le Sous
Comite a estime que le Conseil de securite n'avait
pas le drolt de prendre une decision sur la rupture
des relations diplomatiques avec Franco; d'autre
part, le Sous-Comit6 a juge indispensable que
cctte rupture flit decidee par l'Assemblee
generale;

b) Il semblait que le Sous-Comite eut
confondu les attributions du Conseil de securit6 et
celles de l'Assemblce generale. C'est au Conseil
de securite qu'incombait la principale respoll
sabilite de mailltenir la paix et c'est ce meme
Conseil qui devait prendre une decision sur cette
affaire qui touchait de si pres au maintien de la
puix.

A la 47eme seance tcnue le 18 juin 1946, le
representant de l'URSS, en reponse aUK observa
tions formulees par le representant de l'Australie.
a fait remarquer que les mesures prevues it
l'Article 41 6taient d'un tout autre ordre que
celles qui etaient envisagces Et l'Article 42; en
dfet, les mesures prevues it l'Article 41 avaient un
caractere preventif, tandis que celles de l'Article
42 s'appliquaicnt aux cas de rupture de la paix
et aux actes d'agression. Le representant de
1'URSS a constate avec plaisir les efforts deployes
pour aboutir a une decision unanime, mais il a
insistc sur la necessit6 d'arriver a une decision
juste et equitable. Il a fait remarquer, en ter
minant, que le texte amende de la proposition
etalt plus faible et moins satisfaisant que le texte
primitif.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERrQuE
a declare que son Gouvernement approuvait
l'idee fondamentale qui avait inspire la
recommandation du Sous-Comlt6 et voterait en
faveur de cette recommandation, mais qu'il ne
pouvait, a l'heure actuelIe, prendre aucun engage
ment concernant l'attitude qu'il adopterait a.
I'Assemblee generale.

Le representant de l'EGYPTE a fait savoir
cgalement qu'll voterait en faveur de la proposi
tion du Sous-Comite, tout en reservant entiere
ment l'attitude que prendrait son Gouvernement a.
l'Assemblee generale.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a declare que
sa delegation, sincerement desireuse de voir le
Conseil prendre des decisions unanimes, etait
prete a accepter les recomrnandations du Sous
Comite, mais aux deux conditions suivantes:

i) L'adoption des recommandations du Sous
Comite ne prejugerait nullement les droits du
Conseil de securite;

ii) Au cas ou le Conseil ne pourrait aboutir a
une decision unanime, le representant de la
Pologne exigerait que sa resolution primitive
soit mise aux voix.

Le President, prenant la parole en tant que
representant du MEXIQUE, a declare qu'l\. son
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the investigation by. the Sub-Committee was ab
solutely necessary slllce he was convinced th t
the eVl~ence at the disposal of the Council an~
~he ,me~lts of ,the cas~ were of such nature as to
lustify lmmedlUte actiOn. The question whethe
the. Franco regi?le con.stituted a threat to th~
nmmtenance of internatiOnal peace and securit
should be answered in the affirmative and thit:
answer had been, s\lfficiently sustantiated, He
added that the fmdmgs of the Sub-Committee
should, in his opinion, have led the Sub-Commit~
tce to recommend to the Council the severance of
diplomatic re.!atiol1s with Franco as the right
course of act~on, to. take and the logical conse
queI,lce of thelr fmdmgs. He considered that the
fmdmgs of the Sub-Committee, added to the San
Fr~ncis~o and London resolutions, as well as the
TrIpartlte and Potsdam declarations and the reso
lution adopted by the Security Council when the
S~b-Committee was appointed, should serve to
dlsprove once and for all the contention that to
adopt measures consistent with those docu
ments would be an act of intervention in the
domestic affairs of Spain. The tmth was that
t~e very existence ~f the Franco regime was a
drrect result of forelgn armed intervention. He
characterized the case of Franco as unparalleled
in history, and felt that the members of the
Council, should not ~e .inhibited by the pre
occupatiOn of estabhshmg precedents which
might be indiscriminately applied to future cases.
He declared that although he did not endorse
certain views and conclusions in the report, he
was prepared to favour the acceptance of the
Sub-Committee's recommendations since a
majority in the Council believed it to be the best
course of action under the present circumstances,
and he attached great importance to the attain-·
ment of unanimity in the present case. He con
sidered that the Sub-Committee's recommenda
tions, though less effective than the measures he
supported, represented a step forward in the
measures already taken against Franco's fascist
regime and would be in the interest of the Spanish
people,

In reply to the comments made by the repre
sentatives of the USSR and the United KingdoITl,
the representative of AUSTRALIA said that the
USSR representative could not establish an in
terpretation of Articles 41 and 42 of the Charter
simply by asserting that his own interpretation
was correct. He thought that a fair interpretation
of the two Articles was as follows: once the
Security Council had determined that a threat
to the peace or a breach of the peace existed, it
decided to take action in accordance with either
Article 41 or 42, including all the meaSures con
tained in both of those Articles, in order to main
tain or restore international peace and security.
Once it had been deternlined that a threat to the
peace existed under Article 39, the Security
Council was entitled to act in accordance with
any of the measures provided for under Articles
41 or 42 in order to prevent a breach of the peace
or to maintain international peace and security.

With regard to the desirability of obtaining
unanimous agreement, the representative of
Australia said that it should not be obtained at
the price of surrendering on questions of prin
ciple. He entirely agreed with what had been
said on that point. He thought, however, that
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avis l'enqu~te dli SOus-Comi1£ n'etait pas·
fbsolument neces~aire, car il etait convaincu que
e~ .preuv,es .Soun;ls,es ~~ Conseil et la nature des

falts sUf~lsa~ent a Justifler une action immediate.
~n dev~lt r~pon~re par l'affirmative ala question

e saVOlr Sl le regime de Franco constituait une
n;ena,c~ ~ontre le maintien de la paix et de la
secur}te mternationales, et cette reponse etait
f~nde,e sur des preuves suffisantes. 11 a
alout.e, que ~elon }ui; les conclusions du Sous
Comlt~ auralCnt du 1amener a recommander au
Consell. la rupture d~s relations. diplomatiques
avec ~laY2-co,. COmme etant la mCllleure ligne de
condU1t~ a slllvr,e .et la consequence logique de ces
concl~slons. S aJoutant aux resolutions de San
F;anc.ls~o et de Lond~es a~ssi bien qu'a la
dec~alatlOn, de P?tsdam, a la declaration tripartite
e! a. l~ resolutlOn adoptee par le Conseil de
seeu~lt; au moment de la creation du Sous
Comlte, ces conclusions devraient refuter une fois
pour toutes la these selon laquelle l'adoption de
mes~res co~formes. a l'esprit de ces documents
~ep,r~senteraIt une mterventioll dans les affaires
mte~leures de l'Espagne, alors qu'en realito
l'exlstence meme du regime de Franco etait le
resultat direct de l'intervention d'armees etran
ge:e~. Il a declare que le cas de Franco etait sans
prec~dent et que les membres du Conseil ne
d~?aleI,lt done pas ~e laisser arreter par la crainte
~ etablIr .des precedents qui pourraient ensllite
et~e applIques sans discrimination a d'autres cas,
S'll ,o'approuvait pas ccrtaines opinions et con
clUSiOns du r.apport, il etait pret a accepter les
rec?m,oJ.andations d~ SOu,s-C?mite, puisque la
ma}onte du Conseil ~shmalt que c'etait la
mellleure fal;on de proceder dans les circonstan
ces actuelles, et que pour sa part, il attachait llne
grande importance a ce que l'unanimite rut
realisee dans le cas present. A son avis, les
recommandations du Sous-Comite, tout en etant
moins efficaces que celles qu'il avait appuyees,
representaient un progres dans la serie des
mesures qui avaient ete deja prises contre le
regime fasciste de Franco et serviraient les interets
du peuple espagnoI.

En reponse aux critiques formulees par les
representants de l'URSS et du Royallme-Uni, le
representant de l'AUSTRALIE a declare que le
representant de l'URSS ne pouvait etablir une
interpretation des Articles 41 et 42 da la Charte
en affirmant simplement que son interpretation
etait exacte. Void, a son avis, comment il
convenait d'interpreter ces deux Article; une
fois que le Conseil de securite a decide qu'il
existait une menace ala paix ou une rupture de la
paix, il decidait d'agir conformement aux termes,
soit de l'Article 41, soit de l'Article 42, notam
ment en prenant toutes les mesures prevues par
ces deux Articles, afin de maintenir ou de
retablir la paix et la securite internationales, Ulle
fois qu'll a ete decide qu'il y avait effectivement
une menace ala paix, aux termes de l'Article 39,
le Conseil de securite pouvait prendre l'une quel
conque des mesures prevues aux Articles 41 ou
42 afin d'empecher la rupture de la paix ou de
maintenir la paix et la securite internationales.

En ce qui concernait l'apportunite d'arriver a
une decision unanime, le representant de
I'Australie a declare qu'il etait inutile de realiser
l'unanimite s'il fallait pour cela sacrifier un prin
cipe. Tout en souscrivant entierement a ce qui
avait etlS dit ace sujet, il etait d'avis que le Conseil
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the members of the Council were in a curious
position with regard to voting rules because even
though the large majority of the Council might
favour a particular course, that majority might
not be able to carry out its will. He urged that
the question of the exercise of the right of veto
be given careful consideration.

He concurred with the representative of Poland
that a threat to the peace might occur long
before an actual breach of the peace, but on the
evidence submitted to it, the Sub-Committee had
found that the present situation did not come
within Article 39 and that there was not an exist
ing threat to the peace. It was not, therefore, a
question of legal interpretation; it was a question
of evidence.

The recommendations of the Sub-Committee
were criticised as not being drastic enough. This
criticism arose from a difference of opinion
whether the facts of the Spanish situation were
such that the conditions of Article 39 had been
satisfied and that, therefore, the Council could
proceed to the more drastic measmes mentioned
in Articles 41 and 42. But the Sub-Committee,
in examining the facts, had found that the con
ditions of Article 39 were not fulfilled. What
the Sub-Committee had found was that the case
did come within a provision of Chapter VI which
would enable the Security Council to adjust its
procedures to meet the situation.

The Sub-Committee had made a rejection of
possibility of legal action under Chapter VII. It
did not think the facts established enabled that
course to be taken.

The representative of the United Kingdom
had proposed that the resolution agreed to by the
Sub-Committee and modified in accordance with
the United States' suggestion, should be further
amended. The difference between his amend
ment and the Sub-Committee's proposal was that
the Sub-Committee recommended to the General
Assembly that positive action be taken in one
direction or another. The representative of
Australia thought that the Sub-Committee's
recommendation was reasonable and should,
therefore, be adhered to, but that the United
Kingdom amendment should not be adopted.

(b) Decision of the Council
After the representative of AUSTRALIA had

made a final appeal to adopt the recommenda
tions of the Sub-Committee, votes were taken,
first, on the United Kingdom amendment and
then on the Sub-Committee's recommendations.
The United Kingdom amendment received 2
votes in favour (United Kingdom and the Nether
lands), 6 against (Australia, Brazil, China,
France, Poland and the USSR) and 3 abstentions
(United States of America, Egypt and Mexico).

The PRESIDENT then put the three recom
mendations of the Sub-Committee to the vote.
The first recommendation received 10 votes in
favour and 1 against (USSR). The second and
third recommendations received 9 votes in favour,
1 against (USSR) and 1 abstention (the Nether
lands) .

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
explained that the reason why he had voted in
favour of those recommendations was because,
as the overwhelming majority of the Council
was in favour of the resolution proposed by the
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se trouvait aans 'une situation singuliere en ee qui
tou~h~i~ aux regles du vote: en effet, bien que la
maJonte des membres du Conseil pussent vouloir
pr~?-dre telle ou t;lIe,mesure, il pouvait se faire
qu lIs fussent empeches de mettre cette mesure a
execution. 11 recommanda que l'exercice du
droit de veto fit l'objet d'une etude serieuse.

I1 a reconnu avec le representant de la Pologne
qu'il pouvait y avoir une menace a la paix bien
avant q~e la paix ne fUt reel~em.el1t rompue. Mais
en exammant les preuves qUi lU! ont ete sournises
le Sous-C?mite a co~clu. que le cas en questio~
n~, r~levalt pas de, 1Article 39 et que la paix
n etalt pas menacee pour le moment. 11 ne
~'a~i~sait don.c pas d'une question d'interpretation
Jundlque mms d'une question de fait.

Les recommandations proposees par le Sous
Comite ont ete critil1.u~es comme n'ctant pas
assez fortes. Ces crItIques provenaient d'une
divergence d'opinion sur la question de savoir si
les faits relatifs a la situation espagnole etaient
d'une nature teUe que les conditions de l'Article
39 etaient remplies et que, par consequent le
<;ons~il pouvait prendre. les mesures plus
energlques prevues aux ArtIcles 41 et 42. Mais
le Sous-Comite, en examinant les faits avait
trouve que les conditions de l'Article 39 n:etaient
pas remplies. I1 en avait couclu que le cas en
question ~elevai~ duo <;ha,Pitre VI, qui permettrait
a~ Consell de seCUrIte d adapter son attitude aux
Clfconstances.

Le Sous-Comite a rejete la possibilite d'agir
legalement en vertu du Chapitre VII, estimant
que les faits n'autorisaient pas une pareille
mesure.

Le representant du Royaume-Uni avait
propose d'amender la resolution du Sous-Comite
qui avait ete deja modifiee dans le sens de l~
proposition des Etats-Unis. La difference entre
son amendement et l'amendement propose par le
Sous-Comite residait dans le fait que le Sous
Comite recommandait a l'Assemblee generale
de prendre des mesures efficaces dans un sens
ou dans un autre. Le representant de l'Australie
a declare que la recommandation du Sous-Comite
eta~t raisonnable et qU'OIl devait donc s'y tenir.
mms que l'amendement du Royaume-Uni devait
etre rejete.

b) Decision du Conseil
Quand le representant de l'AUSTRALIE eut

invite une derniere fois les membres du Conseil a
adopter les recommandations du sous-eomite
l'amendement du Royaume-Uni a ete mis au~
voix. 11 y eut 2 voix pour (Pays-Bas et
Royaume-Uni), 6 voix contre (Australie, Bresil.
Chine, France, Pologne et URSS), et 3 absten
tions (Egypte, Mexique et Etats-Unis d'Am.e
rique) ,

Le PRESIDENT a alors mis aux voix les trois
recommandations du Sous-Comit6. La premiere
recommandation a recueilli 10 voix pour et une
voix contre (URSS). Les deuxieme et troisierne
recommandations ont eu 9 voix pour et une voix
contre (URSS); il y a eu une abstention (Pays
Bas) .

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a indique
pourquoi il a vote en faveur de ces recomman
dations: etant donne l'ecrasante majorite du
Conseil en faveur du projet de resolution sOlUDis
par le Sous-Comite, son Gouvernement no
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Sub·Committee, his Government would not wish
by its sing.le vote,. t~ go against the will of th~
oV'erwhelnung r:luJonty. In doing so, he felt
that he ~Vll~ castmg a vote against the defiance of
the maJonty rather than in support of the
resolution. He added that his Government re
served its rig~t to raise the whole juridical issue at
the forthconung Assembly and that his Govern
ment was not committed to any particular action
against Spain.

The whole recommendation of the Sub-Com
mittee was then put to the vote; the result was
9 votes in favour, 1 against and 1 abstention.

The PRESIDENT declared that the three recom
mendations of the Sub-Committee could not be
adopted as there was the opposing vote of one
permanent member.
E. RESOLUTIONS OF THE REPRESENTATIVE OF

POLAND
At the 48th meeting, held on 24 June 1946, the

representative of POLAND drew the Council's
attention to his draft resolution of 29 April and
stated that the original resolution was still before
the Council.

He maintained that the Sub-Committee's in
vestigations had only strengthened his Govern
ment's conviction that the Franco regime was the
eause of serious international friction, and en
dangered international peace and security. Un
fortunately, the Council had not found it possible
to reach unanimous decision. He pointed out
that lack of unanimity should not be interpreted
in any way as indicating a favourable attitude to
wards the Franco regime. Since the Council had
failed to agree upon the particular steps to be
taken he asked the Council, on behalf of his
Governmcnt, to reconsider the steps originally
proposed by him before the Council.

The representative of AUSTRALIA observed
that, in substance, the Polish draft resolution was
the original proposal before the Security Council,
and the Security Council had decided to establish
a sub-committee in order to investigate the facts
of the situation in Spain. The Sub-Committee
had spent a considerable time investigating the
relevant facts and had made a report to the
Council, which had examined it and put it to the
vote. The motion was supported by the vote of
nine members, with one abstaining, but as one
State, a permanent member, had voted against it
the proposal had been defeated. He considered
that the representative of Poland's insistance to
vote on the original proposal was an attempt to
get the Council to act under Chapter VII of the
Charter. What the representative of Poland ask
ed the Council to do was something in direct
contradiction to the Sub-Committee's report.
The question was not how far governments were
prepared to go, but to what an extent the facts
within the meaning of Artic~e 39 had b~en
proved to exist. The AustralIan representative
added that to state that they had been proved
would completely destroy th.e wor~ c~rried out by
the Sub-Committee. The Investlgatlon revea~ed
that the necessary basis for the proposed actIon
did not exist and therefore, he would vote
against the ~epres~ntative of Poland's draft
resolution.

7S

~eSi!8;it pas, par ~a. ~euIe voix, s'opposer a
1oP.llllOn de .la maJonte. En agissant ainsi, il
a,valt le. se,nt~me.n~ de voter contre le veto qui
s 0ppOSalt a l.opmlO~ de l~ majorite,. plutat qu'en
faveur du proJet de resolutlOn. 11 a aJoute que son
Gouvernement se reservait le droit de soulever
l'en~emble de la question juridique a la prochaine
session de l'Assemblee generale et ne s'estimait
pas tenu de prendre une mesure speciale quel
conque contre l'Espagne.

L'~~sem~l,e de la recommandation clu Sous
Comlte a ete alors mis aux voix; il y eut 9 voix
en faveur de l'adoption, une voix contre et une
abstention.

Le ~RESIDENT a declare que les trois recom
manda.tlOn~ du Sous~Comite ne pouvaient pas
receVOlr d effet, en raJson du vote contraire d'un
membre permanent.

E. PROJETS DE RESOLUTION SOUMIS PAR
LE REPRESENTANT DE LA POLOGNE

. .Au cours de la 48eme seance, tenue le 24
JUlll 1946, le representant de la POLOGNE a
a!tire .1'attent!.on d~ Cons~il sur le projet de
resolution qu 11 aValt soumlS le 29 avril. Il a
declare que le Conseil etait toujours saisi de son
premier projet.

11 a soutenu que les travaux du Sous-Comite
n'avaient fait que renforcer la conviction de sa
delegation et de son Gouvernement que l'exis
tence du regime franquiste creait un serieux
desaccord entre nations et constituait un danger
pour la paix et la securite internationales.
Malheureusement, le Conseil de securite n'avait
pu prendre de decision unanime. 11 a fai t
remarquer que cette absence d'unanimite ne
devait, en aucun cas, etre interpretee comme \lne
attitude favorable a l'egard du regime de Franco.
Puisqu'un accord ne pouvait se faire sur les
mesures precises a prendre, il priait le Conseil,
au nom de son Gouvernement, de considerer a
nouveau les mesures qu'il avail proposees dans
son premier projet de resolution.

Le representant de l'AUSTRAUE a fait observer
que le projet de resolution de la Pologne etait
semblable, quant au fond, a la premiere propo
sition soumise au Conseil de securite et que le
Conseil de securite avait decide de crecr un
sous-comite charge d'enqueter sur la situation de
l'Espagne. Le Sous-Comite avait passe un temps
considerable a enqueter sur la question et avait
presente un rapport au Conseil qui l'avait etudic
et mis aux voix. La proposition avait recueilli 9
voix pour avec une abstention, mais un membre
permanent ayant vote contre, la proposition avait
ete rejetee. Le representant de l'Australie declara
qu'a son avis, le representa~t de la Pologne.'. en
insistant pour que l'on votat sur la propOSition
primitive, essayait d'amener le <?onseil de secu~'ite
aprendre des mesures conformement au Chapltre
VII de la Charte. Ce que le representant de la
Pologne demandait au Conseil etait en contra
diction absolue avec les conclusions du rapport
prepare par le Sous-Comite. Il ne s'~gissaitA pas
de voir jusqu'ou les gouvernements etalent prets a
aller mais bien de savoir dans queUe mesure
l'existence de faits prevus par l'Article 39 ~vait
ete prouvee. Le representant de l'Australie a
declare que ce serait aneantir le tr~vai1 d~ So~s;
Comite que de declarer que ces faIts avalent ete
prouves. L'enqu~te avait etabli. qu'il n'exista!t
pas de base sufflsante pour aglr. ~n cons~
quence, le representant de l'Austrahe votermt
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The representative of FRANCE stated that he
agreed with the findings of the Sub-Committee.
He felt that the difference between the Sub
Committee's recommendations and those made
in the Polish proposal was only one of time or
dates. The Polish suggestion was that the
Council should now order a severance of diplo
matic relations. The Sub-Committec's recom
mendations wcre to the effect that such a step
should be recommended to the General Assem
bly. He declared that he would vote in favour
of the rcsolution submitted by the representative
of Poland.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS supported the Polish pro
posal as he considered logical the position taken
by the representative of Poland and the Polish
proposal for the severance of diplomatic relations
with Franco as correct.

The President, speaking as representative of
MEXICO, said that he was in complete agree
ment with the representative of France and sup
ported the proposal originally submitted by the
representative of Poland.

The representative of CHINA declared that the
position of the Chinese Government during the
entire debate on the Spanish question had been,
first, of strict adherence to the Charter, and,
secondly, of stressing the need for establishing the
facts and the conditions under which the pro
visions of the Charter could and should be applied.
The conclusions reached by the Sub-Committee
did not warrant the Security Council taking action
under Chapter VII, and unless new facts or
evidence was produced, the situation had not
altered. Much as he should like to see action
taken against the Franco Government, he felt
that the Council, at present, was unable to take
the steps recommcnded in the Polish resolution.

The resolution of the representative of
Poland was defcated by 4 votes in favour to 7
against.

The representative of POLAND urged the
Council not to drop its interest in the question
of the fascist Government of Spain and the inter
national problems it presented, but to keep it
continuously under observation and on the list
of matters of which the Council was seized. Hc
added that by the vote which had been taken at
the previous meeting, it was clear that almost
all the members recognized that the Franco re
gime was a matter of international concern and
warranted some action by the United Nations.
He therefore submitted the draft of a new re
solution in order that the matter might be taken
up again whenever conditions warranted it. The
text read as follows:

"The Security Council takes notice of the re
port of the Sub-Committee on the Spanish ques
tion appointed on 29 April 1946. The investiga
tion of the Sub-Committec confirms fully the
facts which have led to the condemnation of the
Franco regime by the Conferences in San Francis
co and Potsdam, by the General Assembly in
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contre le projet de resolution soumis par le
representant de la Pologne.

Le representant de la FRANCE a declare qu'll
avait approuve l'interpretation des faits donnee
par le Sous-Comite. A son avis, les recommanda
tions du Sous-Comite et celles que contenait la
proposition de la Pologne ne differaient que sur
une question de temps, ou de date. La propo
sition de la Pologne tendait a ce que le Conseil
exigeat des maintenant une rupture des relations
diplomatiques. Le Sous-Comite demandait au
Conseil de recommander cette meme mesure a
I'Assemblee generale. Il a ajoute qu'il voterait en
faveur du projet de resolution du representant de
la Pologne.

Le representant de I'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a appuye la propo
sition polonaise. Il a declare que l'attitude du
representant de la Pologne etait logique et la
proposition de rupture des relations diplomatiques
avec Franco justifiee.

Le President, parlant en tant que representant
du MEXIQUE, s'est declare en parfait accord avec
le representant de la France et en faveur de la
proposition primitive du representant de la
Pologne.

Le representant de la CHINE a fait remarquer
que, pendant tout le debat la position de son
Gouvernement sur la question espagnole avait ete
fondee d'abord sur le respect scrupuleux des
termes de la Charte; ensuite sur la necessite
d'etablir les faits et de determiner les conditions
dans lesquelles les dispositions de la Chartc
pourraient et devraient etre appliquees. Les
conclusions du Sous-Comite d'enquete n'auto
risaient pas le Conseil de securite a agir en vertu
du Chapitre VII de la Charte; a moins qu'on ne
rapportat de nouveaux faits ou qu'on ne produistt
de nouveaux temoignages, la situation n'avait pas
change. Le representant de la Chine aimerait
certes voir prendre des mesures contre le
gouvernement de Franco; il etait toutefois con
vaincu que pour le moment, le Conseil de securit6
n'etait pas a meme de prendre les mesures recom
mandees dans le projet de resolution de la
Pologne.

Par 7 voix contre 4, le projet de resolution dc
la Pologne a ete rejete.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a alors instam
ment prie le Conseil de ne pas cesser de
s'intcresser a la situation creee par l'existence du
gouvemement fasciste de I'Espagne et a tous les
problemes internationaux qu'elle suscitait, mais
au contraire de donner toute son attention a
cette question et de la maintenir sur la liste de
celles dont le Conseil etait saisi. Il a ajoute que,
par le vote de la derniere seance, presque tous les
membres avaient reconnu que le regime de
Franco soulevait un probleme d'ordre interna
tional et justifiait une action de la part de
l'Organisation des Nations Unies. Il proposa
donc un nouveau projet de resolution tendant ala
reprise de la question au moment opportun.
Voici le texte de ce projet de resolution:

"Le Conseil de securite prend acte du rapport
du Sous-Comite constitue le 29 avril 1946 pour
etudier la question d'Espagne. L'enquete menee
par le Sous-Comite confirme pleinement les faits
qui ont conduit a la condamnation du regime
franquiste par les Conferences de San-Francisco
et de Potsdam, par I'Assemblee generale a
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Londo~l, and by th~ Security Council in its
resolutlon ,of 29 Apnl 1946, The investigation
also, est~b~lshe~ beyond any doubt that Franco's
faSCIst reg~me IS ~ serious danger to the mainte
nance of lfiternatlOnal peace and security,

"The Security Council, therefore decides to
keep th~ situation in Spain unde; continuous
observatlOn and keep the question on the list of
matters of which it is seized, in order to be able
to take sllch measures as may be necessary in the
interests of peace and security.

'The Security Council will take the matter up
agam not. later than 1 September 1946, in order
to determme what appropriate practical measures
provided by the Charter should be taken. Any
ll1:mber of the Security Council has a right to
brmg th~ matter up before the Security Council
at any tunc before the mentioned date."

The representative of AUSTRALIA considered
that the new resolution was very different from
the one which had just been rejected and that
there were certain aspects of it that he thought
should be clarified.

He refuted the representative of Poland's sug
gestion that his resolution meant positive action.
All that it did was to fix a date when the matter
could be considered again, There were many
ways in which that could be done and any Mem
ber of the United Nations could bring the
matter up.

Another point was that if the question was
brought up as late as September in the Security
Council, it might deprive the Assembly of the
right to discuss the matter in order to make a
positive recommendation.

He pointed out that the third sentence of the
Polish proposal did not employ the wording of
the Sub-Committee's report, which in paragraph
27 stated that the situation "though not an
existing threat within the meaning of Article 39,
was a situation the continuance of which is in
effect likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace and security".

The representative of POLAND assured the rep
resentative of Australia that it was not the in
tention of his resolution to prevent the General
Assembly from discussing the matter or from
passing any recommendations. The purpose of
his resolution was to make clear that up to 1
September the matter was on the agenda. There
was nothing to prevent the Security Council, if it
so wished, from removing the question from its
agenda in order to let the General Assembly
make recommendations.

With regard to the third sentence of the pro
posed resolutioll, he had not meant to repeat the
report's findings but to express the conclusion he
had arrived at fronl the investigations made.

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
stated that he had already made quite clear to
the Council on previous occasions that his Gov
ernment was very anxious that the Spanish ques
tion should be referred to the General Assembly
for consideration. He also reminded the Council
that on previous occasions he had expressed
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L,ondr~s, et par le Conseil de securite dans sa
resolutlOn du 29 avril 1946. L'enquete a ',( . d b' b aUSSlprouvc; In u l,ta lement que le regime fasciste de
Fr~nc? constltue ~ne grave menace contre le
~aIntlen de la palX et de la securite interna
tlOnales.

, "Le Consei( de securite decide donc de con
t~nuer a survelller de fagon pennanente la situa
tlOr~ en Espa~ne et de maintenir la question sur
la hste des sUJets dont il est saisi, afin de pouvoir
prendre toutes mesures qui s'avereraient neces
saires dans l'interet de la paix et de la seeurite.

"Le Conseil de securite reprendra la question
le ler septembre 1946 au plus tard, afin d'arreter
les mesures pratiques qu'il conviendrait de
prendre parmi celles prevues par la Charte. Tout
membre du Conseil de securite a la droit de
soulever la question devant le Conseil a tout
moment, avant la date ci-dessus." ,

Le representant de l'AUSTRALIE a estime que
ce nouveau projet de resolution etait tres different
de celui qui venait d'etre rejete et qu'a son avis,
le Conseil devait s'efforcer d'cn ec1aircir certains
aspects.

Il a refute l'opinion du representant de la
Pologne, suivant laquelle cette resolution con
stituerait une action positive. Tout son effet
etait de fixer la date a laquelle l'examen de la
question pourrait etre repris. Il y avait beaucoup
de manieres de le reprendre. Tout Membre de
l'Organisation des Nations Unies aurait le droit
de soulever la question.

Ce projet de resolution presentait un autre
aspect: si la question n'etait pas reprise avant
septembre au ConseU de securite, il pourrait se
faire que l'Assemblce generale fut privee du droit
de la discuter afin d'aboutir a une recommanda
tion positive.

Il a fait egalement remarquer que la troisieme
phrase de la proposition de la Pologne differait,
dans ses termes, du rapport du Sous-Comite qui,
au paragraphe 27, indiquait que "la situation,
tout en ne constituunt pas une menace rcelle au
sens de l'Article 39, representait une situation
dont la prolongation est de nature a menacer le
maintien de la paix et de la securite inter
nationales" .

Le representant de la POLOGNE a assure le
representant de l'Australie que son projet de
resolution ne visait nullement it empecher
l'Assemblee generale de discuter la question ou
meme d'adopter des recommandations. Ce que
proposait sa resolution, c'etait en fait que la
question demeurat inscritc .ii. l'o~dre ,du )our
jusqu'au ler septembre. Rlen n empechalt le
Conseil de securite, s'il le desirait, de decider de
retirer la question de l'ordre du jour, afin de
permettre a l'Assemblee generale d'adopter des
recommandations.

Quant a latroisieme phrase du projet de
resolution, le representant de la Pologne
n'avait pas eu l'intention de reprendre les con
statations du rapport mais d'exprimer la conclu
sion a laquelle l'enquete l'amenait a se rallier.

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI a declare
qu'il avait deja plusieurs fois exprime clairement
au Conseil le desir tres ferme de son Gouverne:
ment de voir soumettre la question espagnole a
l'Assemblee generale aux fins d'examen. Il a
rappele aussi au Conseil qu'en de prec.cdentes
occasions, il avait exprime des doutes seneux en
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very considerable doubts on some of the juridi
cal aspects of the case and considered that an
authoritative ruling on those points could bcst
be obtained at the Assembly.

He had no objection to the Polish draft resolu
tion in general lines. If it was desired to keep
the matter on the Council's agenda until the
Assembly met he was perfectly agreeable that
that should be done. But there was danger that
the Assembly might be prevented from making
any recommendations on the matter unless it
was removed from the Security Council's agenda.

He suggested the insertion, in the second
paragraph of the Polish resolution, after the
sentence "The Security Council, therefore, decides
to keep the situation in Spain under continuous
observation and", of the words "pending the
meeting of the General Assembly next September,
to". The rest of the paragraph remains un
changed.

If those amendments were accepted, he would
like to suppress the first sentence of the third
paragraph of the resolution.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS stated that the draft reso
lution of the representative of Poland was
insufficient from the point of view of substance
and the measures it contemplated. However, since
the Security Council appeared to be incapable of
taking at the present time any better decision or
any practical and concrete steps towards the re
moval of that menace to peace, he was prepared
to agree to the draft resolution, bearing in mind
that the decision to retain the question on the
agenda would be perfectly correct and logical, in
dependently of any action which might subse
quently be taken on the Spanish question.

With regard to the United Kingdom amend
ment, he felt that it completely did away with the
fundamental meaning and the substance of the
draft resolution proposed by the representative of
Poland. He considered that it would be incor
rect at the present time to agree, on the one
hand, that the Spanish question should remain on
the agenda, and, on the other, to state that when
the Security Council took up the question again
it should refer it to the General Assembly. The
one position precluded and contradicted the
other.

The representative of FRANCE declared that,
if he understood the Polish resolution correctly,
the right of the Assembly to deal with the matter
was not questioned. He could not agree with the
representative of the USSR that the resolution had
little of value left after the amendments proposed
had been introduced as it seemed to him that the
resolution would mean that the Security Council
would keep the situation under observation.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA declared that he could not accept the
proposal of the representative of Poland unless an
amendment, similar to the one proposed by the
United Kingdom representative, was adopted
which would make it unequivocally clear that
the Assembly was entirely free to be seized of
the question when it convened in September.
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ce qui concernait les aspects juridiques ~e !'en
semble de l'affaire et que l'Assemblee. etmt la
mieux qualifiee pour decider de ces pOInts.

I1 n'avait pas d'objection a elever contre l~s
grandes lignes du projet de resolution soum~s

par le representant de la Pologne. Si l'on .voulalt
que la question flit maintenue al'ordre dU; Jour du
Conseil jusqu'a la prochaine sesSlon ~e
l'Assemblee, il etait tout pret a l'accepter.. Mals
l'Assemblee risquait de se trouver dans l'lmp~s
sibilite de faire des recommandations sur ce pOlllt
s'il etait maintenu a l'ordre du jour du Conseil
de securite.

I1 a propose d'ajouter, au deuxieme paragr~phe
du projet de resolution de la Pologne, apres la
phrase "Le Conseil de securite decide donc de
continuer a surveiller de fac;:on permanente la
situation en Espagne et," le membre de phrase
suivant: "jusqu'a la session de septetnbre de
l'Assemblee generale,". Le reste du paragraphe
demeure sans changements.

Si ces amendements etaient acceptes, il pro
posait de supprimer la premiere phrase du
troisieme paragraphe du projet de resolution.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a declare que le projet
de resolution du representant de la Pologne etait
insuffisant quant au fond et quant aux Inesures
qu'il prevoyait. Cependant, comme le Conseil
de securite se montrait incapable de prendre pour
le moment une decision plus satisfaisante et
d'adopter des mesures pratiques et concretes pour
ecarter la menace a la paix, il etait pret a
appuyer ce projet de resolution, estimant qu'il
etait juste et logique de decider le maintien de la
question a l'ordre du jour, sans prejudice des
mesures ulterieures que l'on pourrait prendre en
ce qui concernait la question espagnolc.

Quant a l'amendement propose par le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, la representant de
l'URSSestimait qu'il privait entierement de son
sens fondamental et de sa teneur le projet de
resolution du representant de la Pologne. A son
avis, ce serait une erreur d'accepter maintenant
de maintenir la question espagnole a l'ordre du
jour, tout en declarant que, lorsque le Conseil
l'examinerait a nouveau, i1 devrait la transmettre
a l'Assemblee generale. Les deux points de vue
etaient inconciliables et contradictoires.

Le representant de la FRANCE a deClare que
le projet de resolution de la Pologne, tel qu'il
le comprenait, ne lui semblait pas mettre en
question le droit de l'Assemblee de discuter le cas
de l'Espagne. I1 ne pouvait accorder au repre
sentant de l'URSS que le projet de resolution
n'avait plus aucune valeur si l'on y ajoutait les
amendements proposes, car, a son avis, cette
resolution signifiait que le Conseil de securite
continuerait 1:1 surveiller la situation.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE
a declare qu'il ne pourrait accepter le projet de
resolution dn representant de la Pologne que si
l'on adoptait un amendement, semblable Et. celui
qu'avait propose le representant du Royaume
Uni, indiquant tres clairement que l'Assemb16e
generale resterait entierement libre de s'occuper
de la question lors de sa prochaine session.
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Ca) Drafting Committee
The representative of POLAND then suggested

that a drafting committee be appointed to pre
pare a text which would be agreeable to the
Council.

That was agreed upon and the PRESIDENT
appointed the representatives of Australia, Poland
and the United Kingdom as members of the
Committee.

At the 49th meeting, held on 26 June 1946,
the Committee reported that it had not been pos
sible for the three members of the Committee to
reach an agreement. The following text was
:submitted to the Council by two members of the
Committee, namely, Australia and the United
Kingdom:

"Whereas the Security Council on 29 April
1946 appointed a Sub-Committee to investigate
the situation in Spain,

"And whereas the investigation of the Sub
Committee has fully confirmed the facts which
led to the condemnation of the Franco regime
by the Potsdam and San Francisco Conference,
the General Assembly at the first part of its first
session and by the Security Council by resolution
of the date above mentioned,

"And whereas the Sub-Committee was of
opinion that the situation in Spain is one the
(continuance of which is likely to endanger the
maintenance of international peace and security,

"It is hereby resolved that without prejudice to
the rights of the General Assembly under the
Charter, the Security Council keeps the situation
in Spain under continuous observation and main
tains it upon the list of matters of which it is
seized in order that it will be at all times ready
to take such measures as may become necessary
to maintain international peace and security. Any
member of the Security Council may bring the
matter up for consideration by the Council at
any time."

The representative of AUSTRALIA, Rapporteur,
pointed out the differences between the text of
the above-mentioned resolution and the text of
the Polish resolution which were as follows: the
first paragraph of the resolution was simply for
mal; the second repeated the Polish text; and the
third paragraph substituted the actual results of
the Sub-Committee's investigations for the Polish
text which departed from the findings of the Sub
Committee. The essence of the resolution was
the same as that of the Polish delegation as it
kept the situation in Spain on the Council's
agenda; it also kept the situation under con
tinuous observation and maintained the question
on the list of matters of which it was seized. The
resolution differed from the Polish proposal in
that the latter fixed 1 September 1946 as the date
by which the matter should come up for the con
sideration of the Council. Some of the members
had felt at the previous meeting that that might
preclude the General Assembly from exercising
its full right to discuss and make recommenda
tions in connexion with the Spanish question and,
therefore, in the new proposal the words "without
prejudice to the rights of the General Assembly
under the Charter", had been added. The
representative of Australia pointed out that those
words had not been introduced in order to alter

79

a) Comite de redaction
Le representant de la POLOGNE a propose alors

la creation d'un comite de redaction charge
d'elaborer un texte que pourrait accepter le
Conseil.

11 en a ete amSl decide et le PRESIDENT a
designe comme membres du Comite les repre
sentants de l'Australie, de la Pologne et du
Royaume-Uni.

A la 4geme seance, tenue le 26 juin 1946, le
Comite a fait savoir au Conseil que les trois
membres du Comite n'avaient pu aboutir a un
accord. Deux membres du Comite, a savoir
l'Australie et le Royaume-Uni, ont presente au
Conseil le texte suivant:

"Le Conseil de securite, ayant designe le 29
avril 1946 un Sous-Comite charge d'etudier la
situation qui existe en Espagne,

"Prend acte du fait que l'enquete menee par le
Sous-Comite a pleinement confirme les faits qui
ont amene la condamnation du regime franquiste
par les Conferences de Potsdam et de San
Francisco, par l'Assemblee generale lors de la
premiere partie de sa premiere session et par le
Conseil dans sa resolution en date du 29 avril
1946;

"Prend acte du fait que le Sous-Comite a
exprime l'avis que la prolongation de la situation
qui existe en Espagne est susceptible de menacer
le maintien de la paix et de la securite inter
nationales; et

"Decide, sans prejudice des pouvoirs conferes
a l'Assemblee generale par la Charte, de con
tinuer a surveiller de fac;:on permanente la situa
tion en Espagne et de maintenir la question sur
la liste des sujets dont il est saisi, afin de pouvoir
prendre, aun moment quelconque, toutes mesures
qui s'avereraient necessaires au maintien de la
paix et de la securite intemationales. Tout
membre du Conseil de securite a le droit de
soulever la question devant le Conseil a tout
nloment,"

Le representant de l'AusTRALIE, Rapporteur,
a indique les points sur lesquels le texte du projet
de resolution ci-dessus diff6rait du texte du projet
de resolution de la Pologne. Le premier para
graphe du projet de resolution etait de pure
forme; le dellxieme paragraphe repetait le texte
polonais, et le troisieme paragraphe substituait
lcs veritables resultats de l'enquete du Sous
Comite au texte polonais qui s'ecartait des con
clusions du SOlls-Comit6. Pour le fond, ce projet
de resolution 6tait le meme que celui de la
Pologne et visait a maintenir la question
espagnole a l'ordre du jour du Conseil, a faire
surveiller la situation d'une fagon permanente, et
amaintenir la question sur la liste des sujets dont
le Conseil etait saisi. Il differait du projet de
resolution de la Pologne en ce que ce dernier
fixait au ler septembre 1946 la date avant laquelle
le Conseil devait reprendre l'examen de la
question. Certains membl'es avaient cru, au
cours de la derniere seance, que cette clause
pourrait empecher l'Assemblee generale d'exercer
pleinement son droit de discuter et de presenter
des recommandations sur cette situation; c'est
pourquoi l'on avait ajoute, dans le nouveau
projet, les mots "sans prejudice des pouvoirs
conferes par la Charte a l'Assemblee generale".
Le representant de l'Australie a fait remarquer
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the legal powers of the Assembly or of the Secur
ity Council. They had been inserted as a remind
er that the matter would inevitably come before
the Assembly and that at the proper time, there
fore, the Security Council should remove the
question from its agenda so that the General
Assembly could not only discuss the question
but also make any recommendation it deemed fit.

The representative of POLAND explained that
the essential differences were two-fold: one was
the passage in the third paragraph of the resolu
tion which repeated certain conclusions of the
Sub-Committee's report as he found it difficult
to accept the legal arguments and interpretation
of the report cited in the resolution. The other
more important difference was the omission of
the passage in llis resolution: "The Security
Council will take the matter up again not later
than 1 September 1946." That special provision
was exceedingly important because it gave the
Spanish people a date by which to remove the
Franco regime; it also made quite clear that if
the Franco regime was not removed by a given
date the Council would take the matter up again
in order to determine what appropriate practical
action should be taken. The representative of
Poland explained that it was not his intention to
keep the General Assembly from discussing the
problem or from making recommendations. It
was on the Council's agenda and if the Council
wished, it could, by a simple majority vote, re
move it from the agenda and make it possible
for the General Assembly to take whatever action
it thought fit.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS considered that the reso
lution put forward by the Drafting Committee was
deficient both from the point of view of its con
tents and the measures it contemplated. The third
paragraph of the resolution, which said that the
situation in Spain was only one that was likely
to endanger the maintenance of peace and secur
ity, did not take into account the seriousness of
the situation which already existed in Spain and
underrated the consequences to which the
existence of Franco's regime in Spain might lead.
With regard to the point relating to the rights of
the General Assembly, the representative of the
USSR argued that if it was a question of the
rights of the General Assembly as laid down in
the Charter, there was no need to reproduce
those rights in the resolution. If, however, the
inclusion of that statement was for the purpose
of obtaining a decision that the General Assem
bly should have the right to examine the Spanish
question and make recommendations thereon,
irrespective of whether or not there was a decision
of the Security Council to transfer the examina
tion of the question to the General Assembly,
then the proposal was incorrect and contrary to
the Charter.

The representative of the USSR declared that
he would be prepared to agree to the last point
of the resolution on condition that the text be
supplemented with a statement to the effect that
the Security Council, while retaining 'the Spanish
question on the agenda, would revert to tile

que ces mots n'avaient pas cite inseres pour
modifier les pouvoirs juridiques de l'Assemblee
ou ceux du Conseil de s6curite, mais simplement,
pour rappeler que cette question viendrait
inevitablement devant l'Assemblee et que, par
consequent, le Conseil de securite devrait, a un
certain moment, supprimer la question de son
ordre du jour, afin que l'Assemblee generale
puisse non seulement discuter la question, mais
aussi presenter toute recommandation a son
sujet.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a explique
qu'il y avait deux differences essentielles: l'une
conce01ait le passage du troisieme paragraphe
du projct qui reprenait certaines conclusions du
rapport du Sous-Comite, car il avait pcine a:
accepter les arguments et l'interpretation juridi,..
ques du rapport cites dans la resolution. La
seconde difference, plus importante, etait
romission de ce passage de son projet: "Le
Conseil reprendra la question le ler septembre
1946 au plus tard." Cette disposition speciale
6tait extremement importante, car eBe laissait au
peuple espagnol le temps de se d6barrassel' du
regime de Franco, et aussi paree qu'elIe declarait
td:s c1airement que si le regime de Franco etait
toujours au pouvoir aune certaine date, le Conscil
prendrait certaines mesures et procederait Et un
nouvel examcn de la question, afin de decider
des mesures pratiques appropriees auxquelles on
aurait recours. Le representant de la Pologne a
explique aussi qu'il n'avait pas l'intention
d'empecher l'Assemblee generale de discuter ce
probleme ou de faire des recommandations. La
question etait a l'ordre du jour du Conseil et si
le Conseil le desirait, il pouvait, par un vote a la
majorite simple, la supprimer de l'ordre du jour,
pour permettre al'Assemblee generale de prendre
toute decision qu'elle jugerait necessaire.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a declare que le Comite
de redaction avait redige un projet de resolution
insuffisant quant a son contenu et aux mesures
qu'it reeommandait. Le troisicme paragraphe
de ce projet, affirmant que la situation en
Espagne etait seulement susceptible de menacer
la paix et la securite, ne tenait pas compte de
la gravite de la situation existant deja en Espagne
et sous-estimait les consequences que pouvait
entralner l'existence du regime fasciste de Franco.
En ce qui concernait les droits de l'Assemblee
generale, le representant de l'URSS a fait valoir
que s'il s'agissait de la question des droits de
l'Assemblee generale, tels qu'ils etaient definis
par la Charte, il n'y avait pas besoin de les repeter
dans la resolution. Si, cependant, ce point
tendait 11 etablir que l'Assemblee generale aurait
le droit d'examiner la question espagnole et de
faire des recommandations a ce sujet, qu'il y ait
eu on non decision du Conseil de securite tendant
asoumettre la question al'examen de l'Assemblee
oenerale, alars la proposition etait injustifiee et,
;OU8 cette forme, contredisait la Charte.

Le representant de l'URSS a declare qu'il etait
pret a accepter la derniere partie de la resolution~
a condition qu'on y ajoutat une clause suivant
laquelle le Conseil de ~e~urite, tou! en maintenant
la question espagnole a I ordre du JOur, en repren
drait l'examen au plus tard le ler septembre 1946.

1
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examination of the question not later than 1
September 1946. With regard to the second
paragrapl;, .referring to the condemnation of the
Franco regime at the Potsdam Conference, the
San Fl'ancisco Conference and the first session of
the General Assembly, that reference would be
useless without adding the point raised in the
Polish resolution, namely, that the situation in
Spain constituted a threat to peace and security.

The USSR representative also held that the new
Polish proposal should be voted upon first and
the proposal of the representatives of Australia
and the United Kingdom should be voted on in
second place, as the latter was an independent
proposal.

The PRESIDENT, however, considered that the
latter draft resolution was an amendment.

Complying with a request from a representa
tive to clarify the point relative to the rules of
procedure, the ASSISTANT SECRETARY-GENERAL
stated that the rules of procedure provided that
the various drafts of the text of a resolution should
be put to the vote in the order of their presenta
tion. The rules also stated that if an amendment
was submitted to the original resolution, that
amendment should be put to the vote first. If
there were two or more amendments, the Pre
sident should rule on the order in which those
amendments should be put to the vote. If dis
agreement existed with the President's ruling, the
Council should decide which amendment or draft
resolution should be put to the vote first.

The PRESIDENT declared that, in his opinion,
the text was an amendment, but he did not want
to impose his personal point of view. He there
fore submitted to the Council the Australian and
United Kingdom draft resolution as an amend
ment to the original proposal presented by the
representative of Poland.

Tile representative of AUSTRALIA pointed out
that under the rules of procedure if a representa
tive raised a point of order the President sho~ld
immediately submit his ruli~g to the. Secu~lty
Council for immediate deciSIOn and hiS fulmg
should stand unless overruled. He believed that
the matter in' question was whether th~ Pr;sident's
decision should be overruled, otherwise It would
stand.

The Australian and United Kingdom draft
resolution was decided by a majority vote to be
an amendment, the representatives of the USSR
and Poland dissenting,

Cb) Question of procedure or substance
A vote was taken on the amendment and the

result was 9 votes in favour to 2 against (Poland
and the USSR).

The PRESIDENT announced the adoption of
the amended resolution.

The representative of the UNION OF ~OVIE;
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS objected to the PreSident s
statement by saying that the resoluti0r: was not of
a procedural character but a question of sub
stance. The resolution could therefore not be
considered adopted because one of the permanent
members had voted against it.
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Quant au ~euxieme paragraphe, la mention de la
condamnatlOn du regime franquiste a la Confe
rence de Potsdam, a la Conference de San
Francisco et a la premiere session de I'Assemblce
generale sera.it inutile si 1'0n n'y ajoutait pas ce
que contenmt le projet de resolution de la
Polo~ne" a savoir: que la situation en Espagne
constltUaIt une menace pour le maintien de la
paix et de la sccurite.

Le representant de l'URSS a ete egalement
~'avis gue la nouvelle proposition polonaise devait
etre mise aux voix la premiere et qll'il convcnait
de n'emettre qu'ensllite un vote sur la proposition
des representants du Royaume-Uni et de
l'Australie, qui constituait une proposition indc
pendante.

Le PRESIDENT a estime cependant que ce
demier projet de resolution eonstituait un
amendement.

Repondant a un representant qui l'avait prie
de preciser le point relatif au reglement interieur,
le SECRETAIRE GENERAL ADJOINT a declare que,
d'apres le reglement interieur, les divers projets
d'une resolution doivent etre mis aux voix dans
l'ordre de leur presentation. Le reglement pre
cisait egalement que s'il s'agissait d'un amende
ment a la resolution primitive, cet amendment
devait etre mis aux voix le premier. S'il y avait
deux amendements ou plus, il appartenait au
President de decider de l'ordre dans lequel ces
amendements devaient etre mis aux voix. Si la
decision du President rencontrait des objections,
il incombait au Conseil de decider quel amende
ment ou quel projet de resolution serait mis aux
voix le premier.

Le PRESIDENT a declare que, a son avis, le
texte en question 6tait un amendement, mais
qu'il ne desirait pas imposer son point de vue
personnel. I1 soumettait done au Conseil le
projet de resolution de l'Australie et du
Royaume-Uni en tant qu'amendement a la
proposition primitive soumise par le representant
de la Pologne.

Le representant de l'AuSTRALIE a fait remar
quer que si un representant ,soulev~it une m~tio,n

d'ordre, le President, d'apres le reglerp~~t mte
rieur devait aussitot soumettre sa deCISion au
Cons'eil de securite pour qu'il statuat immediate
ment et cettc decision demeurait en vigueur
aussi'longtcmps qu'elle n'etait pas annulee. I1
s'agissait dor:c de savo~r si 1~ decision du ~rcsi
dent devait etre annulee. Smon, elIe restalt en
vigueur.

A la majorite, il a ete decide que le projet d~
resolution de l'Australie et du Royaume-UI11
constituait un amendement. Les representants de
l'URSS et de la Pologne ont vote contre.

b) Question de procedure ou de fond
n a 6te procede a un vote sur l'amendement

avec pour resultats 9 voix pour et 2 contre
(Pologne et URSS). .

Le PRESIDENT a declare adoptee la resolution
amenctee,

Le representant, de l'UNIO,N DE? R~PUBLIQUES
SQCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES S est eleve contrc la
declaration du President en faisant remarqu7r que
la resolution ci-dessus n'e~ait pas une questIOn ~e
procedure mais une question de fond. En con,se
quence o'n ne pouvait considerer la resolutIOn
comm~ adoptee, puisque l'un des membres per
manents avait vote contre.
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The representative of the USSR agreed that

the part of the resolution relating to the mainten
ance on the Council's agenda of the Spanish
question was procedural, bllt other parts of the
resolution were matters of substance. If the reso
lution was voted upon as a whole, then he would
vote against its adoption.

He added that if there was any objection to his
interpretation of the case, he would ask the
Council to decide whether the resolution was of
a procedural or substantive character.

The representative of FRANCE also found that
the first part of the resolution was a matter of
substance and the part consisting of a decision to
keep the question on the agenda of the Council
was procedural in nature.

The PRESlDENT maintained that the main ques
tion was that the item should be kept on the
agenda. That was a question of procedure.

The representative of the NETHERLANDS held
that the first part of the resolution was a sort of
preamble - recitals, which simply stated facts.
Therefore, he felt that it was also a question of
procedure.

The representative of AUSTRALIA agreed with
tIle representative of the Netherlands that the first
part of the resolution was merely a recital of facts.
With regard to the point whether the veto extend
ed to decisions determining when a question was
of procedure or of substance, the representative
of Australia argued that the statement by the four
sponsoring Governments at San Francisco did not
govern the interpretation of the Charter. It was
not contained in the Charter and so did not bind
the Security Council.

The President's ruling that the above amend
ment was a procedural question was put to vote.
The result was 8 votes in favour to 2 against
(France and the USSR) and 1 abstention
(Poland).

As two permanent members had voted against
the President's ruling, the amended resolution
was therefore not adopted.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUDLICS declared that the resolution
was not adopted on account of his objections,
supported also by another member of the
Security Council. He argued that all the
permanent members of the Security Council were
bound by the declaration of the four Powers at
San Francisco, to which France had adhered.
Consequently, the five permanent members of the
Security Council plus one non-permanent
member considered that the resolution was not
adopted, because all the permanent members
were bound by the abmoe-mentioned declaration.

The representative of AUSTRALIA stated that,
in spite of the decision to adopt the proposal
recommended by the Drafting Committee by 9
votes to 2 and in spite of the fact that the
President's ruling that it was a procedural matter
had been upheld by the Council with only one
dissenting vote, the President ruled, as a result of
that one dissenting vote, that it was not a
question of procedure. He did not think that
situation should be allowed to pass unnoticed.
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Le representant de I'URSS a admis que la
partie de la resolution concernant le maintien a
l'ordre du jour du Conseil de la question
espagnole etait une question de procedure, mais
qu'a son avis les autres parties touchaient a des
questions de fond. Si l'ensemble de la resolution
etait mis aux voix, le representant de l'Union
sovi6tique devrait voter contre son adoption.

Il a ajoute que si l'on soulevait des objections
contre son interpretation, il demanderait au Con
seil de decider si ladite resolution 6tait une
question de procedure ou de fond.

Le representant de la FRANCE a ete d'avis
egalement que la premiere partie de la resolution
constituait une question de fond, tandis que la
partie sur le maintien de la question espagnole a
l'ordre du jour du Conseil constituait une question
de procedure.

Le PRESlDENT a soutenu que la question prin
cipale etait le maintien de la question espagnole a
l'ordre du jour, et que c'etait la une question de
procedure.

Le representant des PAYs-HAS a ete d'avis que
la premiere partie de la resolution constituait en
quelque sorte un preambule, une simple enumera
tion de faits. 11 a done estime que c'etait la.
encore une question de procedure. .

Le representant de l'AuSTRALIE s'est raille a.
l'opinion du representant des Pays-Bas seIon
laquelle la premiere partie de la resolution n'etait
qu'une simple enumeration. Quant au point de
savoir si le droit de veto s'etendait aux decisions
etablissant qu'une question portait sur la proce
dure ou le fond, le representant de l'Australie a
estime que la declaration des quatre Puissances
invitantes a San-Francisco ne faisait pas autorite
pour l'intcrpretation de la Charte. Cette declara
tion ne se trouvait pas dans la Charte meme, et
ne liait done pas le Conseil de securite.

La decision du President de considerer
l'amendement ci-dessus comme une question de
procedure a ete mise aux voix. Les resultats du
vote ont ete les suivants: 8 voix pour, 2 contre
(France et URSS), et une abstention (Pologne).

Deux membres permanents ayant vote contre
la decision du President, la resolution amendee
n'a pu etre adoptee.

Le· representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIl3TIQUES a declare qu'a la suite
des objections qu'il avait soulevees et qu'un autre
membre du Conseil de securit6 avait appuyees, le
projet de resolution n'avait pas ete adopte. 11 a
fait valoir que tous les membres permanents du
Conseil de securite etaient lies par la declaration
des quatre Puissances a San-Francisco, a laquelle
la France avait donne son accord. En conse
quence, les cinq membres permanents du Conseil
de securite, plus un membre non permanent,
consideraient que la resolution n'etait pas
adoptee, paree que tous les membres permanents
etaient lies par ladite declaration.

Le representant de l'AuSTRALIE a declare que
malgre la rccommandation adoptee par le Comite
de redaction, par 9 voix contre 2, tendant a
decider l'adoption du projet, et bien que la de
cision du President etablissant qu'il s'agissait
d'une question de procedure eut. ete, appr~~vee
par le Conseil avee une seule VOIX d OppOSItIon,
le President avait decide, a cause de ce seul vote
negatif, qu'il ne s'agissait pas d'une question de
procedure. 11 pensait qu'il convenait de relever
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It was no use ~lllVing ,an overwhelming majority if
a represcl~tatlve of ,?nc of the permanent
n1embe.r.~, simply by saying that his interpretation
was dllfcrent, could make his view prevail.
With regard to the sponsoring Powers' declara
tion at San Francisco, the representative of
Australia pointed out that that ruling was not
accepted by any authority at San Francisco nor
by any committee or commission, and not 'even
accepted by the ~onfer.encc in open session, and
that protests ngal11st lts correctness had been
made.

(c) Dt'ci.l'iOll of the COllncil
The amendments proposed by the represen

tative of the USSR to the text submitted by the
Drafting Committee \\'erc voted upon. The final
text adopted by the Council was as follows:

"WJwl'ca~' the Se.~urity Council on 29 April
1946 appol11tcd a SUb-Committee to investigate
the situation in Spain,

"Anti whereas the investigation of the Sub
Committee has fully confirmcd the facts which
led to the condemna tion of the Franco regime by
the Potsdllm and San Francisco Conferences, the
General Assembly at the first part of its first
session, and by the Security Council by resolution
of the date mentioned above,

"The Security Council decides to keep the
situation in Spain under continuous observation
and maintain it upon the list of matters of which
it is seized in order that it will be at all times
ready to take such measures as may become
necessary to maintain international peace and
security. Any member of the Security Council
may bring the matter up for consideration by the
Council at any time."

F. TIm AUSTRALIAN RESOLUTION
The representative of AUSTRALIA proposed the

following draft resolution:
"That, in the opinion of the Security Coullcil,

the carrying of the resolution on the Spanish
question. datcd 28 June 1946, does not in any
way prejudice the rights of the General Assembly
under the Chartcr."

The representative of Australia explained that
his resolution was a separate one and did not
affect what had been already adopted.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS did not consider it neces
sary to adopt an amendment, on the lines of the
Australian proposal, to the tex.t which had been
approved by the Security Council. He thought
that any attempts to give a better definition of
the rights and functions of the General Assembly,
other than that given in the Charter, were doomed
to failure, Probably the idea was to take ad
vantage in some way of that statement later in
order to place the Spanish question before the
General Assembly for consideration, even if there
had been no corresponding decision on the part of
the Security Council. If the representatives of
Australia and the United Kingdom had any
doubts whether the Security Council, in examin
ing the Spanish question, would be acting in ,strict
conformity with the duties and functions aSSigned
to it by the Charter, he would be prepared to
have incorporated in the resolution a point to the
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ce fait. U~e majorite ecrasante n'avait plus
aucun sens SI un representant de l'un des mem
b,res perJ?a:lCnts, ~ar le ~eul fait de declarer qu'il
s oppo~a~t a ,une mt~r~r~tation, pouvait imposer
son ~plmo~ a la ma]onte. En ce qui concernait
~a ?eclaratlOn de San-Francisco des Puissances
mVitantes, le representant ele 1'Australie a declare
que c~t~e,decision n'avait ete acceptee par aucune
autonte a San-Francisco, par aucun comite par
a~cune cO~lmission, ni par la Conferenc~ en
seance publlque, et qu'on avait conteste le bien
fonde de cette decision.

c) Decision du COl1seil
Le Conseil a alors procede a un vote sur les

amendements proposes par le representant de
I:URSS a,u texte soumis par le Comite de redac
11on. , Le projet de resolution final qui a 6t6
adopte par le Conseil Mait ainsi conc;u:

':Le Conseil de securite, ayant designe le 29
avnl 1946 un Sous-Comite charge d'6tudier la
situation qui existe en Espagne,

"Prend acte elu fait que l'enquete conduite par
le Sous-Comite a pleinement confirme les faits
qui ont amene la condamnation du regime
franquiste par les Conferences de Potsdam et de
San-Francisco, par l'Assemblee generale lors de
la premiere partie de sa premiere session et par le
Conseil dans sa resolution en date du 29 avril
1946;

"Decide de surveiller d'une fac;on permanente
la situation en Espagne et de maintenir la
question sur la liste des sujcts dont il est saisi en
vue de pouvoir prendre les mesures qui s'ave
reraient necessaires dans l'interet de la paix et de
la securite. Tout membre du Conseil de securite
a le droit de soulever la question devant le Con
seil de securite a tout moment."

F. PROJET DE RESOLUTION DE L'AuSTRALIE
Le representant de I'AUSTRALIE a sOllmis le

projet de resolution suivant:
"De l'avis elu Conseil de securite, l'execution

de la resolution en date du 28 juin 1946 sur la
question espagnole, ne prejuge en aucune fac;on
les droits que possede l'Assemblee generale en
vertu de la Charte."

Le representant de l'Australie a preCise que
son texte constituait une resolution distincte
n'ayant aucun rapport avec ce qui avait deja ete
decide.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a dit qu'il ne croyait
pas necessaire d'adopter un amendement sur la
base de la proposition australienne au texte qui
avait ete approuve par le Conseil de securite. 11
a declare que 1'on courait a un echec certain en
essayant de farmuler une meilleure definition de!\
droits et des fonctions de l'Assemblee generale,
que· celle qui etait donnee dans la Charte. On
comptait peut-etre s'appuyer plus tard, d'une
fac;on ou d'une autre, sur cette declaration pour
porter la question espagnole devant I'Assemblee
generale, meme si aucune decision du Conseil
de securite n'intervenait a ce sujet. Si les repre
sentants de l'Australie et du Royaume-Uni
craignaient que le Conseil de securite, en exa
minant la question espag~ole, n'agrt 'pas en stri~te
conformite avec les deVOlrs et fonctlOns que IUl a
assignes la Charte, le representant de l'URSS
serait 'lIars dispose a faire inserer dans le texte
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effect that in connexion with the examination of
the Spanish question, the Security Council would
be acting in accordance with the powers and
rights assigned to it by the Charter.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA supported the Australian resolution and
stated that his objective was to prevent the
Assembly from being blocked by action by the
Security Council from making any recommenda
tion which it saw fit in the Spanish case.

As the representative of the USSR, a perman
ent member, had votcd against it, the Prcsident
ruled that the resolution was not adopted.

The Council remained seized of the Spanish
question.

Part Two
MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE

At its 2nd meeting the Security Council
adopted the following directive to the Military
Staff Committee:

"1. The Security Council requests the pennan
ent members of the Security Council to direct
their Chiefs of Staff to meet, or to appoInt repre
sentatives who shall meet, at (place) on (date);

"2. The Security Council directs that the
Chiefs of Staff or their representatives, when so
assembled, shall constitute the Military Staff
Committee referred to above; and

"3. The Security Council directs the Military
Staff Committee thereupon, as its first task, to
draw up proposals for its organization (including
the appropriate secretarial staff) and procedure,
and to submit these proposals to the Security
Council."

The Security Council has decided to include in
this report the following information which it has
received from the Military Staff Committee:

COMMITTEE MEETINGS
The M~'litaF Staff Committee first met in

London 0'3 ebruary 1946, and adjourned on
14 Februar pending the move of the Security
Council to New York. The Military Staff Com
mittee met again in the Henry Hudson Hotel,
New York, on 25 March, the same date as the
Security Council convened at the interim site at
Hunter College and has since been functioning
continuously.

DRAFT STATUTE AND DRAFT RULES OF
PROCEDURE

The Military Staff Committee has submitted to
the Security Council a draft statute and rules of
procedure for the Committee which have been
referred to the Committee of Experts for examin
ation. The draft statute and the draft rules of
procedure are also matters which have been taken
up in correspondence between the Secretary
General and the Military Staff Committee. The
Military Staff Committee has not yet arrived at
an unanimous opinion on all the questions
touched upon in the Secretary-General's letter.
Amendments and additions to the draft statute
and draft rules of procedure of the Military
Staff Committee will be presented on certain
questions raised by the Secretary-General before
the Military Staff Committee. Pending final
approval, the original texts formulated in London
have been adopted provisionally.

du projet de resolution un passage declarant
qu'a propos de la question espagnole, le Conseil
de securite agirait dans la limite des pouvoirs et
des droits que la Charte Iui avait assignes.

Le representant des ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE
a appuye le projet de resolution de l'Australie et
a declare que son intervention avait pour objet
d'6viter que l'Assemblee, par suite d'une decision
du Conseil de securite, ne fUt crnpechee de for
muler une recommandation qu'eHe jugeait appro
priee dans le cas de l'Espagne.

Le representant de l'Union des Republiques
socinlistes sovietiques, membre permanent, ayant
vote contre, le PRESIDENT a declare que le projet
de resolution n'etait pas adopte.

Le Conseil est reste saisi de la question
espagnole.

Deuxieme partie
COMITE D/ETAT·MAJOR

Au caurs de sa 2eme seance, le Conseil de
securite a adopt6 les directives suivantes a l'usage
du Comite d'etat-major:

"1. Le Conseil de securite invite les membres
permanents du Conseil de securite a donner a
leurs chefs d'etat-major les instructions necessaires
pour qu'ils reunissent ou qu'ils nomment des
representants qui se rcuniront a (lieu), le (date);

"2. Le Conseil de securite decide que les
chefs d'etat-major ou !eurs representants con
constituent, ainsi reunis, le Cornite d'etat-major
precite;

"3. Le Conseil de securite charge le Comite
d'etrrt-major de preparer, comme tache premiere,
des propositions relatives a son organisation (y
compris le personnel de secretariat qui convient)
et asa procedure, et de soumettre ces propositions
au Conseil de securite."

Le Conseil de securite a decide d'inclure dans
ce rapport les renseignements suivants que lui a
adresses le Comite d'ctat-major:

SEANCES DU COMITE
Le Comite d'etat-major s'est reuni pour la

premiere fois a Londres le 3 fevrier 1946, et
s'est ajourne le 14 fevrier, en attendant que le
Conseil de securite put s'instaHer a New-York.
Le Comite d'etat-major s'est reuni de nouveau
le 25 mars a l'Hotel Henry Hudson (New-York) ;
ce meme jour, le Conseil de securite se reunissait
au siege provisoire a Hunter College. Depuis
cette date, le Comite a continue a sieger sans
interruption.
PROJET DE STATUT ET PROJET DE REGLEMENT

INTERIEUR
Le Comite d'etat-major a pre-sente au Conseil

de securite un projet de statut et un projet de
reglement interieur et ces deux textes ont ete
soumis a l'examen du Comite d'experts. Le
projet de statut et le projet de reglement interieur
ant egalement donne lieu aun echange de lettres
entre le Secretaire general et le Comite d'etat
major. Le Coroite n'est pas encore parvenu a
l'unanimite sur toutes les questions signalees dans
la lettre du Secretaire general. Des amendements et
des additifs aux projets de statut et de reglement
interieur seront presentes Et propos de certaines
questions que le Secretaire general a sou1cvees
devant le Comite d'etat-major. En attendant
d'approuver les textes definitifs, le Comite a
adopte provisoirement les textes rediges a
Londres.
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EXAMINATION OF ARTICLE 43

The Security Council at its 23rd meeting, held
on 16 February 1946, directed the Military Staff
Committee, as its first task, to examine from the
military point of view the provisions of Article
43 of the Charter and submit the results of the
study and any recommendations to the Security
Council in due course.,

The text of the directive was as follows:

"That the Security Council should request the
Military Staff Committee to meet at the tempor
ary headquarters of United Nations simultaneous
ly with the first meeting of the Security Council
at the temporary headquarters in New York and
that the Council should direct the Military Staff
Committee as its first task to examine from the
military point of view the provisions in Article
43 of the Charter and submit the results of the
study and any recommendations to the Council
in due course."

The Military Staff Committee decided that, as
a first step towards the accomplishment of its
task, it should formulate recommendations to
the Security Council on the basic principles which
should govern the organization of the United
Nations forces, further action to be postponed
until its report to the Security Council had been
approved. Accordingly, the Military Staff Com
mittee formed a Sub-Committee to formulate
recommendations.

The Sub-Committee first met on 28 March
and four delegations submitted their views to this
body by 3 April. On 15 July 1946, the Soviet
delegation was still studying the problem, and
was not ready, at that time, to submit its views.

The various delegations are continuing to
!tudy this matter and therefore the Military Staff
Committee is not yet ready to submit its recom
mendations concerning the basic principles of the
organization of the United Nations forces.

STANDARD FORM OF AGREEMENT

The Military Staff Committee also paid at
tention to the possibility of preparing a standard
form of agreement between the Security Council
and the Member States of the United Nations
concerning the provision of security forces. A
Sub-Committee has been set up which is about
to commence the study of this question.

Part Three
ORGANIZATIONAL WORK OF THE

SECURITY COUNCIL

CHAPTER 1

Election of Officers of the United Nations

A. NOMINATION OF THE SECRETARy-GENERAL

At its 4th meeting (private), held on 30 Jan
uary 1946, pursuant to Article 97, the Security
Council decided to recommend to the General
Assembly that Mr. Trygve Lie be appointed
Secretary-General of the United Nations.

At the 20th plenary meeting of its first session
on 1 February 1946, the General Assembly, upon
this recommendation, appointed Mr. Trygve Lie
as Secretary-General.
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ETUDE DB L'ARTICLE 43 DE LA CHARTB

Au cours de sa 23eme seance, tenue le 16
fevrier 1946, le Conseil de securite a charge le
Comite d'etat-major, d'etudier du point de vue
militaire les dispositions de l'Article 43 de la
Charte et de soumettre au Conseilles conclusions
de son examen et toute recomrnandation qu'il
jugerait appropriee.

Le texte de cette proposition etait ainsi con9u:
"Le Conseil de securite invite le Comite d'etat

major a se reunir au siege temporaire des Nations
Unies pendant que le Conseil de securite dendra
sa premiere seance a ce siege temporaire et invite
le Comite d'etat-major, comme premiere tache, a
examiner du point de vue militaire les dispositions
de l'Article 43 de la Charte et a soumettre en
temps opportun au Conseil de securite les
resultats de cette etude, ainsi que toute recom
mandation a ce sujet."

Le Comite a decide que, pour s'acquitter de
cette tache, il devrait en premier lieu soumettre
des recommandations au Conseil de s6curite
concernant les principes fondamentaux qui
devraient regir l'organisation des forces des
Nations Unies, et ajourner toute autre action
jusqu'au moment OU son rapport an Conseil
aurait ete approllve. En consequence, le Comite
a cree un Sous-Comite charge de formuler ces
recommandations.

Le Sous-Comite s'est reuni pour la premiere
fois le 28 mars 1946, et, a la date du 3 avril,
quatre de16gations lui avaient expose leurs points
de vue. Le 15 juillet 1946, la delegation de
l'URSS etudiait encore la question et n'etait pas
prete a ce moment it presenter son opinion.

Les diverses delegations continuaient a etudier
la question et le Comite d'etat-major ne pouvait
done encore presenter de recommandations
relatives aux principes qui devaient servlr de base
a l'organisation des forces des Nations Unies.

PROJET D'ACCORD TYPE

Le Comite d'etat-major a egalement envisage
la possibilite de preparer un projet d'accord type
entre le Conseil de securite et les Etats Membres
des Nations Unies, concernant l'organisation des
forces de securite. Un Sous-Comite a ete cree
afin d'6tudier cette question.

Troisieme partie
IRAVAIL D'ORGANISATION DU

CONSEll DE SECURITE

CHAPITRE 1

Elect'ions adivers postes de l'Organisation
des Nations Unies

A. NOMINATION DU SECRETAIRE GENERAL

Au COUrs de sa 4eme seance (privee), tenue le
3Q janvier 1946, et conformement a l'Article 97,
le Conseil de securite a decide de recommander a
I'Assemblee generale que M. Trygve Lie fUt
nomme Secretaire general des Nations Unies.

Au cours de la 20eme seance pl6niere de sa
premiere session, tenue le ler fevrier 1946,
l'Assemblee g6nerale, a la suite de cette recom
mandation, a nomme M. Trygve Lie au poste de
Secretaire general.
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B. ELECTION OF MEMBERS OF THE
INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE

In accordance with the Statute of the Inter
national Court of Justice, the Council, at its 9th
meeting on 6 February 1946, and the General
Assembly, at the 23rd, 24th and 25th plenary
meetings of its first session on 6 February 1946,
elected the following members to the International
Court of Justice:
Nine-year term:

Mr. Alejandro Alvarez (Chile)
Dr. Jos6 Philadelpho de Barros Azevedo

(Brazil)
Professor lules Basdevant (France)
Dr. Jose Gustavo Guerrero (El Salvador)
Sir Arnold Duncan McNair (United Kingdom)

Six-year term:
Dr. Isidro Fabela Alfaro (Mexico)
The Hon. Green H. Hackworth (United States

of America)
Dr. Helge Klaestad (Norway)
Professor Sergei Bo-risovich Krylov (USSR)
Dr. Charles de Visscher (Belgium)

Three-year term:
H. E. Abdel Humid Badawi Pasha (Egypt)
Dr. Mo Hsu (China)
Mr. John E. Read (Canada)
Mr. Bohdan Winiarski (Poland)
Dr. Molovan Zoricic (Yugoslavia)
At the 9th meeting it was agreed, on the motion

of the representative of the United Kingdom, that
the Council should propose to the Assembly that
both the Assembly and the Council, as separate
bodies, or the Assembly alone, should ask the
International Court of Justice for an advisory
opinion on the interpretation of the word "meet
ing" as used in Articles 11 and 12 of the Statute
of the International Court of Justice.

CHAPTER 2

Atomic Energy Commission

The Security Council at its 50th meeting held
on 10 July 1946, adopted the rules of procedure
of the Atomic Energy Commission in accordance
with the fourth paragraph of the General
Assembly resolution of 24 January 1946.

CHAPTER 3

Committee of Experts
A. DRAFTING OF RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE

SECURITY COUNCIL

At its first meeting, held in London on 17
January 1946, the Security Council appointed a
Committee of Experts, composed of a represen~

tative of each of the eleven members of the
Council, for the purpose of revising the provisjon
al rules of procedure which the Council had
adopted on the recommendation of the Prepara
tory Commission.

The Security Council amended and completed
these original rules of procedure in accordance
with the various reports submitted to it by the
Committee of Experts at its 23rd, 31st, 41st,
42nd, 44th and 48th meetings.
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B. ELECTION DES MEMBRES DE LA COUR
INTERNATlONALE DE JUSTICE

Conformement au Statut de la Cour intema
tionale de Justice, le Conseil, au cours de sa geme
seance, tenue le 6 fevrier 1946, et l'Assemblee
generale, au cours des 23eme, 24eme et 25eme
seances plenieres de sa premiere session, tenues
le 6 fevrier 1946, ont elu comme suit les membres
de la Cour internationale de Justice:
Mandat de neuf ans:

M. Alejandro Alvarez (Chili)
M. Jose Philadelpho de Barros Azevedo

(Bresil)
M. Jules Basdevallt (France)
M. Jose Gustavo Guerrero (Salvador)
Sir Arnold Duncan McNair (Royaume-Uni)

Mandat de six ans:
M. Isidro Fabela Alfaro (Mexique)
M. Green H. Hackworth (Etats-Unis

d'Amerique)
M. Helge Klaestad (Norvege)
M. Sergei Borissovitch Krylov (URSS)
M. Charles de Visscher (Belgique)

Mandat de trois ans:
S. E. Abdel Hamid Badawi Pacha (Egypte)
M. Mo Hsu (Chine)
M. John E. Read (Canada)
M. Bohdan Winiarski (Pologne)
M. Molovan Zoricic (Yugoslavie)
A la geme seance, il a ete decide, sur la

proposition du representant du Royaume-Uni,
que le Conseil proposerait Et l'Assemblee que le
Conseil et l'Assemblee en tant qu'organes dis
tincts, ou l'Assemblee seulement, demandent a la
Cour internationale de Justice un avis con
sultatif sur l'interpretation a donner au mot
"seance", tel qu'il ftait employe aux Articles 11 et
12 du Statut de la Cour internationale de Justice.

CHAPITRE 2

Commission de I'energie atomique

Lors de la 50eme seance, tenue le 10 juillet
1946, le Conseil de securite a adopt6 le regle
ment interieur de la Commission de l'energie
atomique, conformement au quatrieme para
graphe de la resolution adoptee le 24 janvier 1946
par l'Assemblee generale.

CHAPITRE 3

Comite d'experts
A. ELABORAnON DU REGLEMENT INTERIEUR

DU CONSElL DE SECURITE

A sa premiere seance tenue it Londres le 17
janvier 1946, le Conseil de securite a constitue
un Comite d'experts compose de onze deI6gues
representant chacun un membre du Conseil aux
finis de reviser le reglement interieur provisoire
que le Conseil avait adopte sur la recommanda
tion de la Commission preparatoire.

A la suite de divers rapports soumis par
le Comite d'experts au Conseil de securite a ses .
23eme 31eme, 41eme, 42eme, 44eme et 48eme
seance; le Conseil a amende et complete son re
glement interieur pr~m~tjf. ~es articles,d~ regl~:
ment int6rieur prov1sOlre qu 11 a adoptes )usqu a
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The provisional rules of procedure which have
been adopted up to the date of this report are
reproduced in document S/96.

The pri~cipal considerations which prompted
the Comnuttee of Experts to revise several points
in the rules of procedure are as follows:

(a) Chapter I: Meetings
Conscious of the importance of the require

ment of the Charter that the Security Council
shall be so organized as to be able to function
continuously, the Committee of Experts sought
to draw up rules which, by reason of the proposed
frequency of meetings and of facility in the call
ing of meetings, may be deemed to give effect to
this provision.

(b) Chapter Il: Agenda
The Committee discussed at great length the

various methods by which the Security Council
might be seized of a question. Finally, the pro
cedure outlined in rules 6 to 11 was adopted.

(c) Chapter Ill: Representation and credentials

No rules relating to credentials were submitted
by the Preparatory Commission. Upon the
recommendation of the Committee of Experts, a
new chapter relating to the presentation and
examination of credentials was added to the rules
of procedure.

(d) Chapter IV: Presidency
To the two rules in which the Preparatory

Commission had provided for the rotation of the
Presidency of the Security Council and had out
lined the duties of its President, the Committee
added a provision to ensure the replacement of
the President in office in the eventuality that the
President preferred to step down from the
Presidency for the consideration of a particular
question. Although the Committee did not be
lieve it necessary to draft a rule of procedure to
cover the case when the President in office is
unable to preside for personal reasons, it felt,
after examination of this question, that the
Presidency should still attach to the Member
State which the President represents and should
be assumed by a qualified member of the delega
tion of the same State.

(e) Chapter V: Secretariat
The Committee added two provisions to the

chapter drafted on this subject by the Preparatory
Commission.

The first (Rule 22) recognizes that. the
Secretary-General may make oral or wntten
statements to the Council regarding any matter
submitted to it for consideration. The same is
true for his deputy whenever he acts on his ~e
half. Although this text, adopted by the Secunty
Council, does not mention committees, com
missions or other subsidiary organs of the
Council the Committee of Experts unanimously
agreed that the Secretary-Ge~eral or. his deputy
should have the same power III relatlOn to th~se
organs which he enjoys in ~elation to th~ Secunty
Council, unless the Council should decIde other
wise.

The second provision (Rule 23), likewise
adopted by the Security Council, states that the
Secretary-General may be appointed by the Se-
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maintenant sont reproduits dans le document
S/96.

. ~es considerations principales dont s'est
msplre l~ Comite d'experts en revisant les diffe
rents pomts du reglement interieur sont les
suivantes:

a) Chapitre I: Reunions
Convaincu de l'importance de la clause de la

Charte stipulant que le Conseil de securite est or
ganise de maniere apouvoir exercer ses fonctions
en permanence, le Comite d'experts s'est efforce
de rediger des regles qui, etant donne la periodi
cite envisagee pour les seances et la facilite avec
laquelle elles pourront etre convoquees, pellvent
etre considerees comme donnant effet a cette
disposition.

b) Chapitre 11: Ordre du jour
Le Comite a longuement discute diverses

methodes selon lesquelles le Conseil de securite
pourrait Stre saisi d'une question. I1 s'est arrete
finalement a la procedure definie aux articles 6
all.

c) Chapitre Ill: Representation en verification
des pouvoirs

La Commission preparatoire n'avait pas for
mule de dispositions relatives aux pouvoirs. Sur
la reeommandation du Comite, un chapitre nou
veau se rapportant au depot et it l'examen des
pouvoirs a ete ajoute au rt3glement interieur.

d) Chapitre IV: Presidence
Aux deux articles dans lesquels la commission

preparatoire traitait du systeme de la Presidence
par roulement ainsi que des fonctions du Pre
sident du Conseil de seeurite, le Comite a
ajoute une disposition destince a assurer la sup
pleance du President en exercice pour le cas
ou celui-ci, lors de l'examen d'une question de
terminee, desirerait s'abstenir de diriger les de
bats. Le Comite n'a pas crLl neeessaire de pre
voir une regIe pour le cas ou le President en
exercice ne peut sieger pour un motif personnel,
mais il a examine cette question et a estime que
la presldcnee demeurerait acquise al'Etat Membre
que represente le President et devrait ctre exercee
par un representant accredite du meme Etat.

e) Chapitre V: Secretariat
Le Comit6 a ajoute deux dispositions au

chapitre redige sur ce sujet par la Commission
preparatoire.

La premiere (article ~2) reconnait, que le
Secretaire general pent fmre des ~xposes o!au~
ou ecrits au Conseil sur toute question SOUllllse a
l'examen de ee dernier. 11 en est de meme pour
son adjoint agissant en son .nom. B~en ~~e ce
texte adopte par le Consed de secunte, ne
fasse' pas mention ~e.s .comites, com;nissions, ?~
autres organes subsldl8.lTeS du Consell, le Coml~e
d'experts a ete unanime ~ ,renser q~e le ~ecre
taire general ou son adjomt. devralt. aVOIr les
memes pouvoirs devant les dlts orgamsmes que
devant le Conseil de securite, a moins que ce
dernier n'en decide autrement.

Aux termes de la seconde disposition addi
tionnelle (article 23) 6galement adoptee par le
Conseil de securite, le Secretaire general peut
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etre designe par le Conseil comme rapporteur.
Cependant le Comite, sans que ce soit precise
dans l'article lui-rncme, a et6 unanime a estimer
qu'une telle designation ne pourrait intervenir
de toute evidence, qu'avec l'accord du Secretair~
general dans chaque cas particulier.

j) Chapitre VI: COl1duite des de-bats

,Le chapit~e, que la C~ml11ission preparatoire
aVaIt COilSacre a la condUIte des debats ne con
tenait que deux articles. Le Comite d'experts a
estime qu'il etait necessaire d'6laborer sur ce
sujet des dispositions detaill6es, notamment en ce
qui concerne le tour de parole, les points et les
motions d'ordre, la forme et I?ordre dans lesquels
sont presentes et votes les resolutions et les
amendements. 11 a egalement stipule que le
Conseil de securite pourrait designer un rappor
teur pour une question d6terminee. Sans le
preciser dans l'article 28, adopte par le Conseil,
le Comite d'experts a ete d'avis qu'en principe,
seuls les representants au Conseil de securite et le
Secretaire general pouvaient etre des ignes com
me rapporteurs. Pourtant, il n'a pas paru utile au
Comit6 d'exclure la possibilit6 pour le ConseiI de
designer dans des circonstances exceptionnelles
une tierce personne particulierement qualifiee en
raison de ses fonctions.

On a egalement inc1us dans ce chapitre deux
autres articles irnportantcs (articles 37 et 38)
concernant la participation de Membres des
Nations Unies, non membres du Conseil de se
curite, aux discussions du Cansei!.

Au cours des discussions relatives a ce
chapitre, le Comit6 a envisage la question du
quorum; mais, certaills representants ayant fait
observer que l'adoption d'l1n article special sur
ce point pourrait soulever des difficultes, le
Comite n'a pas pris de decision acet egard. Il a
etudi6 egalement la question de la cl6ture des de
bats. Etant donne qu'clle soulevait le probleme
tres important de la limitation du droit de cl1acun
des representants d'exprimer pleinement ses vues,
le Comite a decide de remettre a plus tard
l'examen de cette question.

Le Comit6 a ajourne egalement l'examen du
reglement interieur a 6tablir en ce qui concerne
les conditions aprevoir pOUT la participation des
Etats non membres de l'Organisatioll aux discus
sions du Conseil de securite et les droits qui
pourraient leur etre reconnus.

g) Chapitre VII: Vote

Ce chapitre ne contient qu'un seul article, qui
reproduit la disposition recommandee par la
Commission preparatoire et qui ne fait que ren
voyer aux Articles pertinel1ts de la Charte et du
Statut de la Cour internationale de Justice.

Cette question a fait l'objet d'un large echan
ge de vues au sein du Comit6. Il a pam acertains
de ses membres que le chapitre consacre au vote
devrait contenir des dispositions detaillecs en ce
qui concerne le systeme de vote proprement dit
ainsi que la determination des majorites neces
saires pour l'adoption des diverses decisions du
Conseil. Le Comit6, n'ayant pas Me en mesure
de formuler des regles additionnelles SUr cc sujet,
a decide de renvoyer aplus tard l'examen appro
fondi de cc probleme.

(f) Chapter VI: Conduct oj business

The chapter which the Preparatory Com
mission devoted to the conduct of business, con
tained only two rules. The COlllmittee of Ex
perts was of the opinion that this chapter should
contain some detailed provisions concerning the
conduct of business, especially with respect to the
order of speakers, points and motions of order
and the manner and order in which resolutions
and amendments are to be introduced and voted.
The Committee also provided that the Security
Council might appoint a rapporteur for a
specified question. It was of the opinion that, in
principle, only one of the representatives on the
Security Council or the Secretary-General might
be appointed as rapporteur, although it did not
expressly state this in Rule 28, which was adopted
by the Council. It was agreed by the Committee,
however, that it would not be advisable to exclude
the possibility that the Council might, in excep
tional circumstances, appoint as rapporteur an
other person whose duties especially qualified
him for the task.

Two other important rules were added to this
chapter (rules 37 and 38). These refer to the
participation of Members of the United Nations,
not members of the Security Council, in the dis
cussions of the Council.

In the course of the discussion on this chapter,
the Committee considered the question of estab
lishing a quorum, but since certain representatives
had pointed out that the adoption of a special
rule on this subject might raise difficulties, the
Committee took no decision in the matter. TIle
Committee also took up the question of the
closure of debates. Since tilis involved the very
important problem of the limitation of the right of
each representative to give full expression to his
point of view, it was decided to postpone further
examination of the question to a l~ter date.

The Committee of Experts also deferred con
sideration of rules of procedure governing the
conditions under which States which are not
members of the organization may participate in
the discussions of the Security Council, and the
rights which might be granted to them in such
circumstances.

curity Council as rapporteur. The Committee
unanimously agreed, however, even though it was
not stipulated in the rule itself, that such an ap
pointment should clearly be subject to the consent
of the Secretary-General in each case.

(g) Chapter VII: Voting

This chapter contains only one rule, recom
mended by the Preparatory Commission, which
confines itself to a reference to pertinent Articles
of the Charter and of the International Court of
Justice.

There was a full and free exchange of views on
this subject in the Committee. It was the opinion
of certain of its members that the chapter on
voting should contain detailed provisions covering
both the mechanics of the vote and the majority
votes by which the various decisions of \he
Council should be taken. But since the Com
mittee was not able to draft additional rules of
procedure on this subject, it was decided to defer
further consideration of the problem to a later
date.
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(h) Chapter VIII: Languages
The l'l1les of procedure recommended b th

Prepa.ratory Commission and adopted bl the
Secu~lty Council in London provided that the
practlce of the San Francisco Conference sho l~
be foll.ow~d in this matter. This practice :as
embodIed In t?e rules of procedure of the General
A~sembly which ser.ved as a basis for the Com
lIut,tce of Experts. In the drafting of the rules
whIch woul~ take lllt~ account the special needs
of the Secunty CouncIl.
(i) Chapter IX: Publicity of meetings; Records

The rules relating to the publicity of meetings
and to recor?~, which were in separate chapters
of the provIsIonal rules of procedure recom
mended by the Preparatory Commission have
been b~ought together into a single chapter: The
CommIttee. felt that. these matters were in fact
cl~se~y allied. Vanous provisions reaffirm the
prmclple that verbatim records of public meetings
sh<:m.ld be k~pt. The Committee was of the
opmlOn .that, III princil?le, the formal approval of
~ecords IS the pr,erogatIve of the Security Council
Itself, !Jut that It wou~d be appropriate for the
CouncIl to delegate thIs power to the President
except when a major difficulty necessitates an
exchange of views within the Council itself.

(j) Chapter X: A dmission of new Members
With regard to thi~ question, the Committee of

Experts adopted the most important of the rules
contained in the provisional rules of procedure
~lrafted by the Preparatory Commission, It felt
It woyld be useful to provide that, unless the
Secunty Council decides otherwise, the President
shall refer an application for membership to a
committee on which all the members of the
Council would be represented. Although the
Australian delegation had reserved its position on
the rules recommended by the Committee of Ex
perts concerning the admission of new Members,
they were adopted by the Security Council.

(k) Annex
The Council adopted a provisional procedure,

outl~ned in an annex to its rules of procedure, for
d~almg with communications from private indi
VIduals and non-governmental bodies relating to
matters of which the Security Council is seized,

(1) Security Councill'epol'ts
While substantial agreement was reached on

the rule of annual reports by the Security Council
to the General Assembly, the Committee did not
reach unanimous agreement on the appropriate
language for the rule.

B. CONSIDERATION OF THE LETTER ADDRESSED
BY THE SECRETARy-GENERAL TO THE PRESI
DENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL REGARDING

THE IRANIAN CASE
The Committee of Experts had been requested

by the Security Council at its 33rd meeting, held
on 16 April 1946, to study the letter addressed
by the Secretary-General to the President of the
Council regarding the question of the retention
of tlIe Iranian case on the agenda of the Security
Council (S/39), 25 The Committee examined
this qnestion but was unable to reach a common
decision; the report which it submitted to the
Council (S/42) 26 at its 36th meeting on 23
April 1946, summarized the argun;ents advanced
during the discussion in the CommIttee.

, h) Chapitre VIII: Langues
Le, r~glement interieur recommande par la

Com,mls~I~n, preparatoire et adopte par le Consei!
de. secunte a ~ondres stipulait que l'on appli ue
ralt sur ce P~lllt la regIe suivie a la Conferince
fe S,an-Franclsco. Cette regIe a ete codifiee dans
e reglement interieur de l'Assemblee gen6r;le
dont le C?mit~ d'experts s'est directement ins~irt~
da~s. sa redactIon, en tenant compte des exigences
speclales du Conseil de securite.

i) Chapitre IX: Publicite des seances'
proces-verbaux '

. O~ a reun~ ?~ns ce chapitre les regles rela
tIves, a la publrclte des seances et a la tenue des
~roces-verbaux qui figuraient sous des titres dis
t!ncts dan: le reglement interieur provisoire rc
commange par la Commission preparatoire, Il
~ s.embl~ ~n effet a~,Comite. que ces questions
e~ale~t mtlmement lrees, Dlverses dispositions
re~fflrment. le principe que des comptes rendus
~teno~rap~lques des seances publiques doivent
e,tre etabhs. Le Comit~ a estime que l'approba
tl~n ,formelle du proces-verbal appartenait en
pnnclpe ~u Conseil. de s,e!?urite lui-meme, mais que
le ,c;onsel~ po'!rrmt deleguer ce pouvoir a son
Pre~Ident ~ mOl?S qu'~ne difficulte speciale n'obli
ge a proceder a un echange de vues au sein du
Conseil meme.
j) Chapitre X: Admission de nouveaux Membres

En ce qui concerne cette question le Comite
d'experts a repris les regles essentiell~s qui fiou
raient deja dans le reglement interieur provisolre
ela!Jore par la Commission preparatoire. n a
estlIl~e u~ile ~e prey~ir qu'a moins que le Conseil
de secunte n en deCIde autrement son President
renverrait la demande d'admissio~ a un comite
dans lequel serait representes tous les membres
d~ Conseil. Bien que la delegation australienne
alt formu16 des reserves au sujet des dispositions
recommandees par le Comite d'experts concer
nant l'admission de nouveaux Membres le Con
seil de securite a adopte ces disposition;,

k) Annexe
Le Conseil a enfin adopte, en annexe a son

reglement interieur, une procedure provisoire qui
s:ap~lique a~x cOl~munications emanant de par
tIculIers et d orgamsmes non gouvernementaux et
relatives a des questions dont le Conseil de secu
rite est saisi.

I) Rapports du Conseil de securite
Il a ete possible de realiser un accord de prin

cipe sur les procedures a adopter concernant les
rapports annuels que le Conseil de securite doit
presenter a l'Assemblee generale; par contre,
le Comite n'a pu arriver a l'unanimite sur la re
daction du texte meme de l'article.
B. EXAMEN DE LA LETTRE ADRESSEE PAR LE

SECRETAIRE GENERAL AU PRESIDENT DU
CONSEIL DE SECURITE CONCERNANT LA

QUESTION IRANIENNE
A sa 33eme seance, le Conseil de securite

a charge le Comite d'experts d'examiner la
lettre adressee par le Secretaire general au Pre
sident du Conseil concernant le maintien de la
question iranienne a 1'0rdre du jour du Conseil
de securite (S/39) 25, Le Cornite a examine cette
question, mais n'est pas parvenu a fonnuler une
opinion unique; le rapport qu'il a soumis au Con
seil (S/42) 26 a sa 36eme seance contient un
resume des theses exposees au cours des debats
du Comite,

r
I

: '

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



A
li'

90

i

CHAPTER 4
Admission of new Members

to the United Nations
A. CONSIDERATION BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL.

OF PROCEDURAL QUESTiONS CONCERNING
APPLIcArroNs FOR ADMISSION
(a) Chapter X of the provisional rules of

procedure of the General Assembly
At the 41st and 42nd meetings of the Council

on 16 and 17 May 1946, the Committee of
Experts recommended additional provisional
rules of procedure including additiOlJS to chapter
X on the admission of new Members. The
recommended rules were as follows:

"Rule 55
"Any State which desires to become a Member

of the United Nations shall submit an application
to the Secretary-General. This application shall
be accompanied by a declaration of its readiness
to accept the obligations contained in the
Charter."

"Rule 56
"The Secretary-General shall immediately

place the application for membership before the
representatives on the Security Council. Unless
the Security Council decides otherwise, the
application shall be referred by the President to
a Committee of the Security Council upon which
each member of the Security Council shall be
represented. The Committee shall examine any
application referred to it and report its con
clusions thereon to the Council not less than
thirty-five days in advance of a regular session
of the General Assembly or if a special session of
the General Assembly is called, not less than
fourteen days in advance of such session."

"Rule 57
"The Security Council shall decide whether in

its judgement thc applicant is a peace~loving State
and is able and willing to carry out the obligations
contained in the Charter, and accordingly whether
to recommend the applicant State for member
ship.

"In order to assure the consideration of its
recommendation at the next session of the
General Assembly following the receipt of the
application, the Security Council shall make its
recommendations not less than twenty-five days
in advance of a regular session of the General
Assembly, nor less than four days in advance of a
special session.

"In special circumstances, the Security Council
may decide to make a recommendation to the
General Assembly concerning an application for
membership subsequent to the expiration of the
time limits set forth in the preceding paragraph."

The representative of AUSTRALIA opposed the
adoption of those rules and reserved the
Australian Government's decision on the matter.
He argued that the General Assembly was the
only body which, acting on behalf of the Organ-

25 Sce annexes to the present report, page 105.
26 See Sl?cllrity COIll/cil, Ofiicial Records, first year,

first series, Supplement No. 2, annex 2G, page 47.

CHAPITRE 4
Admission de nouveaux Membres dans

l'Organisation des Nations Unies
A. EXAMEN PAR LE CONSEIL DE SECURITE DES

QUESTIONS DE PROCEDURE CONCERNANT LES
DEMANDES D'ADMISSION

a) Chapitre X du reglement interieur provisoire
de l'Assemblee generale

Au cours des 41eme et 42eme seances du
Conseil, tenues respectivement les 16 et 17
mai 1946, le Comite d'experts a recommande
l'adoption de dispositions additionnelles au re
glement interieur provisoire, y compris des
additions au chapitre X relatif a ['admission de
nouveaux Membres. Les articles proposes sont
les suivants:

"Article 55
"Un Etat qui desire devenir Membre de

l'Organisation des Nations Unies adresse une de
mande au Secretaire general. Cette demande est
accompagnee de la declaration par l'Etat en
question qu'it est prSt a accepter les obligations
de la Cbarte."

"Article 56
"Le Secretaire general parte immediatement a

la connaissance des representants au Conseil de
securite la demande d'admission. A moins que
le Conseil de securite n'en decide autrement, le
President renvoie la demande d'admission al'exa
men d'un Comite du Conseil de securite dans
leqllel sont representes taus les membres du Con
seil de securite. Ce Caroite examine les demandes
d'admission qui lui sont renvoyees et presente ses
conclusions au Conseil trente-cinq jours au mains
avant le debut de la session reguliere de l'As
semblee generale ou, dans le cas de convocation
d'une session extraordinaire de l'Assemblee gene
rale, quatorze jours au mains avant le debut de
cette session."

"Article 57
"Le Conseil de securit6 decide si, a son juge

ment, l'Etat qui sallicite son admission est un
Etat pacifique, capable de remplir les obligations
de la Charte et dispose ale faire et s'il convient,
en consequence, de recomlllander l'admission de
eet Etat a l'Assemblee generale.

"Le Conseil de securite presente sa recom
mandation vingt-cinq jours au mains avant le
debut de la session reguliere de l'Assemblee ge
ncrale et quatre jours au mains avant le debut

. d'une session extraordinaire, pour mettre l'As
scmblee generale en mesure de l'examiner lors
de la plus proche session qu'elle tient apres la re
ception de la demande d'admission.

"Dans des circonstances speciales, le Conseil
de secl1rit6 peut decider de faire une reCOTTI
mandation a l'Asscmblee generale COncernant
l1ne demande d'admission apres l'expiration des
delais prescrits a l'alinea precedent."

Le representant de l'AuSTRALlE s'est oppose a
l'adoption de ces articles et a reserve la decision
de son Gouvernement sur ce point. Il a declare
que l'Assemblee generale representait le seul
corps auquel il appartenait, au nom de l'Organisa-

25 Voir les annexes au present rapport, page 105.
26 Voir COllseil de secllrile, Proces-verbaux officiels,

premiere annee, premiere serie, Supplement No 2,
annexe 2B, page 47.
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Ization, co~ld make th~ final and binding decision
on the s,ubjcct of. admIssion; that membership in
the Umted NatIOns involved obligations far
wider tha,~ the obligations in respect to security
and that fitness for membership should be judged
in regard to the total obligations under the
Charter; that the Security Council's recommenda
tion could only concern matters in relation to
security; and that, in general, the initiative with
regard to the admission of new Members rested
with the General Assembly. Adoption of the pro
posed rules meant that the Security Council would
establish a procedure for the Organization as a
whole and not merely for the Security Council
itself. The refore, he suggested that before any
rules upon the subject were finally adopted,
the Security Council should confer with the
General Assembly and he drew attention to the
fact that there was in existence a body representa
tive of the General Assembly, namely, a perman
ent Sub-Committee On Rules established by the
Sixth Committee of the General Assembly, with
which tlIe Security Council might confer.

The Australian representative suggested, as a
possible procedure for the Organization as a
whole, that applications for membership should
be placed first before the General Assembly,
which would decide whether or not to transmit
them to the Security Council; the Security Council
would make its report to the General Assembly
and the General Assembly would then take the
final decision, it being clear, of course, that no
applicant could be admitted unless recommended
by the Security Council. He therefore made the
following proposal:

"That the consideration of chapter X of the
proposed rules of procedure be deferred; that the
President of the Security Council be asked to
discuss with the President of the General Assem
bly the best method of consultation between the
appropriate representative of the General
Assembly and the Security Council with a view to
bringing about the adoption by both the General
Assembly and the Security Council, early in
September 1946, of rules appropriate to each
organ regarding the admission of new Members."

The representative of the UNITED KINGDOM
supported the adoption of the rules recommended
by the Committee of Experts and stated that
although the Assembly granted final admission to
a new Member, the recommendation of the
Council was required; its resp?nsibility was the.re
fore not limited nor should Its recommendatlOn
concern only m~tters in relation to security. He
thought that referring an ?-pplication to th.e
Assembly first would compl1cate matters as It
would mean double discussion. He saw no pro
vision in the rules whereby the meetings of the
Committee should necessarily be in private.

The representative of CHINA stated that he :vas
in full accord with the views of the Dmted
Kingdom representative. In his opinion, rule
106 of the General Assembly made It clear that
the Assembly interpreted Article 4 of t~e Ch~~ter
in the sense that the General Assembly s deCISIon
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tion, de prendre une decision definitive et faisant
loi pou~ yadmission d'un nouveau Membre; que
la quahte de Membrc des Nations Unics impli
qu~it d.es obligat~ons beaucoup plus larges que les
obligations relatIves a la securite; que c'etait en
regard de 1'ensemble des obligations prevues par
la Charte qu'il y avait lieu d'examiner si un Etat
etait qualifie pour devenir Membre des Nations
U~ies; qU,e la. recommandation faite par le Con
sell de secunte ne pouvait porter que sur des
questions ayant trait a la securite, et que, d'une
fat;on generale, c'etait a l'Assemblee que revenait
!'initiative en ce qui concerne l'admission de nou
veaux Membres. En adoptant les articles propo
ses, le Conseil de securite etablirait une procedure
pour 1'Organisation tout entiere et non pas
seulement pour le Conseil de securite proprement
dit. Le representant de l'Australie a donc propose
que le Conseil consultat l'Assembh~e generale
avant que 1'on adoptat definitivement tout article
sur ce point, et il a attire l'attention sur le faIt
qu'il existait un organisme representant l'Assem
bIee generale, a savoir le Sous-Comite permanent
de procedure, cree par la Sixieme Commission
de 1'Assemblee generale, organisme que le Conseil
de securlte pourrait consulter.

Le representant de 1'Australie a propose,
comme procedure possible, que les demandes
d'admission fussent adressees en premier lieu a
1'AssembIee generale qui deciderait s'il y avait
lieu ou non de les transmettre au Conseil de secu
rite; le Conseil ferait ensuite rapport a
l'Assemblee gencrale qui prendrait alors la
decision finale. Il etait evident qu'aucune de
mande d'admission ne pourrait etre acccptee sans
une recommandation de la part du Conseil de
securite. Le representant de l'Australie a done
presente la proposition suivante:

"Le Conseil decide d'ajourner l'examen du
chapitre X du projet de reglement interieur; il
decide que le President du Conseil de securite
sera invite a discuter avec le President de l'As
semblee generale de la meilleure forme adonner
a une consultation entre representants de
l'Assemblee generale et du Couseil de securite,
afin de faire adopter, tant par l'Assemblee gene
rade que par le Conseil de securite, et des le debut
de septembre 1946, des dispositions appropriecs a
chacun de ces deux organes concernant l'admis
sion de nouveaux Membres."

Le representant du ROYAUME-UNI s'est declare
en faveur de l'adoption des articles recommandes
par le Comite d'experts et a fait remarquer que,
s'il appartenait a l'Assemblee generale d'admettre
definitivement un nouveau Membre, la recom
mandation du Conseil n'en etait pas mains
requise. La responsabilite du Co?seil n\~tait d?nc
pas limitee et ses recommandatlOn~ ne devalent
pas porter simplement sur les questIOns touchant
la securite. A son avis, le fait de soumettr.e
d'abord une demande a l'Assemblee entraln~ra~t
une complication inutile paree qu'on aboutIralt
ainsi Et un double debat. Il n'a trouve dans le
reglement aucune disposi.tion s~ivant. laquelle ,les
seances du Comite dev31ent necessalrernent etre
privees. , ,

Le representant de la CHINE ,a declare
partager entierement les vues du repr.esentant du
Royaume-Uni et il a ajoute que l'ar~Ic1e 1,0~ du
reglement interieur de l'Assemblee generale
faisait nettement ressortir qu'aux ,~ermes, d.e
l'Article 4 de la Charte, tel que 1mterpretalt

I
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regarding the admission of a proposed Member,
while not prejudiced on the merits of the case
by the Security Council's recommendation, was
nevertheless subsequent to such a recommenda
tion by the Council.

The representative of AUSTRALIA comment~d
that his recollection of the actual circumstances 1U
which rule 106 was drafted and his reading of the
rule as it stood at present was that it deliberately
left the question unsolved.

The representative of MEXICO stated that, in
accordance with Article 4 (2) of the Charter, the
power of the General Assembly to decide on the
question of the admission of the new Members
was dependent upon the recommendation of the
Security Council. He thought that in order to ex
pedite the admission of new Members it would
be advisable to permit the Security Council to
consider the applications in advance of the Gen
eral Assembly.

The representative of Mexico recalled that the
Mexican delegation to the San Francisco Con
ference, as well as most of the Latin-American
delegations, advocated the principle of universal
membership in the United Nations, and also
strove to widen and enhance the role of the
General Assembly. The Australian reservation
might haye been expected to obtain the support of
the delegation of Mexico. But, much as the
Mexican representative would have liked to en
dorse it, he was unable to do so, as the practical
effect of the adoption of a procedure different
from the one proposed by the Committee of Ex
perts might cause undue delay in the handling of
applications for the admission of new Members.
He did not think that the text submitted by the
Committee of Experts involved an encroachment
by the Security Council on the powers of the
General Assembly, whose important part in the
United Nations the Government of Mexico was
always anxious to protect and even increase.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS supported the recommen
dation of the Committee of Experts. He stressed
the words "upon the recommendation of the
Security Council" in Article 4 (2), and drew the
conclusion that the General Assembly could not
take a decision without the recommendation of
the Security Council. He therefore felt that it
would be purposeless for the General Assembly
to consider an application before recommendation
by the Council.

The draft resolution proposed by the represen
tative of Australia received only one vote and
was therefore rejected. Rules 55-57 were then
adopted by 10 votes.

(b) Adoption of the resolution of the
United States of America

At the 42nd meeting of the Council, held on 17
May 1946, the following resolution was submitted
by the representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA:

"The Security Council, taking into account the
fact that under Article 4 of the Charter, member
ship in the United Nations is open to all peace
loving States which accept the obligations con-
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l'Assemblee, bien que la recommandation du
Conseil de securite ne prejugeat pas la decision
de. l'~ssemblee generale sur une proposition d'ad
miSSIon quand au fond, cette decision n'en devait
pas moins ctre precedce d'une telle recommanda
tion du Conseil.

Le representant de I'AuSTRALIE a fait observer
q,ue, si ses souve~irs etaient exacts quant aux
Clrconstances preclses dans lesquelles l'Article
106 avait ete redige, et selon son interpretation
du texte actuel, l'Assemblee s'etait a dessein
abstenue de resoudre la question.

Le representant du MEXIQUE a declare que,
en vertu de l'Article 4, paragraphe 2, de la
Charte, le pouvoir de l'Assemblee g6nerale de sta
tuer sur l'admission de nouveaux Membres ctait
subordonne a la recommandation du Conseil de
sccurite. Afin d'acceIerer la procedure d'admis
sion des nouveaux Membres, il etait souhaitable,
a son avis, d'autoriser le Conseil de secul'it6 i\.
examiner les demandes avant de les soumettre
a I'Assemblee generale.

Le representant du Mexique a rappeIe qu'a
la Conference de San-Francisco, la delegation du
Mexique et la plupart des delegations de
l'Amerique latine s'etaient prolloncees en faveur
du prillcipe de l'admission de taus les Etats
dans 1'Organisation des Nations Unies, et qu'elles
s'etaient efforcees d'elargir et de renforcer le
role de l'Assemblee generale. On aurait done pu
s'attendre a ce que la delegation du Mexique
souttnt la reserve exprimee par le representant de
l'Australie. Cependant, malgre toute sa bonne vo
lonte, le representant du Mexique ne pouvait
accepter ce point de vue; l'adoption d'une
procedure differente de celle qui a ete proposee
par le Comite d'experts aurait en effet pour re
suhat de retarder inutilement l'examen des
demandes d'admission de nouveaux Membres. A
son avis, le texte presente par le Comite
d'experts n'impliquait pas un empietement de la
part du Conseil de securite sur les attributions de
I'Assemblee generale, que le Gouvernement du
Mexique desirait toujours sauvegarder et meme
accrottre, etant donne son role important dans
l'Organisation des Nations Unies.

Le representant de l'UNloN DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVI"ETIQUES s'est declare en faveur de
la recommandation du Comite d'experts. 11 a
souligne les mots "sur recommandation du Conseil
de securite" figurant El. l'Article 4, paragraphe 2,
de la Charte, et iI en It conclu que l'Assemblee
generale ne pouvait prendre une decision sans la
recoll1mandation du Conseil de securite; i1 a done
estime qu'il serait inutile que l'AssembIee genera le
examinat une demande avant la recommandation
du Conseil.

Le projet de resolution soumis par le repre
sentant de l'Australie n'a obtenu qu'une voix et
a ete rejete. Les articles 55 a 57 ont ensuite ete
adoptes par 10 voix.

b) Adoption de la resolution des
Etats-Unis d'Amerique

Au cours de la 42eme seance du Conseil,
tenue le 17 mai 1946, le representant des ETATS·
UNIS D'AMERIQUE a soumis le projet de resolutioll
suivant: .

Le Conseil de securite, prenallt acte du fai
que, conformement a l'Article 4 de la Chartc
peuvent devenir Membres des Nations Unies toU!
Etats pacifiques qui acceptent les obligations d
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tained in ~he Charter, and in the judgement of the
OrganizatIon are able and Willing to carry out
these obligations, and taking into account the fact
that the General Assembly, which acts to admit
applica~t States to me:nbership on the recom
mendatIon of the Secunty Council, will meet for
the second part of its first session on 3 September
1946;

"Resolves that applications for membership
which have been or may be received by the
Secretary-General should be considered by the
Security ~ouncil at a meeting or meetings to be
held dunng August 1946, for this specific pur
pose; that applications for membership which
have been received by the Secretary-General not
later than 15 July shall be referred to a committee
composed of a representative of each of the
members of the Council for examination and
report to the Security Council not later than 1
August 1946."

The representative of the United States pointed
out that the resolution was entirely consistent with
the general rules and was intended to supplement
them in order to meet the immediate situation.
He said that, at the outset, it was important that
all applications be referred to a committee from
the point of view of thoroughness and orderly
procedure and that all applications should be con
sidered simultaneously.

The representative of POLAND stated that he
would like to make sure that the purpose of the
resolution under discussion was not an attempt to
postpone the Albanian application which the
Council had placed on its agenda in London.
With that reservation he was ready to support
the resolution.

The representative of the UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS felt that the United States
resolution duplicated the rules of procedure and
was, therefore, unnecessary, but he added that he
would not vote against it.

!
The representative of AUSTRALIA thought that

the second paragraph introduced a new element
by appearing to set a closing date for applications,
and the representative of POLAND concurred with
that view.

The representative of the UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA thought that rule 57 took care of any
such situation, but agreed to replace the words
"not later than" by the word "before", a change
which the representative of AUSTRALI~ felt made
it quite clear t11at a barrier was not bemg put up.

The United States resolution was then adopted
unanimously.

B. ApPLICATIONS FOR ADMISSION
At the date of the preparation of. the prese~t

report, Albania, Siam, the Mongoh.an People s
Republic, Afghanistan and TransJordan ~ad
applied for admission as Members of the Ulllted
Nations.

Ca) Application of the F!eople's
Republic of Albama

By letter received on 25 January 1~46,
addressed to the Secretary-General of ~he Ul11ted
Nations the Vice-Premier of YugoslaVia request
ed that' the Security Council recommend to the
General Assembly the admission of the People's
Republic of Albania. The letter enclosed the

la Charte, et, au jugement de l'Organisation, sont
capables de les remplir et disposes a le faire;
prenant acte du fait que l'Assemblee generale a
qui il appartient d'admettre comme Membres des
Nations Unies les Etats qui en ont fait la de
mande sur la recommandation du Conseil de
securite, se reunira pour la seconde partie de sa
premiere session le 3 septembre 1946;

"Decide que les demandes d'admission qui
sont parvenues ou qui parviendront au Secretaire
general seront examinees par le Conseil de seeu
rite au cours d'une seance ou de seances qui se
tiendront en aout 1946 dans ce but determine;
que les demandes d'admission qui sont parvenues
ou qui parviendront au Secretaire general au plus
tard le 15 juillet 1946 seront renvoyees devant un
comite compose d'un representant de chacun des
membres du Conseil de securite aux fins
d'examen et de rapport au Conseil au plus tard
le 1er aOlIt 1946."

Le representant des Etats-Unis a fait remar
quer que le projet de resolution etait tout a fait
conforme aux regles generales et visait ales
preciser pour repondre Et une situation immediate.
Il a ajoute qu'il importait que toutes les demandes
fussent, des le debut, renvoyees Et. un comite qui
en etudierait la forme et le bien-fonde et qui les
examinerait toutes simultanement.

Le representant de la POLOGNE a declare qu'il
voudrait s'assurer que ce projet de resolution ne
constituait pas une tentative pour faire ajourner
l'examen de la demande de I'Albanie, que le
Conseil avait inscrite a son ordre du jour a
Londres, et que, sous cette reserve, il etait dis
pose aappuyer le projet de resolution.

Le representant de l'UNION DES REPUBLIQUES
SOCIALISTES SOVIETIQUES a estime que ce projet
de resolution faisait double emploi avec le regIe
ment interieur et qu'il etait done inutile; cepen
dant, il ne s'y opposerait pas lorsqu'il serait mis
aux voix.

Le representant de l'AUSTRA~IE.a ~xprimeyavis
que le second paragraphe falsalt mtervemr un
nouveau facteur en laissant entendre qu'une date
limite etait fixee pour les demandes et le represen
tant de la POLOGNE a partage ce point de vue.

Le representant des ETATS-~NIS. D'~M~RIQUE
a etc d'avis que l'artic1e ;>7 s applIq~aIt a toute
situation de ce genre, mals a consenh a rempla-

d" It" t"cer les mots "au plus tar par e mo avan .
Le representant de l'AUSTRALIE a estime que cette
modification faisait ressortir clairement l'intention
de ne pas fixer de limite.

La resolution des Etats-Unis a ete alors
adoptee a l'unanimite.

B. DEMANDES D'ADMISSION
A la date ou le present rapport a ete etabli,

l'Albanie, le Siam, la Republique popu~aire ~e
Mongolie, l'Afghanistan et la, Tr~n~Jordame
avaient presente des demandes d admISSion.

a) Demande de la Republique
populaire d'Albanie

Par lettre adressee au Secre:aire. general des
Nations Unies et rec;ue le 25 JanvIer ~946, ~~
Vice-President du Conseil de Yougosla,vle a pne
le Conseil de securite de recommander a FAssem
blee generale l'admission de la Repu~lique po
pulaire d'Albanie. Le lettre renfermaIt le texte

93

j

: i
, I

, I

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



Au caurs de la 3eme seance du Conseil, tenue
le 28 janvier 1946, il a ISte convenu, sans au
cune objection, que cette d~mande serait inscrite
a l'ordre du jour.

Par lettre en date du 9 fevrier 1946 adressee
au Secretaire general (S/8) le Ministre adjoint
des affaires etrangeres de Yougoslavie a demande
que sa delegation flit autorisee a etre entendue a
la seance du Conseil de securite au cours de
laquelle la demande albanaise serait examinee.

Par lettre en date du 12 fevrier 1946 adressee
au President du Conseil de securite (8/9), le
Ministre des affaires etrangeres de la Grece a de
clare qu'etant donne que l'Albanie s'etait unie
aux Puissances de l'Axe en envoyant quinze
bataillons contre la Grece en 1941, le Gouver
nement grec etait d'avis que l'admission de
l'Albanie ffrt remise jusqu'f!. la prochaine session
de l'Assemb16e, dans l'espoir que, dans l'inter
valle, des relations normales seraient retablies en
tre les deux pays. 11 a declare en outre que l'ad
mission de l'Albanie concernait particulierement
les interets de la Grece et il a demand6 au Con
seH de seeurit6 d'inviter la Grece a participer
aux discussions du Conseil de securite touchant
cette question, confonn6ment it l'Article 31 de
la Charte.

Au cours de la 18cme seance du Conseil,
tenue le 13 fevrier 1946, il a ete convenu d'ac
cepter la lettre du Ministre des affaires etran
geres de la Greee, mais la question de l'examen
de la lettre a etc ajournee. Au CalifS de la
meme seance, le representant des ETATS-UNIS
D'AMERIQUE a soumis le projet de resolution
suivant, qui a ete adopte par 7 voix:

"Je propose que la question de I'admission de
l'Alballie soit rnaintenue a I'ordre du jour, mais
qu'en attendant une etude approfondie, la solu
tion en soit differee jusqu'a ce que le Conseil de
securite se reunisse au siege provisoire de l'Orga
nisation."

b) Demande du Siam
Par lettre en date du 20 mai 1946, adressee

au Secretaire general (8/73), le Ministre des af
faires etrangeres du Siam a exprirn6 le vif d6sir
de son pays et de son peuple de faire partie des
Nations Unies. 11 a attire l'attention sur le fait
que le Siam avait ete, des le debut, un membre
loyal de l'ancienne Societe des Nations,. qu'il en
avait toujours ete run des fideles partIsans, et
que durant l'occupation japonaise, une tentative
avait ete faite pour constituer un gouvernernent
siamois en exil, destine a. faire partie ul~erieure·
ment de l'Organisation des Nations Umes. 11 B

declare qu'il avait charge M. Kon t11
Suphamongkhon ,d~ s'enquerir ?es possibil~tei
d'inscrire sans delaI le nom du Slam sur la hstf
des Membres de l'Organisation, et que le Siam. e

d'un telegramme adresse par le President de la
Republique populaire d'Albanie au President et
aux Vice-Presidents de l'Assembl6e generale,
reiterant la demande d'admission que l'Albanie
avait presentee le 10 decembre 1945 au President
de la Commission preparatoire. Dans ce t6le
gramme, le President rappelait les sacrifices enor
mes consentis par le peuple albanais au caurs de
sa lutte prolongee et ardue contre les Puissances
de l'Axe et il declarait au nom de SOIl Gouverne
ment que son pays etait dispose aaccepter toutes
les obligations prevues par la Charte des Nations
Unies.

At the Council's 18th meeting, held on 13
February 1946, it was agreed to receive the letter
from the Greek Foreign Minister, but the question
of the consideration of the letter was deferred.
At the same meeting, the following resolution
submitted by the representative of the UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA was adopted by 7 votes:

"I move that this item be kept on our agenda,
but disposition be deferred pending further study
until the Security Council convenes at the tempor
ary headquarters."

(b) Application of Siam
By letter dated 20 May 1946, addressed to the

Secretary-General (S/73), the Siamese Mi~ister
for Foreign Affairs expressed the earnest desI:e of
his country and people to join the United NatIOns.
He called attention to the fact that Siam was an
original and faithful member of, and fervent
believer in, the former League of Nations and that
during the Japanese occupation an ~ttem:pt ~as

made to form a Siamese government-m-exIle WIth
the ultimate aim of participating in the Unite~
Nations. He stated that he entrusted Mr. KonthI
Suphamongkhon with the mission of inquiring
into the possibility of the rapid inclusion of .Sia~'s
name in the list of Members of the OrgamzatIon
and declared tha t Siam and the Siamese people
were ready to assume their full responsibility in
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By letter dated 9 February 1946, addressed to
the Secretary-General (8/8), the Yugoslav
Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs requested
that his delegation be allowed to be heard at the
meeting of the Security Council at which the
Albanian application would be examined.

By letter dated 12 February 1946, addressed
to the President of the Security Council (S/9),
the Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs stated that
in view of the fact that Albania had joined the
Axis Powers by sending fifteen battalions against
Greece in 1941, the Greek Government felt that
the admission of Alb2.nia should be postponed
until the next session of the Assembly, in the hope
that in the meantime normal relations would be
established between the two countries. He further
stated that the admission of Albania especially
affected the interests of Greece and asked the
Security Council to invite Greece to participate
in the discussions of the Security Council regard
ing that question, in accordance with Article 31
of the Charter.

text of a telegram from the President of the
People's Republic of Albania, addressed to the
President and Vice-Presidents of the General
Assembly, renewing the application made to the
President of the Preparatory Commission on 10
December 1945, for the admission of Albania as
a Member of the United Nations. In the
telegram, the President called attention to the
immense sacrifice made by the Albanian people
during the long and arduous struggle against the
Axis Powers and he declared, on behalf of his
Government, that his country was prepared to
assume all the obligations set forth in the Charter
of the United Nations.

At the Council's 3rd meeting, held on 28 Jan
uary 1946, it was agreed without objection that
that application should be placed on the agenda.
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.:arrying out the obligations as set forth in the
Charter of the United Nations.

. In a letter dated 9 July 1946, addressed to the
Siamese representative in New York, the Acting
Secretary-General inquired whether the Siamese
Gove~nment desired that the letter of 20 May be
submItted to the Membership Committee of the
Security Council. The Siamese representative
requested, in a reply dated 11 July, that the letter
of 20 May not be submitted to the Membership
Committee until he had received further instruc
tions from Bangkok.

(d) Application of the Mongolian
People's Republic

By telegram dated 24 June 1946, addressed to
the Secretary-General, the Prime Minister and
Foreign Minister of the Mongolian People's Re
public requested the admission of the Mongolian
People's Republic as a Member of the United
Nations. He drew attention to the fact that the
people of the Mongolian People's Republic had
taken part in the struggle by the United Nations
against the fascist States. It had declared war
against Japan on 10 August 1945 and had taken
part in military operations against that country.
In the name of the Mongolian People's Republic,
the Prime Minister and Foreign Minister declared
that his country was prepared to undertake all
the obligations arising out of the United Nations
Chapter and to observe all its provisions.

(d) Application of Afghanistan
By telegram dated 2 July 1946, addressed to

the Secretary-General, the Prime Minister of
Afghanistan transmitted the application for the
admission of Afghanistan to the United Nations.
He stated that Afghanistan had long shown itself
to be a peace-loving State constantly devoted to
the ideals of international co-operation and de
clared that his country was prepared to accept
the obligations contained in the Charter.

(e) Application of Transjordan
By letter dated 26 June 1946, addressed to the

Secretary-General, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Tl'ansjordan requested, on behalf of his
Government, adnlission as a Member of the
UnIted Nations and stated that, being a peace
loving State, his country was prepared to under
take the obligations embodied in the Charter
of the United Nations.

Part Four
COMMUNICATIONS

CHAPTER 1

Matters brought to the attention of, the
Security Council but not placed on Its

agenda
A. THE POLISH ARMY IN ITALY

By letter dated 15 February 1946, addressed
to the Secretary-General (S/I?) ,27 t~e. repre
sentative of the Union of Sovlet Soclalist Re
publics drew the attention of the memb~rs of the
Security Council to the facts set forth m an en-

27 See Security Coullcil, Official Records, first year,
first series, Supplement No. 2, annex 2A.

le peuple siamois etaient prets Et assumer les
obligations prevues par la Charte des Nations
Unies.

Par lcttre en date du 9 juillet 1946, adressee
au representant du Siam a New-York, le Secre
taire general par interim a demande si le Gou
vernement du Siam desirait que la lettre en date
du 20 mai filt presentee au Comit6 d'admission
du Conseil de securite. Le representant du
Siam, dans une reponse en date du 11 juillet, a
demande que la lettre du 20 mai ne flit pas pre
sentee au Comite d'admission jusqu'a ce qu'il
eut re9u des instructions complementaires de
Bangkok.

c) Demande de la Republique populaire de
Mongolie

Par telegramme en date du 24 juin 1946,
adresse au Secretaire general, le President du
President du Conseil et Ministre des affaires
etrangeres de la Republique populaire de Mongo
lie a demande que son pays £Ut admis comme
Membre des Nations Unies. Il a attire l'attention
sur le fait que le peuple de la Republique
populaire de Mongolie avait pris part, aux cotes
des Nations Unies, a la lutte contre les Etats
facistes. Ce pays a declare la guerre au Japan le
10 aoilt 1945 et a particip6 aux operations mili
taires dirigees cantre ce pays. Au nom de la
Republique populaire de Mongolie, le President
du Conseil et Ministre des affaires etrangeres a
affirme que son pays etait pret. a assumer les
obligations prevues par la Charte des Nations
Unies et ase conformer a toutes ses dispositions.

d) Demande de ['Afghanistan
Par telegramme en date du 2 juillet 1946,

adresse au Secretaire general, le President du
Conseil de l'Afghanistan a transmis la demande
d'admission de ce pays a l'Organisation des
Nations Unies. Il a declare que l'Afghanistan
avait depuis longtemps donne des preuvcs qu'il
etait un Etat pacifique constamment devoue a
l'ideal de la cooperation internationale et il a
ajoute que SOl1 pays etait pret a accepter les
obligations prevues par la Charte.

e) Demande de la Transjordanie
Par lettre en date du 26 juin 1946, adressee

au Secretaire general, le Ministre des affaires
etrangeres de la Transjordanie a demande, au
nom de son Gouvernement, a etre admis comme
Membre des Nations Unies et a declare qu'cn
sa qnalite d'Etat pacifique, son pays ctait pret
a assumer les obligations contenues dans la
Charte des Nations Unies.

Quatrieme partie
COMMUNICAnONS

CHAPITRE 1
Questions qui ont ete portees a I'attention
du Conseil de securite, mais qui n'ont pas

ete inscrites a I'ordre du jour
A. L'ARMEE POLONA1SE EN ITALIE

Par lettre en date du 15 fevrier 1946,
adressee au Secretaire gener~l (~/15) 27, .le
representant de l'Uni?t; ~es R~pubhques SOCIa

liste sovietiques a attlre I attentl~n des m,embres
du Conseil de securlt6 sur les falts exposes dans

27 Voir COllseil de Sfcurite" J:roct)s-Ve,;buux offide/s.
premiere annee, prcnllcre scnc, Supplement No 2,
annexe 2A.
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•
closed memorandum of the Government of the
Federated People's Republic of Yugoslavia on the
question of the Polish amignJ army in Italy. The
letter stated that the Yugoslav Government re
garded the events referred to in its memorandum
as a possible future threat to peace, calm and
order on the Yugoslav-Italian frontier and that it
had requested the Government of the USSR to
bring the matter to the knowledge of the members
of the Security Council.

The Yugoslav memorandum presented infor
mation on a continuing movement of units of the
Polish Army in Italy, under the command of
General Anders, towards the north and northeast
so as to approach closer to the frontier of
Yugoslavia. It was noted that the state of mind
of those units was hostile to the Yugoslav
Government as evidenced by the aggressive and
ostensibly threatening tone of newspapers and
other publications, and that that Polish Army
was recruiting troops from Yugoslav quisling
groups and supporting those groups in Italy.

By letter dated 17 February 1946, addressed to
the Secretary-General (S/12), the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the United Kingdom stated
that the above letter of the USSR Government
had been the first communication received by his
Government concerning movements of the Polish
forces in Italy and that he felt the proper course
of the Yugoslav Government should have been
to bring the matter to his notice through diplo
matic channels. The letter further stated that
Polish troops in Italy were widely distributed and
that those in the area mentioned in the Yugoslav
memorandum were performing guard duties only;
none were, or would be, employed east of the
province of Udine, and as their guard duties
diminished, they would be moved south of the
River Po and east of Bologna. It was noted that
all recruiting had been forbidden for several
months and that there was no information to con
firm the statement that tIle Polish forces were in
close touch with Yugoslav dissident elements.

The question was not placed on the Council's
agenda.

B. FRANCO-SIAMESE RELATIONS

In a memorandum submitted to the Secretary
General on 31 May 1946 (S/72), the Siamese
Charge d'affaires in Washington, D.C., stated that
he was bringing incidents occurring on the Siam
Indo-China border to the knowledge of the Unit
ed Nations, hoping to serve the general interests
in making every effort towards the maintenance
of peacefUl and friendly relations between the
nations of the world. The memorandum noted
the deterioration of relations between Siam and
France since the termination of the war in the
Pacific and the French Government's declaration
that it considered that a state of hostility existed
between the two countries. As proof of its de
sire to maintain friendly relations with France
the Siamese Government had continued to wel~
come and aid French refugees, to allow French
nationals complete freedom and had opened nego
tiations with a view to bringing about a satisfac
tory solution to the question of territories
retroceded to Siam in 1941.
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le memorandum ci-inclus du Gouvernement de la
Republique federale populaire de Yougoslavie
relativement ala question de l'armee d'emigres po~
lonais en Italie. La !ettre declarait que le Gou
vernement yougoslave considerait les evenements
signales dans son memorandum comme suscep
tibles de creer eventuellement une menace pour
la paix, le calme et l'ordre a la frontiere italo
yougoslave, et qu'il avait prie le Gouvemement
de l'URSS de porter la question a la connaissance
des membres du Conseil de securite.

Le memorandum yougoslave a donne des
renseignements sur le mouvement que des
troupes de l'Annee polonaise en Italie, sous le
commandement du general Anders ne cessaient
d'effectuer vers le nord et le Hord-est pour se
rapprocher de la frontiere yougoslave. 11 a signale
que l'attitude de ces unites etait hostile au Gou
vernement yougoslave, comme en temoignait le
ton agressif et ostensiblement mena~ant des
journaux et autres publications, et que l'Armee
polonaise recrutait des troupes parmi les groupes
de quislings yougoslaves et donnah son appui 11
ces groupes en Italie.

Par lettre en date du 17 f6vrier 1946, adressee
au Secretaire general (S/12), le Minlstre des
affaires etrangeres du Royaume-Uni a declare
que ladite lettre de l'URSS constituait la premiere
communication que son Gouvernement eut regue
au sujet des mouvements des forces polonaises en
Italie et qu'il estimait que, normalement, le
Gouvernement yougoslave aurait dfr lui signaler
l'affaire par la voie diplomatique. 11 a fait
rcmarquer ensuite que les troupes polonaises en
Italie etaient tres disseminees et que celles qui se
trouvaient dans la zone mentionnee dans le
memorandum yougoslave n'etaient chargees que
de services de garde; aucune d'entre eUes n'etait
ou ne serait employee it l'est de la province
d'Udine; a mesure que diminuait l'importance de
leur service de garde, les troupes seraient trans
ferees au sud du PO et a l'est de Bologne. Tout
recrutcment avait ete interdit depuis plusieurs
mois et aUCUIl renseignement ne venait confirmer
la declaration suivant laquelle les forces
polonaises seraient en contact etroit avec des
elements dissidents yougoslaves.

Cette question n'a pas ete inscrite it l'ordre du
jour du Conseil.

B. LES RELATIONS FRANCO-SIAMOISES

Dans un memorandum sOllmis au Secretaire
general le 31 mai 1946 (S/72) , le Charge
d'affaires du Siam Et Washington a declare qu'il
portait a la connaissance des Nations Unies les
incidents qui se produisaient a la frontiere entre
le Siam et l'Indochine, dans l'espoir de servir
l'interet general en ne negligeant rien pour main
tenir des relations pacifiques et amicales entre
les nations du monde. Le memorandum signalait
que l'etat des relations entre le Siam et la France
s'etait altere depuis la fin des hostilites dans le
Pacifique, et la declaration du Gouvernement
fran~ais selon laquelle la France considerait que
{'etat de guerre existait entre les deux pays; pOur
prouver son desir de maintenir des relations
amicales avec la France, le Gouvernement
siamois avait continue it accueillir et a aider les
refugies frangais, a laisser les ressortissants
frangais jouir d'une complete liberte. et avait
engage des negociations afin d'apporter une
solution satisfaisante a la question des territoires
retrocedes au Siam en 1941.
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Malgre ces actes de bonne volonte, ajoutait le
memorandum, une situation tendue it continue
d'exister dans toute la zone frontiere formee par
le Mekong. Le memorandum signalait des inci
dents qui s'etaient produits depuis la fin de la
derniere gucrre, et les classait sous les cinq mbri
ques sllivantes:

a) Arrestation arbitraire de ressortissants
siamois;

b) Fusillades non motivees;
c) Actes de pillage et de brigandage;
d) Violation du territoire siamois;
e) Controle arbitraire de la navigation sur le

Mekong;
f) Fouille des bateaux siamois et
g) Confiscation de biens appartenant Et des

ressortissants siamois.
11 a ete mentionne que, dans un cas recent, le

Gouvernement siamois avait cru devoir faire
appel aux bons offices des Gouvernements des
Etats-Unis d'Amerique et du Royaume-Uni, afin
de persuader le Gouvernement fran<;ais, et par
son intermediaire les autorites franc;aises en
Indochine, de mettre fin a l'emploi de la force
pour resoudre une question qui pouvait etre
reglee par une procedure normale et pacifique;
cependant, les autorites fran~aises n'en conti
nuaient pas moins Et creel' des incidents dans la
zone frontiere.

Cette question n'a pas ete inscrite a l'ordre du
jour du Conseil.

CHAPITRE 2

Communications de caractere
non gouvernemental

Au cours de la 6eme seance du Conseil de
securite, tenue le 1er fevrier 1946, le PRESIDENT
a signale qu'il avait re~u, d'organismes non
gouvernementaux et de particuliers, un grand
nombre de communications se rapportant a des
questions inscrites al'ordre du jour. Le Conseil a
adopte la proposition du President tendant a
demander au Comite d'experts de recommander
une procedure Et suivre pour l'examen de ces
communications.

Au cours de sa 3leme seance, tenue le 9 avril
1946, le Conseil a adopte a titre provisoire la
recommandation du Comite d'experts demandant
qu'une liste de toutes les communications de
particuliers et d'organismes non gouverncmen
tanx, se rapportant ades questions dont le Conseil
etait saisi, fut distribllee Et chaque representant au
Conseil, et qu'une copie de toute communication
figurant sur cette liste fftt fournie par le Secreta
riat Et tout representant qui en ferait la demande.

Conformement a cette recommandation, le
Secretariat a distribue sept documents contenant
la liste des communications rec;ues de particuliers
et d'organismes non gouvernementaux, au sujet
de la question iranienne et de la question
espagnole.

Appendice I
REPRESENTANTS ET REPRESENTANTS SLIP-

PLEANTS ACCREDITES AUPRES DU
CONSEIL DE SECURITE
Les representants et representants suppleants

dont les noms suivent ant ete accredites aupres
du Conseil de securite pendant la periode a
laquelle a trait le present rapport:
Australie
M. Herbert V. Evatt
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In spite of those marks of good will, the
memorandum continued, a tense situation had all
along prevailed on the border area where the
Mekong River separated the two countries. The
memorandum cited incidents which had occurred
since the end of the last war, classified into the
following five categories:

(a) Arbitrary arrest of Siamese nationals;

The question was not placed on the Council's
agenda.

CHAPTER 2

Non-governmental communications

(b) Wanton shooting;
(c) Plunder and looting;
(d) Violation of Siamese territory;
(e) Arbitrary control of the Mekong River

traffic;
et) Search of Siamese boats, and
(g) Confiscation of properties belonging to

Siamese nationals.
In a recent case, the Siamese Government had

considered it advisable to seek the good offices
of the United Kingdom and United States Gov
ernments in persuading the French Government,
and thereby the French authOlities in Indo
China, to discontinue the use of force in a ques
tion which could be solved through normal and
peaceful procedure; however, the French authori
ties in the border region continued to create
trouble.

At the 6th meeting of the Security Council,
held on 1 February 1946, the PRESIDENT drew
attention to the number of communications
which had been received from non-governmental
bodies and individuals in reference to matters
on the agenda. The Council adopted his sug
gestion that the Committee of Experts be
requested to recommend a procedure to be
followed in dealing with those communications.

Appendix I
REPRESENTATIVES AND ALTERNA"fE RE

PRESENTATIVES ACCREDITED TO THE
SECURITY COUNCIL
The following representatives and alternate

representatives were accredited to the Security
Council during the period covered by this report:

Australia
Mr. Herbert V. Evatt

At its 31st meeting, held on 9 April 1946, the
Council adopted provisionally the recommenda
tion of the Committee of Experts that a list of all
communications from private individuals and
non-governmental bodies relating to matters of
which the Council was seized should be cir
culated to all representatives on the Council and
that a copy of any communication on that list
should be given by the Secretariat to any repre
sentative, at his request.

Pursuant to the above recommendation, the
Secretariat circulated seven documents listing
communications received from private individuals
and non-govermental bodies concerning the
Iranian and Spanish questions.
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Mr. N. J. O. Makin
Lieutenant-Colonel W. R. Hodgson
Mr. Paul Hasluck
Brazil
Mr. C. de Freitas-Valle
Mr. Pedro Leao Velloso
Mr. Henrique R. Valle
Mr. Orlando Leite Ribeiro
China
Mr. V. K. Wellington Koo
Mr. Quo Tai~chi

Mr. Ping-Sheung Foo
Egypt
Abdel Ramid Badawi Pasha
Hafez Afifi Pasha
Abdel Fattah Amr Pasha
Mahmoud Riaz
Mahmoud Pasha Hassan
Mahmoud Bey Fawzi
France
Mr. Georges Bidault
Mr. Jean Paul-Boncour
Mr. Alexandre Parodi
Mr. Vincent Auriol
Mr. Rene Massigli
Mr. Henri Bonnet
Mexico
Mr. Francisco Castillo Najera
Mr. Alfonso de Rosenzweig Diaz
Mr. Luis Padilla Nervo
Mr. R. Cordova
Mr. Rafael de la Colina
Netherlands
Mr. E. N. van Kleffens
Jonkheer Michlels van Verduynen
Mr. Alexander Loudon
Poland
Mr. Zygmunt Modzelewski
Mr. Oscar Lange
Mr. Jerzy Michalowski
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Mr. Andrel A. Vyshinsky
Mr. Alldrei A. Gromyko
United Kingdom
Mr. Ernest Bevin
Mr. P. J. Noel-Baker
Sir Alexander Cadogan
United States of America
Mr. James Byrnes
Mr. Edward R. Stettinius, Jr.
Mr. Herschel V. Johnson

Appendix 11
PRESIDENTS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

The following presidents of the Security
Council held office during the period covered
by this report:
Australia: Mr. N. J. O. Makin (17 January to 16

February 1946)
Brazil: Mr. C. de Freitas-Valle (17 February to

16 March 1946)
China: Mr. Quo Tai-chi (17 March to 16 April

1946)
Egypt: Hafez Afifi Pasha (17 April to 16 May

1946)
France : Mr. A. Paradi (17 May to 16 June

1946)
Mexico: Mr. Francisco Castillo Najera (17 June

to 16 July 1946)

M. N. J. O. Makin
Lieutenant-colonel W. R. Hodgson
M. Paul Hasluck
Bresil
M. C. de Freitas-Valle
M. Pedro Leao Velloso
M. Henrique R. Valle
M. Orlando Leite Ribeiro
Chine
M. V. K. Wellington Koo
M. Quo Tai-chi
M. Ping-sheung Foo
Egypte
Abdel Ramid Badawi Pacha
Hafez Afifi Pacha
Abdel Fattah Amr Pacha
Mahmound Riaz
Mahmoud Pacha Hassan
Mahmoud Bey Fawzi
France
M. Georges Bidault
M. Jean Paul-Boncour
M. Alexandre Paradi
M. Vincent Auriol
M. Rene Massigli
M. Henri Bonnet
Mexique
M. Francisco Castillo Najera
M. Alfonso de Rosenzweig Diaz
M. Luis Padilla Nervo
M. R. Cordova
M. Rafael de la Colina
Pays-Bas
M. E. N. van Kleffens
M. Michiels van Verduynen
M. Alexander Loudon
Pologne
M. Zygmunt Modzelewski
M. Oscar Lange
M. Jerzy Michalowski
Union des Republiques socialistes sovirJfiques
M. Andrei A. Vychinsky
M. Andrei A. Gromyko
Royaurne-Uni
M. Ernest Bevin
M. P. J. Noel-Baker
Sir Alexander Cadogan
Etats-Unis d'Amerique
M. James Byrnes
M. Edward R. Stettinius, Jr.
M. Herschel V. Johnson

Appendice 11
PRESIDENTS DU CONSEIL DE SECURITE
Au cours de la periode a laquelle a trait le

present rapport, la presidence du Conseil a ete
assuree successivement par:
Australie: M. N. J. O. Makin (17 janvier au 16

fcvrier 1946)
Bresil: M. C. de Freitas-Valle (17 fevder au 16

mars 1946)
Chine: M. Quo Tai-chi (17 mars au 16 avril

1946)
Egypte: Hafez Afifi Pacha (17 avrll au 16 mai

1946)
France: M. A. Paradi (17 mai au 16 juin 1946)

Mexique: M. Francisco Castillo Najera (17 juin
au 16 juillet 1946)
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Appen dix 1/1

REPRESENTATIVES, CHAIRMEN AND PRINCIPAL SECRETARIES OF THE
MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE

The following is a list of senior representatives of each service accredited to the Military Staff
Committee during the period covered by this report:

Representatives

j "

:I{
~

Chinese delegation

General Shang Chen
Captain Chow Ying-tsung

Rear-Admiral Liu Ten-iu
Air Colonel Huang Pun-young
Air Major-General Mow Pong-tsu

Lieutenant Colonel Wang Ko-tsan

French delegation

Vice-Admiral R. Fenard
Air Marshal M. Valin
Major General P. Billotte
Rear Admiral R. Moullec

USSR delegation

Lieutenant General A. P. Vasiliev
Vice Admiral V. L. Bogdenko
Lieutenant General A. R. Sharapov

United Kingdom delegation

Admiral Sir Henry Moore
General Sir Edwin L. Morris
Air Chief Marshal Sir Guy Garrod

United States delegation

General George C. Kenney
Admiral Richmond K. Turner
Lieutenant General M. B. Ridgway

Period of service

3 February 1946 to present time
3 February to 25 March 1946, 5 June 1946 to

present time
25 March to 5 June 1946
3 February to 25 March 1946
25 March to 5 June 1946, 19 June 1946 to

present time
5 June 1946 to present time

3 February to 1 May 1946
25 March 1946 to present time
25 March 1946 to present time
1 May 1946 to present time

3 February 1946 to present time
3 February 1946 to present time
3 February 1946 to present time

3 February 1946 to present time
3 February 1946 to present time
3 February 1946 to present time

3 February 1946 to present time
3 February 1946 to present time
3 February 1946 to present time

, ,
. ~

Chairmen and Principal Secretaries

Meeting Date Chairman Principal Secretary
1946

1st 4 February Admiral Sir Henry Moore (United Captain R. D. Coleridge, R.N.
Kingdom) (United Kingdom)

2nd 13 February General Shang Chen (China) Captain Chow Ying-tsung, C.N.
(China)

3rd 14 February Vice-Admiral R. Fenard (France) Commissaire en Chef J. Deprez,
F.N. (France)

4th 25 March General Shang Chen (China) Captain Chow Ying-tsung, C.N.
(China)

5th 27 March General Shang Chen (China) Captain Chow Ying-tsung, C.N.
(China)

6th 10 April General Shang Chen (China) Captain Chow Ying-tsung, C.N.
(China)

7th 24 April General Shang Chen (China) Captain Chow Ying-tsung, C.N.
(China)
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Chairmen and Principal Secretaries (continued)

Lieutenant General A. P. Vasiliev Colonel V. M. Studenov
(USSR) (USSR)

Meeting Date
1946

8th 8 May

9th 22 May

10th 5 June

11th 19 June

12th 2 July

13th 9 July

Chairman

Air Marshal M. Valin (France)

Air Marshal M. Valin (France)

Lieutenant General A. P. Vasiliev
(USSR)

Admiral Sir Henry Moore (United
Kingdom)

Admiral Sir Henry Moore (United
Kingdom)

Appendice III

Principal Secretary

. Commissaire en Chef 1. Deprez,
F.N. (France)

Commissaire en Chef J. Deprez,
F.N. (France)

Colonel V. M. Studenov
(USSR)

Captain R. D. Coleridge, RN.
(United Kingdom)

Captain R. D. Coleridge, RN.
(United Kingdom)

L1STE DES REPRESENTNATS, PRESIDENTS ET SECRETAIRES PRINCIPAUX
DU COMITE D'ETAT·MAJOR

Delegation de l'Union des Republiques socialistes
sovietiques

La liste suivante donne les noms des represen tants principaux de chaque service accredit6 au
pres du Comite d'etat-major pendant la periode a laquelle a trait le present rapport:

Delegation chinoise

General Shang Chen
Commandant Chow Ying-tsung

Contre-Amiral Liu Ten-fu
Colonel Huang Pun-young, Armee de l'air
General Mow Pong-tsu, Armee de l'air

Lieutenant-Colonel Wang Ko-tsan

Delegation frall(;aise

Vice-Amiral R. Fenard
General M. Valin, Armee de l'air
General P. BiIlotte
Contre-Amiral R Moullec

General A. P. Vasiliev
Vice-Amiral V. L. Bogdenko
General A. R. Sharapov

Delegation du Royawne-Uni

Amiral Sir Henry Moore
General Sir Edwin L. Morris
Marechal Sir Guy Garrod, Arrnee de l'air

Delegation des Etats-Unis d'Amerique

General George C. Kenney
Amiral Richmond K. Turner
General M. B. Ridgway

Representants

En lonction

du 3 f6vrier 1946 a ce jour
du 3 fcvrier au 25 mars 1946 et du 5 juin 1946 a

ce jour
du 25 mars au 5 juin 1946
du 3 fevrier au 25 mars 1946
du 25 mars au 5 juin 1946 et du 19 juin 1946 a

ce jour
du 5 juin 1946 a ce jour

du 3 fevrier au leI mai 1946
du 25 mars 1946 11 ce jour
du 25 mars 1946 a ce jour
du ler mai 1946 ace jour

du 3 f6vrier 1946 a ce jour
du 3 fevrier 1946 a ce jour
du 3 fevrier 1946 a ce jour

du 3 fevrier 1946 a ce jour
du 3 fevrier 1946 a ce jour
du 3 fevrier 1946 a ce jour

du 3 fevrier 1946 Et ce jour
du 3 f6vder 1946 ace jour
du 3 fevrier 1946 a ce jour
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Presidents et Secretaires principaux

Seances

1ere

2eme

5eme

6eme

10eme

11eme

12eme

l3erne

Dates
1946

4 f6vrier

13 fevrier

14 fevrier

25 mars

27 mars

10 avril

24 avril

8 mai

22 mai

5 juin

19 juin

2 juillet

9 juillet

Presidents
1946

Amiral Sir Henry Moore
(Royaume-Uni)

General Shang Chen
(Chine)

Vice-Amiral R. Fenard
(France)

General Shang Chen
(Chine)

General Shang Chen
(Chine)

General Shang Chen
(Chine)

General Shang Chen

General M. Valin
(France) , Armee de
l'air

General M. Valin
(France), Armee de
l'air

General A. P. Vasilif'v
(URSS)

General A. P. Vasiliev
(URSS)

Amiral Sir Henry Moore
(Royaume-Uni)

Amiral Sir Henry Moore
(Royaume-Uni)
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Secretaires principaux

Commandant R. D. Coleridge (Royaume
Uni), Marine du Royaume-Uni

Commandant Chow Ying-tsung (Chine)
Marine chinoise '

Commissaire en chef J. Dcprez (France)
Marine fran9aise '

Commandant Chow Ying-tsung (Chine) ,
Marine chinoise

Commandant Chow Ying-tsung (Chine)
Marine chinoise

Commandant Chow Ying-tsung (Chine),
Marine chinoise

Commandant Chow Ying-tsung (Chine),
Marine chinoise
Commissaire en chef J. Deprez (France),
Marine fran<;aise

Commissaire en chef J. Deprez (France),
Marine fran9aise

Colonel V. M. Studenov
(URSS)

Colonel V. M. Studenov
(URSS)

Commandant R. D. Coleridge (Royaume
Uni), Marine du Royaume-Uni

Commandant R. D. Coleridge (Royaume
Uni), Marine du Royaume-Uni
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ANNEX 1
Letter from Ambassador A. A. Gromyko,

representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, to Mr. Trygve Lie,
Secretary-General (document S/24)

[Original text: Russian]
New York, 3 April 1946

In reply to your letter of 29 March, in which
you, under instructions from the President of the
Security Council, request information concerning
the state of the negotiations between the Soviet
Union and Iranian Governments and, in partic
ular, whether the withdrawal of Soviet troops
from Iran is conditional upon the conclusion of an
agreement on other matters between the two
Governments, I have the honour, on behalf of my
Government, to inform you as follows:

These negotiations have already led to an un
derstanding regarding the withdrawal of Soviet
troops from Iran; this withdrawal was renewed on
24 March last and will be completed within one
and a half months, as I informed the Security
Council officially at the meeting of 26 March
last.

Thus, the question regarding the evacuation of
the Soviet troops which was brought before the
Security Council on 18 March by the Iranian
Government was settled by the understanding
reached between the Soviet Union and Iranian
Governments.

As regards the other questions, they are not
connected with the question of the withdrawal of
Soviet troops.

It is well known that the question of an oil
concession or of a mixed joint stock company
arose in 1944 independently of the question of
the evacuation of the Soviet troops.

(Signed) Andrei A. GROMYKO
Ambassador

ANNEX 2
Letter from Ambassador Hussein Ala,

representative of Iran, to Mr. Trygve
Lie, Secretary-General (document S/25)

Embassy of Iran
Washington, D.e.

2 April 1946

As stated in my letter of acknowledgment to
you of 30 March 1946, I did not fail to cable to
my Government on the evening of 29 March the
complete text of your communication of the same
day, and I requested that an early answer be sent
to the two questions suggested by Secretary of
State Byrnes and endorsed by the Security
Council.

I am now instructed to convey to you, for
communication to the Security Council at its
meeting of Wednesday, 3 April, the following
reply to the two questions:

1. You first ask as to "the existing status of
negotiations between the two Governments".

ANNEXE 1
Lettre de M. VAmbassadeur A. A. Gro

myko, representant de l'Union des Repu
bliques socialistes sovietiques, a M.
Trygve Lie, Secretaire general (document
S/24)

[Texte original en russe]
New-York, 3 avril 1946

En reponse a votre lettre du 29 mars par la
quelle, conformement aux instructions du Presi
dent du Conseil de securite, vous avez demande
des renseignements sur l'etat des negociations en
tre les Gouvernements de l'Union sovieiique et de
l'Iran, et particulierement sur le point de savoir
si le retrait des troupes sovietiques de l'Iran est
ou non conditionne par la conclusion d'un accord
entre les deux Gouvernements sur d'autres sujets,
j'ai l'honneur, au nom de mon Gouvernement,
de vous faire connaitre ce qui suit:

Ces negociations ont deja conduit a une en
tente concernant le retrait des troupes sovietiques
de l'lran, lequel retrait a ete repris le 24 mars
dernier et sera acheve dans un delai d'un mois
et demi, ce dont j'ai officiellement informe le
Conseil de securite a sa seance du 26 mars 1946.

Par consequent, la question de l'evacuation
des troupes sovietiques soulevee devant le Con
seil de securite par le Gouvernement iranien le
18 mars a ete resolue par l'entente intervenue
entre les Gouvernements de l'Union sovietique
et de l'Iran.

En ce qui concerne les autres questions, elles
ne sont pas liees a la question du retrait des
troupes sovietiques. I

Comme on le sait, la question d'une con
cession petrolifere ou d'une societe anonyme
mixte a ete soulevee deja en 1944, independam
ment de la question de l'evacuation des troupes
sovietiques.

(Signe) Andrei A. GROMYKO
Ambassadeur

ANNEXE 2
Lettre de M. l'Ambassadeur Hussein Ala,

representant de l'lran, aM. Trygve Lie,
Secretaire general (document S/25)

Ambassade de l'Iran
Washington, D.e.

2 avril 1946
Comme je vous rai indique dans ma lettre du

30 mars 1946, accusant reception de votre note,
je n'ai pas manque de telegraphier a mon Gou
vernement le 29 mars au soir le texte complet
de votre communication du meme jour, et j'ai
demande qu'une reponse flit envoyee prompte
ment aux deux questions soulevees par le Secre
taire d'Etat Byrnes et approuvees par le Conseil
de securite.

Je suis maintenant charge de vous faire par
venir, en vue de sa communication au Conseil
de se write au cours de sa seance du mercredi 3
avril, la reponse suivante aux deux questions
posees:

1. VOllS demandez d'abord quel est "l'etat
actuel des negociations entre les deux Gouverne
ments".
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(
With respect to the interference in the internal

affairs of Iran, the subject matter of the first
dispute, negotiations have taken place pursuant to
the resolution of the Security Council of 30 Janu
ary 1946. As to these negotiations, I submitted a
report to the Council at its meeting on 27 March
1946. The negotiations pursuant to the resolu
tion of 30 January 1946, have achieved no
positive results and Soviet agents, officials and
armed forces are continuing to interfere in the
internal affairs of Iran. They are still preventing
the Government of Iran from exercising any
authority in the province of Azerbaijan.

Regarding the withdrawal of Soviet troops
from Iran, there has been and there can be no
negotiation.

2. Your second question is "whether or not
the reported withdrawal of troops is conditioned
upon the conclusion of agreements between the
two Governments on other subjects".

The best way to answer is to give you a simple
and exact account of the conversations that have
taken place in Teheran since the arrival there of
the new Ambassador of the Soviet Union.

On 24 March, the day before the opening
meeting of the Security Council in New York, the
USSR Ambassador called on the Prime Minister
of Iran and handed him three memoranda. One
was an announcement that the evacuation of the
Red Army from Iran would begin on 24 March
and would last from five to six weeks. In this
mel1},Oranctum there was no mention of any
condition being attached to the withdrawal of the
troops. The second memorandum related to the
formation of a joint Iranian-Soviet Corporation
for the extraction of oil. The third memorandum
dealt with Azerbaijan and suggested a form of
autonomous government.

Within a few hours after delivering the three
memoranda, the Ambassador of the Soviet Union
again called on the Prime Minister and, on the
basis of a telegram he had received from Moscow,
orally confirmed the promise to evacuate Iran
but on the condition that no unforeseen circum
stances should occur. When the Iranian Premier
objected to this proviso and asked for explana
tions, the USSR Ambassador did not give a
convincing reply. Three days later the Iranian
Prime Minister again referred to this proviso and
said that the evacuation of the Soviet troops
must be unconditional and that he could not agree
to the Soviet proposals on the subjects of oil and
Azerbaijan. To this the USSR Ambassador re
plied that if agreement could be reached on these
other two subjects, there would be no further
cause for anxiety and no unforeseen circum
stances would take place. This statement has
not been further clarified.

With respect to the other two memoranda, the
Prime Minister has outlined his views to the
USSR Ambassador. His position is:

(a) That as the status of the province of
Azerbaijan, like that of all the other provinces in
Iran, is regulated by the Iranian Constitution and
the law on provincial councils, it is an internal

En ce qui concerne l'ingerence dans les
affaires interieures de I'Iran, qui faisait I'objet du
premier differend, des negociations ont eu lieu
en execution de la resolution du Conseil de se
curite du 30 janvier 1946. J'ai presente un rap
port sur ces negociations au Conseil de securite
au COlifS de sa seance du 27 mars 1946. Les ne
gociations engagees a la suite de la resolution
du 30 janvier 1946 n'ont abouti a aucun resultat
positif, et des agents, des fonctionnaires et des
forces armees sovietiques continuent a s'immiscer
dam· les affaires interieures de l'Iran. rIs em
pechent encore maintenant le Gouvernement
iranien d'exercer toute autorite dans la province
de l'Azerbai:djan.

En ce qui conceme le retrait des troupes so
vietiques de l'Iran, il n'y a pas eu et il ne saurait
y avoir de negociations.

2. Votre seconde question est la suivante:
"Le retrait annonce des troupes est-il subordonne
ou non a la conclusion d'accords entre les deux
Gouvernements sur d'autres questions?"

La meilleure fa~on de vous repondre est de
vous presenter un expose simple et exact des con
versations qui ont eu lieu a Teheran depuis l'arri
vee du nouvel Ambassadeur de l'Union sovieti
que.

Le 24 mars, la veille de la premiere seance
du Conseil de securite tenue a New-York, l'Am
bassadeur de l'URSS a rendu visite au Premier
Ministre de l'Iran et lui a remis trois notes; rune
d'entre elIes etait une declaration d'apres laquelle
l'Armee rouge devait evacuer l'Iran a partir du
24 mars en cinq ou six semaines. Il n'etait fait
aucune mention dans cette note d'une condition
quelconque mise au retrait de ces troupes. La
deuxieme note avait trait a la formation d'une
societe anonyme irano-sovietique pour l'extrac
tion du petrole. La troisieme note traitait de
l'Azerbai:djan et proposait une forme de gou
vernement autonome.

Quelques heures apres avoir remis ces trois
notes, l'Ambassadeur de l'Union sovietique ren··
dit de nouveau visite au Premier Ministre et,
s'appuyant sur un telcgramme qu'il venait de
recevoir de Moscou, confirma verbalement la
promesse d'evacuer l'Iran, a la condition toute
fois que ne survienne aucune circonstance im
prevue. Lorsque le Premier Ministre de l'Iran
protesta contre cette reserve et demanda des
explications, I'Ambassadeur de l'URSS ne lui
fournit aucune reponse satisfaisante. Trois jours
plus tard, le Premier Ministre de l'Iran fit de
nouveau allusion a cettc reserve et declara que
l'evacuation des troupes sovietiques devait s'ef
fectucr sans condition et qu'il ne pouvait pas ac
cepter les propositions sovietiques concernant la
question des petroles et de l'Azerba'idjan. L'Am
bassadeur de l'URSS repondit a cela que si l'on
pouvait aboutir Et un accord sur ces deux der
nieres questions, toutes les sources de difficultes
seraient supprimees et qu'aucune circonstance
imprevue ne pourrait survenir. Aucune precision
ult6rieure n'a €ie apportee a cette declaration.

En ce qui concerne les deux autres notes, le
Premier Ministre a indique a l'Ambassadeur de
l'URSS son point de vue qui est le suivant:

a) Etant donne que le statut de la province
de l'Azerbai'djan, comme celui de toutes les au
tres provinces de l'Iran, est fixe par la Constitu
tion iranienne et la loi sur les conseils de pro-
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matter with which the Iranian Government will
deal;

(b) That the formation of a stock company
with joint participation by Iran and the Soviet
Union is a matter to be submitted for approval to
the next Parliament after the Soviet troops have
been withdrawn from Iran and elections can be
held lawfully for the organization of the fifteenth
Legislature.

This is the present state of the discussions on
the subject of oil and the future status of
Azerbaijan. According to the latest information
from my Government dispatched to me on 1
April, no understanding had been arrived at and
no agreement had been made.

The Prime Minister of Iran emphatically states
that he has not accepted and cannot accept any
condition whatsoever being attached to the com
plete withdrawal of the Red Army from the whole
of Iran. These forces should have been uncon
ditionally withdrawn from Iran on or before 2
March last. It is our position, as explained by
me at the meeting of the Security Council on
Friday last, that the evacuation of the whole of
Iran by Soviet forces cannot properly be made
dependent upon any conditions, foreseen or un
foreseen.

In closing permit me to repeat that, in referring
these disputes to the Council, the Iranian Govern
ment is animated by no feeling of hostility toward
the Soviet Union. It is our hope that the Council
will find a just solution which will promote
friendly relations in the future.

(Signed) Hussein ALA
Ambassador

ANNEX 3
Letter from Ambassador Hussein Ala,

representative of Iran, to Mr. Quo Tai.
chi, President of the Security Council
(document S/37)

New York, 15 April 1946

On 9 April 1946 I had the honour to state, in
accordance with the instructions of my Govern
ment, its position regarding the request of the
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Security Council that the
Council remove from its agenda the matters re
lating to the continued presence of Soviet troops
in Iran and the interferences in the internal
affairs of Iran. In my letter, I infonned the
Council of the desire of my Government that
these matters remain on its agenda as provided
by the resolution adopted on 4 April 1946.

Yesterday, 14 April, my Government instruc
ted me to make to the Security Council the follow
ing statement:

"As a result of the signature of the agreement
between the Iranian Government and the Govern
ment of the Soviet Union, it has been agreed that
the Red Army evacuate all Persian territory by
6 May 1946. The Iranian Government has
no doubt that this agreement will be carried out,
but at the same time has not the right to fix the
course the Security Council should take."

vince, il s'agit Ut d'une question int6rieure qui est
du ressort du Gouvernement iranien;

b) La constitution d'une societe anonyme It
laquelle participeraient conjointement l'Iran et
l'URSS est une question qui doit etre soumise It
l'approbation de la prochaine Chambre, apres
que les troupes sovietiques auront 6t6 retirees de
!'Iran et que les elections regulieres auront pu
avoir lieu en vue de la reunion de cette quin
zh~me legislature.

Tel est l'etat actuel des discussions sur les
questions relatives all petrole et a la situation
future de l'Azerba'idjan. D'apres les derniers rell
scignements en date du ler avril que mon Gou
vernement m'a fait parvenir, aUCUl1e entente n'a
6te realisee et aueun accord n'a ete conclu.

Le Premier Ministre de l'Iran tient a sou
ligner qu'il n'a pas accepte et qu'il ne peut ac
cepter de conditions quelconques au retrait total
de l'Armee rouge de l'ensemble du territoire
iranien. Ces troupes auraient dli etre retirees de
l'Iran sans condition, le 2 mars dernier au plus
tard. Ainsi que je l'ai explique au cours de la
seance du Conseil de securite de vendredi dernier,
nous main tenons que l'evacuation des troupes so
victiques de l'ensemble du territoire iranien ne
peut dependre d'aucune condition, prevue ou
imprevue.

En terminant, je me permets de repeter qu'en
portant ces differends clevant le Conseil, le Gou
vernement de !'Iran n'est anime par aucun sen
timent d'hostilite envers l'Uuion sovietique. Nons
avons l'espoir que le Conseil trouvera une solu
tion equitable qui nous permettra d'entretenir
des relations amicales a l'avenir.

(Sigm!) Hussein ALA
Ambassadeur

ANNEXE 3

Lettre de M. I/Ambassadeur Hussein Ala,
representant de "Iran, aM. Quo Taj-chi,
President du Conseil de securite (docu
ment 5/37)

New-York, 15 avril 1946

Le 9 avril 1946, j'ai eu l'honneur de vous ex
poser, d'ordre de mon Gouvernement, la position
prise par celui-ci Et l'egard de la demande for
mulee par le representant de l'Union des Repu
bliques socialistes soviMiques au Conseil de se
eurite et tendant a cc que le Conseil supprime de
son ordre du jour les questions relatives au main
tien des troupes sovi6tiques en Iran et aux in
g6rences dans les affaires int6rieures de l'Iran.
J'ai, dans ma lettre, informe le Conseil elu desir
de mon Gouvemement de voir ces questions
maintenues a l'ordre du jour, conformement a la
resolution adoptee le 4 avril 1946.

Hier, 14 avril, j'ai regu de mon Gouveme·
ment des instructions m'enjoignant de presenteJ
au Conseil de securite la declaration suivante:

"A la suite de la signature de l'accord entrl
le Gouvernement de l'Iran et le Gouvernemen
de I'URSS, il a ete convenu que l'Armee rougl
evacuerait l'ensemble du territoire iranien avan
le 6 mai 1946. Le Gouvernement iranien ne dout
pas que eet. accor~ soit respec!e m~is, d'autr
part, il ne IUl appartlent pas de deterrmner la COll
duite que devra tenir le Conseil de securite."
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This morning I received a further telegram
from my Government reading as follows:

"In view of the fact that the Soviet Ambassador
has again today 14 April categorically reiterated
that the unconditional evacuation of Iranian
territory by the Red Army will be completed by 6
May 1946 it is necessary that you immediately in
form the Security Council that the Iranian
Government has complete confidence in the word
and pledge of the Soviet Union Government
and for this reason withdraws its complaint from
the Security Council."

(Signed) Hussein ALA
Ambassador

ANNEX 4

Letter from the Secretary-General to the
President of the Security Council con·
cerning the retention of the Iranian
question on the agenda of the Security
Council (document S/39)

New York, 16 April 1946

I feel it desirable to present to you my views
with respect to the legal aspects of the question of
the retention of the Iranian case on the agenda
of the Security Council. The decision taken by
the Council in this matter may institute an im
portant precedent for the future, and it seems to
me advisable to consider it most carefully in
order to avoid a precedent which may later cause .
difficulties.

I submit the views herein expressed to you for .
such use as you may care to make of them.

On 18 March 1946, the Iranian representative
brought to the attention of the Security Council,
pursuant to Article 35, paragraph 1, of the
Charter a dispute between Iran and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics the continuance of
which is likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace and security. On 8 April the
Council resolved that the Council defer further
proceedings on the Iranian appeal until 6 May.
On 15 April the Iranian representative informed
the Security Council that the Iranian Government
withdrew its complaints from the Security
Council. Previously the Soviet representative
had requested that the Iranian question should
be removed from the agenda of the Security
Council.

The issue considered yesterday in the Security
Council is whether it can properly be retained on
the agenda in view of the fact that both parties
now have requested that it be removed.

The powers of the Security Council are set
forth in Chapter VI of the Charter in the follow
ing manner:

Under Article 33 the Council may call upon
the parties to a dispute to settle it by negotiation,
inquiry, etc. Under Article 34 it may investigate
any dispute or situation which might lead to inter
national friction or give rise to a dispute: Under
Article 36 it may recommend appropriate pro
cedures for the settlement of a dispute under
Article 33 or of a situation of like nature. Under
Article 37' the Council may decide to take action

Ce matin, j'ai re9u de mon Gouvernement un
nouveau t616gramme dont le texte est le suivant:

"Etant donne que l'Ambassadeur de l'URSS
a de nouveau, aujourd'hui meme 14 avril, con
firm6 categoriquement que l'evacuation sans con
dition du territoire iranien par l'Armee rouge
serait achevee pour le 6 mai 1946, il est neces
saire que vous informiez immediatement le Con
seil de securite que le Gouvemement iranien a
une entiere confiance dans la parole et l'engage
ment du Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique et
retire pour cette raison la plainte qu'il avait
deposee devant le Conseil de securite."

(Signe) Hussein ALA
Ambassadeur

ANNEXE 4

lettre du 5ecretaire general au President
du Conseil de securite concernant le
maintien de la question iranienne a I/or
dre du jour du Conseil de securite
(document 5/39)

New-York, 16 avril 1946

Je desire vous soumettre mon point de vue en
ce qui concerne l'aspect juridique de la question
du maintien de l'affaire iranienne a l'ordre du
jour du Conseil de securite. La decision prise par
le Conseil a ce sujet peut constituer un prece
dent important pour l'avenir et il me semble sou
haitable de l'envisager avec le plus grand soin
afin d'eviter un precedent susceptible de causer
ulterieurement des difficultes.

Je vous soumets les considerations exprimees
ci-apres afin que vous en fassiez tel usage que
vous jugerez utile.

Le 18 mars 1946, le representant de l'Iran a
attire l'attention du Conseil de securite, cOllfor
mement ii l'Article 35, paragraphe 1, de la Charte
sur un diff6rend existant entre l'Iran et l'Union
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques dont la
prolongation semblait devoir menacer le main
tien de la paix et de la securite internationales. Le
8 avril, le Conseil decida de remettre jusqu'au 6
mai la suite de l'examen de la demande presentee
par l'Iran. Le 15 avril, le representant de l'Iran
a fait savoir au Conseil de securite que le Gou
vernement iranien retirait la plainte qu'il avait
deposee devant le Conseil de securite. Anterieu
rement, le representant de l'Union sovietique
avait demande que la question iranienne flit re
tin~e de l'ordre du jour du Conseil de securite.

La question debattue hier par le Conseil de se
curite etait de savoir si l'affaire pouvait etre 16
gitimement maintenue a l'ordre du jour, etant
donne que les deux parties ont maintenant
demand6 qu'elle en soit retiree.

Les pouvoirs du Conseil de securite sont pre
cises dans le Chapitre VI de la Charte de la ma
niere suivante:

En vertu de 1'Article 33, le Conseil de secu
rite peut inviter les parties a un differend a le
regler par voie de negociations, d'enquetes, et
ainsi de suite. En vertu de l'Article 34, il peut
enqueter sur des, differend~ ou des situations. qui
pourraient entrame; un desaccord entre ,natI~ms

ou engendrer un dlfferend; en vertu de 1ArtIcle
36, il peut recommander des procedures appro
priees pour le reglement d'un differend vise par

105

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



a

Cb) A member brings the matter up as a
situation or dispute under Article 35; or

Ca) The Security Council votes that an investi
gation be undertaken under Article 34; or

under Article 36 if it deems that the continuance
of a dispute is in fact likely to endanger ~he
maintenance of international peace and secunty.
Finally, under Article 38, it may, if all the parties
to any dispute so request, make recommend~
tions to the parties with a view to pacifIc
settlements.

It is to be noted that the Security Council can
be seized of a dispute or situation in one of three
ways:

1. Under Article 35 by a State;
2. Under Article 34 by the Security Council

itself;
3. Under Article 99 by the Secretary-General.

In the present case, Article 99 is obviously not
applicable. The Security Council has taken no
action under Article 34, namely, it has not
ordered an investigation, which is the only action
possible under that Article. It is therefore not
applicable at this time and cannot become
applicable until an investigation is ordered.

The Council was originally seized of the dis
pute under Article 35, paragraph 1. Now that
Iran has withdrawn its complaints, the Council
can take no action under Article 33, 36, 37 or
38, since the necessary conditions for applying
these Articles (namely, a dispute between two
or more parties) do not exist. The only Article
under which it can act at all is Article 34. But
that Article, as has already been stated, can only
be invoked by a vote to undertake an investiga
tion, which has not been taken or even suggested
in this case. It is therefore arguable that follow
ing withdrawal of the complaints by the Iranian
representative, the question is automatically re
moved from the agenda, unless:

l'Article 33 ou d'une situation analogue; en
vertu de l'A~ticle 37 le Conseil peut decider de
prendre des mesure~ conformeIll;ent ~ l'Ar~ic~e
36, s'il estime que la pr?longatlOn d un .dl~fe
rend semble en fait, devoIr menacer le mamtwn
de la paix et de la securite ~nternatio~ales. Enfin,
en vertu de 1'Article 38, tl peut, SI toutes les
parties a un differend le demandent, faire des
recommandations a celles-ci en vue d'un regle
ment pacifique.

Il y a lieu d'observer que le Conseil de se
curite peut etre saisi d'un differend ou d'une
situation de 1'une des trois manieres suivantes:

1. En vertu de 1'Article 33, par un Etat;
2. En vertu de 1'Article 34, par le Conseil de

securite lui-meme;
3. En vertu de l'Article 99, par le Secretaire

general.
Dans le cas actuel, I'Article 99 n'est evidem

ment pas applicable. Le Conseil de securite n'a
pris aucune mesure en vertu de l'Article 34,
c'est-a-dire qu'il n'a pas ordonne une enquete,
seule action possible en vertu de cet Article. Ce
dernier n'est pas applicable au cas present et ne
pourrait le devenir que si une enquete 6tait or
donnee.

Le Conseil, a 1'origine, a ete saisi du dif
ferend en vertu de 1'Article 35, paragraphe 1.
Maintenant que l'Iran a retire ses plaintcs, le
Conseil ne peut prendre aucune mesure en vertu
des Articles 33, 36, 37 et 38, etant donne que
les conditions necessaires pour l'application de
ces Articles (a savoir un differend entre deux
ou plusieurs parties) ne sont pas reunies. L'ar
ticle 34 est le seul Article en vertu duquelle Con
seil a la possibilite d'agir. Mais cet Article, ainsi
qu'il a deja ete indique, ne peut ctre invoque
qU'a la suite d'un vote ordonnant une enqu6te,
vote qui n'a pas eu lieu et qui n'a meme pas ete
propose dans le cas present. Par consequent, on
peut soutenir qu'a. la suite du retrait des pluintes
deposees par le representant de l'Iran, la question
est automatiquement retiree de l'ordre du jour, a
moins que:

a) Le CODscil de securite ne procede a un
vote ordonnant une enquete, en vertu de 1'Article
34; ou

b) Qu'un membre ne soumette a nouveau la
question au Conseil en rant que situation ou dif
ferend vises par l'Article 35; ou

Cc) The Council proceeds under Article 36, c) Que le Conseil n'agisse en vertu de 1'Arti-
paragraph 1, which would appear to require a cle 36, paragraphe 1, ce qui semblerait exiger au
preliminary finding that a dispute exists under prealable la constatation qu'il existe un differend
Article 33 or that there is "a situation of like de la categorie envisagee a l'Article 33 ou "une
nature". situation analogue."

An argument which may be "made against the Contre la th~se d'apres laquelle la question se
view of automatic removal from the agenda is trouve automatlquement retiree de l'ordre du
that once a matter is brought to the attention of jour, on peut faire valoir l'arguement suivant:
the Council it is no longer a matter solely be- apres qu'une affaire a ete soumise a l'attention
tween the original parties, but one in which the du Conseil de sec~rite, eUe n'appartient plus uni
Council collectively has an interest, as repre- que!Dent aux pa!tlcs interessees a l'origine, mais
senting the whole of the United Nations. This devlCnt une affalre dans laquelle le Conseil a un
may well be true; but it would appear that the interet c?llectif ~n ce qu'il represente l'ensemble
only way in which, under the Charter, the Council des. Natl~)lls. Umes. Cela peut sans doute etre
can exercise that interest, is under Article 34, or veal, malS tl semble que le Conseil ne puisse
under Article 36, paragraph 1. Since the Council manifester cet interet aux termes de la Charte
has not chosen to invoke Article 34 in the only qu'en application de l'Article 34 ou de l'Article
way in which it can be invoked, namely, through 3?, para~~p~e}. Btant donne que le Conseil
voting that an investigation be undertaken, and n a pas deCIde d mvoquer l'Article 34 de la seule
has not chosen to invoke Article 36, paragraph 1, fa~on dont il peut Stre invoque, c'est-a-dire par
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by deciding that a dispute exists under Article 33
Or that there is a situation of like nature, it may
well be that there is no way in which it can re
main seized of the matter.

(Signed) Trygve LIE

un vote demandant une enquete, et n'a pas de
cide non plus d'invoquer l'Article 36, paragraphe
1, en decidant qu'il existe un diff6rend repondant
aux termes de l'Article 33, ou qu'il existe une
situation analogue, il peut en resulter qu'il n'y
ait pas pour le Conseil possibilite de rester saisi
de la question.

(Signe) Trygve LIE
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ANNEX 5

lette.' from Ambassador Henri Bonnet,
representative of France, to His Excel.
lency Hafez Pasha, President of the
Security Council (document 5/52)

New York, 30 April 1946

I have the honour to send you herewith a
communication from my Government relating to
the results of negotiations regarding the with
drawal of French troops from Syria and Lebanon.

I should be grateful if you would bripg this
document to the knowledge of the members of
the Security Council.

(Signed) Renri BONNET
Ambassador.

At its meeting in London on 16 February
1946, when it considered the presence of foreign
troops in Syria and Lebanon, the Security Council
was asked to vote on the following motion sub
mitted by the United States representative:

"The Security Council
"Takes note of the statements made by the

four parties and by the other members of the
Council;

"Expresses its confidence that the foreign
troops in Syria and Lebanon will be withdrawn as
soon as practicable and that negotiations to that
end will be undertaken by the parties without
delay; and

"Requests the parties to inform it of the results
of the negotiations."

Although the vote taken on this motion did not
of itself carry any legal force, the French Govern
ment immediately declared that it would abide
by the decisions of the majority. In fulfilment
of this undertaking it has the honour to bring to
the knowledge of the members of the Security
Council that the negotiations undertaken with the
various parties concemed have resulted in an
agreement, the terms of which are stated below;

1. As regards Syria the French Government
and the United Kingdom Government have
jointly made the necessary arrangements so that
the evacuation of Syrian territory may be fully
carried out by 30 April 1946.

2. As regards Lebanon there took place, in
pursuance of conversations between French and
British experts, conversations in Paris with the
Lebanese Minister for Foreign Affairs, who
accepted the invitation to Paris extended to him
by the French Minister for Foreign Affairs at the
end of the discussions in the Security Council
with a view to exploring with him the method
most likely to result in an agreement between the
two Governments in accordance with the motion
of the Council.

ANNEXE 5

lettre de M. l'Ambassadeur Henri Bonnet,
representant de la France, a Son Excel
lence Hafez Pacha, President du Conseil
de securite (document 5/52)

New-York, 30 avril 1946

J'ai l'honneur de faire parvenir ci-joint a
Votre Excellence une communication de mon
Gouvernement relative aux resultats des negocia
dons concernant l'evacuation des troupes fran

ltaises de la Syrie et du Liban.
Je serais tres reconnaissant a Votre Excel

lence de bien vouloir porter ce document a la
connaissance des membres du Conseil de securite.

(Signe) Henri BONNET
Ambassadeur

Dans sa seance de Londres du 16 fevrier
1946 sur la question de la presence des troupes
etrangeres stationnees en Syrie et au Liban, le
Conseil de securite avait tte appele a se pronon
cer sur la motion suivante presentee par le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis d'Amerique:

"Le Conseil de securite,
"Prend acte des declarations faites par les

quatre parties ainsi que par les autres membres

du Conseil;
"Compte que les troupes etrangeres stationnees

en Syrie et au Liban seront retin~es aussit6t que
possible et que des negociations acette fin seront
entreprises sans delai par les parties; et

"Demande a celles-ci de le tenir informe du

resultat des negociations."
Bien que le vote intervenu a la suite de la

presentation de cette motion n'ait pas eu de valeut'
juridique par IUi-meme, le Gouvernement fran
ltais avait declare aussit6t qu'il se conformerait
aux decisions de la majorite. Afin de tenir cet
engagement il a l'honneur de faire savoir aux
membres d~ Conseil de securite que les nego
ciations entreprises avec les differentes. parties
interessees ont abouti a un accord dont lIs vou
dront bien trouver ci-apres l'expose:

1. En ce qui concerne la Syrie, le Gouverne

.ment franltais et 1e G<;lUvernement du ~oy~u.me

Uni ont pris conjomtement les diSPOSitIons
necessaires pour que l'evacuation du territoire
syrien soit achevee le 30 avril 1946.

2. En ce qui concerne le Libau, El la suite
d'entretiens entre experts fran~ais et britanniques,
des conversations ont eu lieu a Paris avec le Mi
nistre des affaires etrangeres du Liban qui avait
bien voulu accepter de se rendre cl Paris sur l'in
vitation du Ministre des affaires etrangeres de
France a l'issue des debats du Conseil de securite
afin d'examiner avec lui la maniere la plus pro
pre Et aboutir a un accord entre les deux Gou
vernements, conformement a la motion du
Conseil.
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In accordance with these conversations the
French Government, by a note dated 19 March,
informed the Lebanese Government that the time
limits recommended by the military experts could
be brought appreciably closer if the Lebanese
Government for its part undertook to grant the
French Command in the Levant the full support
of the public services and of the Lebanese Anny
for the transport, guarding and embarkation of
material. At the same time the French Govern
ment asked the Lebanese Government to agree to
set up a joint Franco-Lebanese military staff.

In the event that the Lebanese Government
agreed to promise its full support in this con
nexion, the French Government stated that, for its
part, it was ready to reduce the time limits pre
viously contemplated in the following manner:
the withdrawal of French troops as a whole from
Lebanon could be completed by 31 August 1946.
From 31 August to 31 December 1946 the
French Government would retain in Lebanon
only a group of thirty officers and approximately
300 technicians in order to ensure control over
and transport of material; the departure of these
latter units would have to take place not later
than 31 December. Lastly, in order to meet a
wish expressed by the Lebanese Government, the
French Government stressed its desire to ensure
the withdrawal of the bulk of the fighting forces
before 30 June 1946. The Lebanese Minister for
Foreign Affairs informed the French Government
on 21 March that these proposals were accept
able to his Government. He undertook, further,
to make available to the French Command the
full co-operation of public services and of the
Lebanese Army for the technical operations in
connexion with embarkation.

In pursuance of this agreement the French
and Lebanese Ministers for Foreign Affairs ex
changed letters on 23 March 1946, tlle text of
which has been published in the press, noting the
successful outcome of the negotiations recom
mended to the parties in the resolution proposed
to the Security Council on 19 February.

Comme suite a ces conversations et par note
du 19 mars, le Gouvernement franc;ais faisait
savoir au Gouvernement libanais qu'il pourrait
abreger assez sensiblement les d6lais d'6vacuation
rccommandes par les experts militaires, au cas
ou le Gouvernement libanais s'engagerait pour sa
part a accorder au Gouvernement franc;:ais au
Levant le plein concours des services publics et
de I'Armee libanaise pour le transport, la garde
et l'embarquement du materie!. Le Gouverne
ment franc;:ais demandait en meme temps au
Gouvernement libanais de consentir it la crea
tion d'un etat-major commun franco-libanais.

Au cas ou le Gouvernement libanais accep
terait de promettre son plein concours acet egard,
le Gouvernement franc;:ais faisait savoir que pour
sa part i1 etait pret it reduire les delais precedem
ment prevus de la maniere suivante: le retrait
du Liban de l'ensemble des troupes franc;:aises
pourrait etre termine le 31 aout 1946. Du 31
aout au 31 decembre 1946, le Gouvernement
franc;ais ne garderait au Liban qu'un groupe de
trente officiers et d'environ 300 techniciens pour
assurer le contrcle et le transport du materiel, le
depart de ces derniers elements devant avoir lieu
le 31 decembrc au plus tard. Enfin, pour re
pondre au souhait exprime par le Gouvernement
libanais, le Gouvernernimt franc;:ais a affirrne son
desir d'assurer le retrait du gros des troupes
combattantes avant le 30 juin 1946. Le Minis
tre des affaires etrangeres du Liban a bien voulu
faire savoir au Gouvernement franc;:ais, le 21
mars, que ces propositions etaient acceptabIes a
son Gouvernement. Il s'est engage d'autre part it
assurer au Commandement franc;ais la pleine
cooperation des services publics et de l'Armee
libanaise aux operations techniques d'embarquc
ment.

Prenant note de cet accord, les Ministres des
affaires etrangeres de France et du Liban ont
procede, le 23 mars 1946, it un echange de lettres
dont le texte a ete publie dans la presse, mar
quant l'heureux aboutissement des negociations
recommandees aux parties par la resolution pro
posee au Conseil de securite le 19 fevricr.

ANNEX 6

Letter from Sir Alexander Cadogan, repre
sentative of the United Kingdom, to the
President of the Security Council (docu
ment 5/51)

ANNEXE 6

Lettre de Sir Alexander Cadogan, repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, au President
du Conseil de securite (document 5/51)

New-York, 1er mai 1946

J'ai l'honneur, d'ordre de mon gouvernement,
de vous prier de porter ce qui suit a l'attention
du Conseil de securite:

2. Le 16 fevrier, a la fin de' la discussion qui
s'est deroulee au Conseil de securite au sujet du
retrait des troupes etrangeres des Etats du Le
vant, un vote a eu lieu sur la resolution ci-aprcs
qui avait ete soumise par le representant des
Etats-Unis d'Amerique: "Le Conseil de securite
prer:d ac:te ,des declarations faites par les quatre
parties alllSI que par les autres membres du Con
seil; compte que les troupes etrangeres stationnees
en Syrie et au Liban seront retirees aussitot que
possible et que des negociations a cette fin
seront entreprises sans delai par les parties; et de
mande a celles-ci de le tenir informe du resuItat
des negociations".
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New York, 1 May 1946

On instructions from my Government I have
the honour to request you to bring the following
to the attention of the Security Council:

2. On 16 February, at the close of the Security
Council's discussion regarding the withdrawal of
foreign troops from the Levant States, a vote was
taken on the following resolution which was
presented by the United States representative:
"The Security Council takes note of the state
ments made by the four parties and by the other
members of the Council; expresses its confidence
that the foreign troops in Syria and Lebanon will
be withdrawn as soon as practicable and that
negotiations to that end wiII be undertaken by the
parties without delay; and requests the parties to
inform it of the results of the negotiations."
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(Signe) Saadallah El JABIRI
Premier Ministre et Ministre

des affaires etrangeres de Syrie
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3. Although the Council's vote in favour of
th,is resolution had no legal validity, the United
Kmgdom representative undertook to give effect
to the majority decision of the Council as ex
pressed in it. Accordingly His Majesty's Govern
ment who had likewise agreed to act in accord
ance with the majority opinion of the Council
sent a military delegation to Paris to agree on th~
necessary arrangements.

4. His Majesty's Government in the United
Kingdom now have the honour to inform the
:nembers of the Security Council that the follow
mg arrangements were then made for the with
drawal of British troops:

\ 1) All British troops to be withdrawn from
Syn~ by 30 ~pril. The withdrawal was actually
earned out ID advance of this date and was
completed by 15 April.

. (2) The first thousand British troops to be
wIthdrawn from Lebanon with a similar number
of French troops by 31 March. This movement
was carried out by the date mentioned.

(3) The remainder of British troops, except·
for a small liquidation party, to be withdrawn
from Lebanon by 30 June.

(4) This plan was duly communicated to· the
Syrian and Lebanese Governments, who have
suggested no modifications. I

(Signed) Alexander CADOGAN

ANNEX 7
Telegram from Mr. Saadallah El Jabiri

Syrian Premier and Minister for Foreign
Affairs to the President of the Security
Council (document S/64)

Syrian State, 19 May 1946

At the 23rd meeting of the Security Council
held in London on Saturday, 16 February 1946
to discuss the question of the withdrawal of
foreign troops from the Syrian and Lebanese ter
ritories the United States representative presented
to the Council the following resolution: the Secur
ity Council takes note of the statements made by
the four parties and by the other members of the
Council expresses its confidence that the foreign
troops in Syria and Lebanon will be withdrawn
as soon as practicable and that negotiations to
that end will be undertaken by the parties without
delay and requires the parties to inform it of the
results of the negotiations. Although this resolu
tion had no legal validity in view of paragraph 3
of Article 27 of the Charter it received the ap
proval of the majority of the members of the
Security Council among whom were the represen
tatives of the United Kingdom and France who
undertook to give effect to it. The Syrian
Government have the honour to inform the mem
bers of the Security Council that the evacuation of
foreign troopS from Syrian territory in compliance
with the proposal of the representative of the
United States of America has been accomplished
during the first two weeks of April 1946.

(Signed) Saadallah El JABIRI
Premier and Minister for Foreign Affairs

3. Bien que le vote emis par le Conseil en
faveur de cette resolution n'ait pas eu de valeur
juridique, le representant du Royaume-Uni s'est
engage a ,donner effet a la volonte de la majorite
du Consell telIe que ce vote l'exprimait. En con
seq~ence, le, Gouverne~en~ ~e Sa Majeste, qui
aVaIt de meme accepte d aglr en accord avec
l'opinion de la majorite du Conseil, a envoye une
delegation militaire a Paris pour s'entendre sur
les dispositions qu'il etait necessaire de prendre.

4. Le Gouvernement de Sa Majeste dans le
~oyaume-U:ni a maintenant l'honncur de porter
a la connalssance des membres du Conseil de
securite que les dispositions suivantes ont ete
p~ises alors en vue du retrait des troupes britan
mques:

1) Toutes les troupes britanniques devaient
Stre retirees de Syrie au 30 avril. L'evacuation a
ete executee en fait avant cette date et achevee
le 15 avril.

2) Le premier contingent de 1.000 soldats
britanniques devait otre retire du Liban avec un
contingent analogue de soldats fran<;ais au 31
mars. Ce mouvement a ete execute pour la date
indiquee.

3 ~ Le ,reste des troupes britanniques, ex
ceptIOn falte d'un detachement de liquidation,
devait Stre retire du Liban pour le 30 juin.

4) Le present plan a ete dilment communi
que aux gouvernements syriens et libanais qui
n'y ont pas propose de modifications.

(Signe) Alexander CADOGAN

ANNEXE 7
Telegramme de M. Saadallah El Jabiri,

Premier Ministre et Ministre des affaires
etrangeres de Syrie, au President du
Conseil de securite (document 5/64)

Etat Syrien, 19 mai 1946

Lors de la :23eme seance du Conseil de se
curite tenue aLondres le samedi 16 fevrier 1946
afin de discuter la question du retrait des troupes
etrangeres des territoires de Syrie et du Liban, le
representant des Etats-Unis d'Amerique a pre
sente au Conseil de securite la resolution sui
vante: Le Conseil de securite prend acte des de.,.
clarations faites par les quatre parties ainsi que
par les autres membres du Conseil, compte que les
troupes etrangeres stationnees en Syrie et au
Liban seron! retirees aussitot que possible et que
des negociations a cette fin seront entreprises
sans delai par les parties et demande a celIes-ci
de le tenir informe du resultat des negociations.
Bien que eette resolution, en vertu des termes
de l'Article 27, paragraphe 3, de la Charte n'eilt
pas de valeur juridique, elle a ete approuvee par
la majorite des membres dll Conseil de securite
au nombre desquels se trouvaient les represen
tants du Royaume-Uni et de la France qui se
sont engages a lui donner effet. Le Gouverne
ment syrien a l'honneur de faire connaitre aux
membres du Conseil de securite que le retrait des
troupes etrangeres du territoire de Syrie confor
mement a la proposition du representant des
Etats-Unis d'Amerique a 6te effectue au cours
des deux premieres semaines du mois d'avril
1946

•
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ANNEX 8

Letter from Mr. Charles Malik, Lebanese
Minister in Washington, to Mr. Trygve
Lie, Secretary-General, and Enclosures
(document 5/90)

Washington, D. C., 12 June 1946

I have the honour to transmit to you herewith
a letter from His Excellency the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Lebanon, together with the text
of two letters exchanged between Their Excellen
cies the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Lebanon
and the Minister for Foreign Affairs of France.

(Signed) Charles MALIK
Minister

ANNEX 8A

Mr. Hamid frangie, Lebanese Minister for
foreign Affairs, to Mr. Trygve Lie, Sec
retary-General:

Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(No. 2206/S)

Beyrouth, 9 May 1946

Further to the communication addressed on 27
February 1946 to the General Secretariat of the
United Nations by the Chairmen of the Lebanese
and Syrian delegations, and in accordance with
the resolution proposed by the representative of
the United States of America, to which the
United Kingdom and French Governments have
adhered notwithstanding the veto of the represen
tative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
I have the honour to inform you that negotiations
have been undertaken between Mr. Georges
Bidault, French Minister for Foreign Affairs, and
myself, with a view to determining the terms for
evacuating the French troops from Lebanon.

Those negotiations have resulted in an agree
ment established by an exchange of letters dated
23 March 1946.

The Lebanese Government is satisfied with the
outcome of the above-mentioned negotiations and
has decided to infornl the Security Council there
of.

In these circumstances I have the honour to
submit to you the text of the two letters exchang
ed and to request you to communicate them to
the Security Council.

(Signed) Hamid FRANGIE
Minister for Foreign Affairs

ANNEX 8B

Mr. Hamid frangie, Lebanese Minister for
foreign Affairs, to Mr. George Bidault,
french Minister for foreign Affairs:

ANNEXE 8

Lettre de M. Charles Malik, Ministre du
Liban oB Washington, oB M. Trygve Lie,
Secretaire genel'a~, et pieces jointes
(document 5/90)

Washington, D. C., le 12 juin 1946

J'ai l'honneur de vous remettre ci-joint une
lettre de Son Excellence le Ministre des affaires
etrangeres du Liban, ainsi que le texte de deux
lettres echangees entre Leurs Excellences le Mi
nistre des affaires etrangeres du Liban, et le
Ministre des affaires etrangeres de France.

(Signe) Charles MALIK
Ministre

ANNEXE SA

M. Hamid Frangie, Ministre des affaires
etrangeres du Liban, ill M. Trygve Lie,
5ecretaire general:

Ministere des affaires etrangeres
(No 2206/S)

Beyrouth, 9 mai 1946

Faisant suite a la communication adressee le
27 fevrier 1946 au Secretariat general de 1'0r
ganisation des Nations Unies par les Presidents
des delegations libanaise et syrienne, et confor
mement a la resolution proposee par le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis d'Amerique, resolution a
laquelle ont adhere, nonobstant le veto du re
presentant de l'Union des Republiques socialistes
sovietiques, les Gouvernements du Royaume

tUni et de la France, j'ai l'honneur de VOilS faire
!connaitre que des negociations ont ete entreprises
lientre M. Georges Bidault, Ministre des affaires
;l~etrangeres de France et moi-meme, afin de regIer
! es modalites de l'evacuation des troupes fran
i aises du Liban.
; Ces negociations ont abouti a un accord
constate par un echange de lettres en date du
23 mars 1946.

Le Gouvernement libanais, satisfait de 1'is
sue desdites negociations, a decide d'en faire
part au Conseil de Securite.

Dans ces conditions, j'ai I'honneur de vous
adresser le texte des deux lettres echangees, en
vous priant de bien vouloir les communiquer
audit Conseil.

(Signe) Hamid FRANGlE
Ministre des affaires etrangeres

ANNEXE 8B

M. Hamid frangie, Ministre des af'faires
etrangeres du Liban, a M. Georges
Bidault, Ministre des affaires ehangeres
de France:

Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Beyrouth, 23 March 1946

In your letter of today's date you were kind
enough to state the following;

"I had the honour to inform you on 19 March
that as a result of the conference of French and
British military experts which took place in Paris

Ministere des affaires 6trangeres

Beyrouth, 23 mars 1946

Par lettre en date d'aujourd'hui vous avez bien
voulu me faire connaitre ce qui suit:

"J'ai eu l'honneur de vous faire savoir, le 19
!!pars, qu'a la suite de la conference d'experts
Ji1ilitaires fran9ais et britanniques qui s'est tenue a

~,
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from 2-6 March, the French Military Head
quarters fixed 1 ~~ril 194~ .a~ the date by v.:hieh,
in view of the 11l11lted faclhtles locally aVailable
to the French High Command in the Levant, the
withdrawal of all French troops stationed in
Lebanon could be completed.

"I infomled you at the same time that it might
be possible to shorten and modify this time-limit,
if additional resources and facilities could be
made available to the French High Command by
the Lebanese Government. It is for this reason
that I asked you for the aid and co-operation of
your Government under the conditions which we
agreed upon, and I indicated to you at the same
time the modifications which might in conse
quence be made in the evacuation plan.

"On 21 March you were good enough to in
form me that your Government had agreed to the
proposals which I had made to you. It follows
therefrom that:

"A. The Lebanese Government undertakes to
grant to the French High Command in the Levant
the following assistance:

"1. By the public services: the co-operation of
the gendarmerie, of the police and of the ad
ministrative organs and the placing at the disposal
of the French High Command of such contingents
of workers as the French Military Authorities
might need for the maintenance, transhipment
and embarkation of material;

"2. By the Lebanese army: the supply of nec
essary material, of a certain amount of labour,
of specialized teams, and the provision, at the
request of the French authorities, of all guard
services which might be required;

"3. The attachment of Lebanese officers to a
joint Franco-Lebanese Military Staff for the pur
pose of aiding the two High Commands and
keeping them informed on the progress of evacua
tion operations.

"E. On the basis of the adherence of the
Lebanese Governmcnt to the programme set
forth in the three foregoing paragraphs, the
French Government, for its part, undertakes to
adopt the following evacuation programme:

"(a) Subject to the provisions contained in
paragraph (b) below, the withdrawal from Le
banon of the French troops as a whole shall be
concluded on 31 August 1946, by which date all
units of avenantaires will have been dissolved;

"(b) From 31 August 1946 to 31 December
1946, the French Government shall be empower
ed to maintain in Lebanon a group of thirty
officers and about 300 technicians for the pur
pose of supervising control and transport of
material. The departure of these latter units
shall be effected by 31 December at the latest.

"C. In response to the wishes expressed by the
Lebanese Government, the French Government
expresses its desire to effect the withdrawal of
the bulk of the combatant troops by 30 June 1946.
It will devolve upon the joint Franco-Lebanese
Military Staff to propose to the French High
Command, having regard to material conditions
and to the progress of operations, appropriate
measures for the implementation of such a pro
gramme."

Paris du 2 au 6 mars, l'Etat-major fran9ais avait
fixe au ler avril 1947, la date a laquelle, compte
tenu des seuls moyens dont dispose sur place le
Commandement fraIll;:ais au Levant, pourrait etre
aeheve le retrait de la totalite des troupes
frangaises stationnees au Liban.

"Je VOilS faisais savoir en meme temps que ce
delai etait susceptible d'etre abrege et amenage
dans la mesure ou des moyens et facilites supple
mentaires seraient pretes au Commandement
frangais par le Gouvernement libanais. C'est
dans cet esprit que je vous avais demande l'appui
et la cooperation de votre Gouvernement dans des
conditions que nous avions precisees et je vous
avais expose en meme temps les modifications qui
pourraient en consequence etre apportees au plan
d'evaeuation.

"Vous avez bien voulu me faire connartre, le
21 mars, l'accord de votre Gouvemement sur les
propositions que je vous avais faites. I1 en
resulte que:

"A) Le Gouvernement libanais s'engage s
accorder au Commandement fran<;ais au Levant
le concours suivant:

"1. de la part des services publics: le concours
de la gendarmerie, de la police, des organes
administratifs et la mise a la disposition du Com
mandement fran<;ais des contingents de travail
leurs dont les autorites militaires auraient besoin
pour le conditionnement, le transbordement et
l'embarquement du materiel;

"2. De la part de l'Armee libanaise: la fourni
ture des moyens materiels necessaires, d'une
certaine main-d'ceuvre, d'equipes specialisees, et
de la prise en charge sur la demande des autorites
fran<;:aises, de tous les services de garde qui
pourraient lui etre passes;

"3. l'affectation d'officiers libanais a un Etat
major commun frallco-libanais ayant pour mis
sion d'assister les deux Commandements et de les
renseigner sur le progres des operations d'evacua
tion.

"B) Sur la base de l'adhesion du Gouverne
ment libanais au programme expose dans les
paragraphes precedents, le Gouvernement
fran<;ais, de son cote, s'engage a adopter le pro
gramme d'evacuation suivant:

"a) Sous reserve des dispositions prevues a
l'alinea b) ci-dessous, le retrait du Liban de
l'ensemble des troupes fran<;aises sera termine le
31 aout 1946. A la meme date, des unites
d'avenantaires auront ete dissoutes;

"b) Du 31 aout 1946 au 31 d6cembre 1946,
le Gouvernemellt fran9ais aura la faculte de
maintenir au Liban un groupe de trente officiers
et d'environ 300 techniciens pour assurer le
controle et le transport du materie!. Le depart
de ces derniers elements sera effectue le 31
decembre 1946 au plus tard.

"C) Pour repondre aux souhaits exprimes par
le Gouvernement libanais, le Gouvernement
frangais affirme son desir d'assurer le retrait du
gros des troupes combattantes avant le 30 juin
1946. Il appartiendra a l'etat-major commun
franco-libanais de proposer au Commalldement
frangais, compte tenu des conditions materielles
et du progres des operations des mesures propres
a faciliter la realisation d'un tel programme."

..
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I have the honour to confirm to you the ap
proval by the Lebanese Government of the reci
procal engagements undertaken by our two
Governments as set forth in the above letter.

(Signed) Hamid FRANGIE
Minister for Foreign Affairs

ANNEX SC
Mr. Georges Bidault, French Minister for

Foreign Affairs, to Mr. Hamid Frangie,
Lebanese Minister for Foreign Affairs

Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Paris, 23 March 1946

I had the honour to inform you on 19 March
that as a result of the conference of French and
British military experts which took place in Paris
from 2-6 March, the French Military Head
quarters fixed 1 April 1947 as the date by which,
in view of the limited facilities locally available
to the French High Command in the Levant, the
withdrawal of all French troops stationed in Le
banon could be completed.

I informed you at the same time that it might
be possible to shorten and modify this time-limit,
if additional resources and facilities could be
made available to the French High Command by
the Lebanese Government. It is for this reason
that I asked you for the aid and co-operation of
your Government under the conditions which we
agreed upon, and I indicated to you at the same
tiIlfe the modifications which might in conse
quence be made in the evacuation plan.

On 21 March you were good enough to in
form me that your Government had agreed to the
proposals which I had made to you. It follows
therefrom that:

A. The Lebanese Government undertakes to
grant to the French High Command in the Levant
the following assistance:

1. By the public services: the co-operation of
the gendarmerie, of the police and of the. adminis
trative organs and the placing at the disposal of
the French High Command of such contingents
of workers as the French Military Authorities
might need for the maintenance, transhipment
and embarkation of material;

2. By the Lebanese army: the supply of neces
sary material, of a certain amount of labour,
of specialized teams, and the provision, at the re
quest of the French authorities, of all guard
services which might be required;

3. The attachment of Lebanese officers to a
joint Franco-Lebanese Military Staff for the pur
pose of aiding the two High Commands and keep
ing them informed on the progress of evacuation
operations.

B. On the basis of the adherence of the Le
banese Government to the programme set forth
in the three foregoing paragraphs, the French
Government, for its part, undertake to adopt
the follov.ing evacuation programme:

(a) Subject to the provisions contained in
paragraph (b) below, the withdrawal from Le
banon of the French troops as a whole shall be
concluded on 31 August 1946, by which date all
units of avenantaires will have been dissolved;

J'ai l'honneur de vous confirmer l'accord du
Gouvernement libanais sur les engagements
reciproques de nos deux Gouvernements tels
qu'ils sont exposes dans la lettre ci-dessLls.

(Signe) Hamid FRANGIE
Ministre des affaires etrangeres

ANNEXE 8C
M. Georges Bidault, Ministre des affaires

etrangeres de France, a M. Hamid Fran·
gie, Ministre des affaires etrangeres du
Liban

Ministere des Affaires etrangercs
Paris, 23 mars 1946

J'ai eu l'honneur de vous faire savoir, le 19
mars, qu'a la suite de la conference des experts
militaires fran~ais et britanniques, qui s'est tenue
aParis du 2 au 6 mars, l'Etat-major franl;ais avait
fixe au ler avril 1947 la date a laquelle, compte
tenu des seuls moyens dont dispose sur place le
Commandement franc;ais au Levant, pourrait etre
acheve le retrait de la totalite des troupes
franc;aises stationnees au Liban.

Je vous faisais savoir en meme temps que ce
delai etait susceptible d'etre abrege et amenage
dans la mesure 011 des moyens et facilites suppl6
mentaires seraient pretes au Commandement
fran~ais par le Gouvernement libanais. C'est
dans cet esprit que je vous avais dcmallde l'appui
et la cooperation de votre Gouvernement dans
des conditions que nous avions precisees et je
vous avais expose en meme temps les modifica
tions qui pourraient en consequence etre ap
portees au plan d'evacuation.

Vous avez bien voulu me faire connaitre, le 21
mars, l'accord de votre Gouvernement sur les
propositions que je vous avais faites. 11 en
resulte que:

A) Le Gouvernement libanais s'engage a
accorder au Commandement franc;ais au Levant
le concours suivant:

1. De la part des services publics: le concoul'S
de la gendarmerie, de la police, des organes ad
ministratifs et la mise a la disposition du Com
mandement fran~ais des contingents de travail
leurs dont les autorites militaires auraient besoin
pour le conditionnement, le transbordement et
l'embarquement du materiel;

2. De la part de l'Armee libanaise: la fourni
ture des moyens materiels necessaires, d'une
certaine main-d'muvre, d'equipes specialisees, et
la prise en charge, sur la demande des autorites
fran~aises, de tous les services de garde qui
pourraient lui etre passes;

3. L'affectation d'officiers libanais a un Etat
major commun franco-libanais ayant pour
mission d'assister les deux Commandements et de
les renseigner sur le progres des operations
d'evacuation.

B) Sur la base de l'adhesion du Gouvemement
libanais au programme expose dans les trois
paragraphes precedents, le Gouvernement fran
c;ais, de son cote, s'engage a adopter le pro
gramme d'evacuation suivant:

a) Sous reserve des dispositions prevues a
l'alinea b) ci-dessous, le retrait du Liban de
l'ensemble des troupes francaises sera termine le
31 aout 1946. A la meme date, les unites
d'avenantaires auront ete dissoutes.
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(b) From 31 August 1946 to 31 December
1946, the French Government shall be em
powered. to maintain in Lebanon. ~ group of
thirty offIcers and about 300 techmcIans for the
purpose of supervising control and transport of
material The departure of these latter units
shall be effected by 31 December at the latest.

C. In response to the wishes expressed by the
Lebanese Government, the French Government
expresses its desire to effect the withdrawal of the
bulk of the combatant troops by 30 June 1946.
It will devolve upon the joint Franco-Lebanese
Military Staff to propose to the Frcnch High
Command, having regard to material conditions
and to the progress of operations, appropriate
measures for the implementation of such a pro
gramme.

I should be obliged to you if you would kindly
confirm that the Lebanese Government agrees to
the reciprocal obligations of our two Govern
ments as set forth in the present letter.

(Signed) Georges BIDAULT
Minister for Foreign Affairs

ANNEX 9

Letter from Mr. O. Lange, Ambassador of
Poland, to Mr. Trygve Lie, Secretary
General (document S/32)

Washington, D.C., 8 April 1946

I should like to Inform you that I have received
instructions from my Government to draw the at
tention of the Security Council to a situation of
the nature referred to in Article 34 of the Charter.
This situation is due to international friction re
sulting from the existence and activities of the
Franco regime in Spain.

In view of the fact that information about it
has already appeared in press dispatches from
Warsaw, I want to inform you that within the
next few days I shall submit to you a request to
put this matter on the agenda of the SecurIty
Council.

(Signed) Oscar LANGE
Ambassador

b) Du 31 aout au 31 decembre 1946, le
Gouvcrnemcnt franc;ais aura la faculte de main
tenir au Liban un groupe de trente officiers et
d'environ 300 techniciens pour assurer le
controle et le transport du materie!. Le depart
de ces derniers elements sera effectue le 31
decembre 1946 au plus tard.

C) Pour repondre au souhait exprime par le
Gouvernement libanais, le Gouvemement fran9ais
affirme son desir d'assurer le retrait du gros des
troupes combattantes avant le 30 juin 1946. 11
appartiendra 11 l'Etat-major commun franco
libanais de proposer au Commandement franltais,
compte tenu des conditions materielles et du pro
gres des operations, des mesures propres a facili
ter la realisation d'un tel programme.

Je vous serais reconnaissant de vouloir bien me
confirmer l'accord du Gouvernement libanais sur
les engagements reciproques de nos deux
Gouvernements tels qu'ils sont exposes dans la
presente lettre.

(SigmJ) Georges BIDAULT,

Ministre des affaires etrangeres

ANNEXE 9

Lettre de M. O. Lange, Ambassadeur de
Pologne, a M. Trygve Lie, Secretaire
general (document 5/32)

Washington, D. C., 8 avril 1946

J'ai l'honneur de vous faire connaitre que j'ai
re9u des instructions de mon Gouvemement me
chargeant d'attirer l'attention du Conseil de
securite sur une situation de la nature visee dans
l'Article 34 de la Charte. Cette situation resulte
de desaccords entre nations provoques par
l'existence et les activites du regime franquiste en
Espagne.

Etant donne que des informations a ce sujet
ont deja ete publiees dans des depeches de presse
emanant de Varsovie, j'ai l'honneur de vous faire
cOllnal'tre que je vous saisirai dans ces tres pro
chains jours d'une demande vIsallt 11 porter cette
question al'ordre du jour du Conseil de securite.

(Signe) Oscar LANGE
Ambassadeur
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