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In chapters I-VI specific aspects of the procedure of 
the Security Council in the discharge of its functions 
under Chapters VI and VII of the Charter have been 
dealt with as general problems in the procedure of the 
Council. Aspects of practice which arise in the con- 
sideration of the substance of questions placed before 
the Council do not admit of presentation under gener- 
alized headings, since the proceedings in each case have 
necessarily been adapted, within the broad framework 
of the Charter, to the special circumstances of the case. 

Accordingly this chapter indicates the chain of pro- 
ceedings on the substance of each question included 
within the Report of the Security Council to the Gen- 
eral Assembly under the heading: “Questions Con- 
sidered by the Security Council under its Responsibility 
for the Maintenance of International Peace and Secu- 
rity”. The range of questions covers broadly those 
which may be deemed to fall under Chapters VI and 
VII of the Charter. In chapters X, XI XII of the 
Refiertaire is presented anciilary material from the 
Official Records bearing on relevant Articles of the 
Charter. References to the ancillary material are given 
at the appropriate points in the entries for each question 
in this chapter. 

I. THE ARRANGEMENT OF CHAPTER VIII 

.h 
The questions are dealt with in ,the chronological 

order of their inclusion in the agenda of the Council. In 
respect of each question, there is given at the outset a 
summary of the case presented to the Council as stated 
in the letter of submission and the initial statement to 
the Council, together with a summary of the contentions 
made in rebuttal. The effort has been made to 
state these issues in the light of their legal and consti- 
tutional bearing on the Charter rather than in terms of 
the political contentions stated before the Council. An 
indication is also given of the Articles cited in the sub- 
mission of the question to the Councili 

The framework of the material for each question is 
provided by the succession of affirmative and negative 
decisions within the purview of this chapter. Decisions 
related to the subject matter of chapters I-VI of the 
Repertoire are, with certain exceptions, omitted as not 
relevant to the purpose of this chapter or of the ancillary 
chapters X-XII. The decisions are entered in uniform 
manner. Affirmative decisions are entered under a 
heading indicative of the content of the decision, and 
negative decisions are entered under a heading indica- 
tive solely of the origin of the proposal or draft resolu- 
tion. Affirmative decisions have been reproduced in full 
as constitutive of the practice of the Council, while 
negative decisions are indicated in summarized form. 
Where the negative decision relates to a draft resolution 
in connexion with which discussion has taken place con- 
cerning the application of the Charter, the text of the 
relevant parts of the draft resolution will in most in- 

- stances be found in chapters X-XII. 

l For a tabulation of the data on submission, see chapter X, 
part III. 

INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The decisions on each question are linked by a brief 
indication of the proceedings of the Council designed to 
draw attention to the immediate background of each 
decision. Where a decision has been preceded by con- 
sideration of amendments, these amendments are, for the 
most part, entered in connexion with the decision ; but 
certain minor textual amendments and certain proposals 
not voted upon by the Council have been omitted where 
these are of no import in connexion with the ancillary 
material relating to the Articles of the Charter which is 
entered in chapters X-XII. 

Chapter VIII, as an outline of the proceedings of the 
Council in respect of the issues placed before it, consti- 
tutes the framework within which the ancillary legal 
and constitutional discussion recorded in chapters 
X-XII may be considered. The chapter is an aid to the 
examination of the deliberations of the Council expressly 
related to the provisions of the Charter within the con- 
text of the chain of proceedings on the agenda item. 

For this reason, certain material, notably relating to 
Articles 1 and 2 of the Charter, will be found entered 
in this chapter where its significance in relation to the 
proceedings of the Council can be the more readily ap- 
preciated.2 

The decisions of the Council entered in respect of 
each question constitute the pronouncements deriving, 
directly or indirectly, from the issues submitted in the 
first instance. The issues before the Council in connexion 
with a particular question have not infrequently under- 
gone a process of development and transformation in 
the course of its consideration, with or without change 
with respect to the Article of the Charter on the basis 
of which the Council’s consideration of the question has 
been proceeding ; and where such development has oc- 
curred, the relevant information has been entered. In 
this manner, the chapter, in conjunction with chapters 
X-XII, presents the evidence regarding the Articles of 
the Charter on which the proceedings of the Council 
have been based in the successive stages in the con- 
sideration of the agenda items dealt with in this chapter. 

Consideration of the practice of the Council in the 
discharge of its responsibilities for the maintenance of 
international peace and security must be based in the 
first instance on the examinatron of the issues placed 
before and considered by the Council and on the texts 
of the decisions relating thereto, The Council itself has 
defined in few instances only the relation of these deci- 
sions to the individual Articles of the Charter. For this 
reason, few decisions can be ascribed to specific Articles 
of the Charter without a certain element of interpreta- 
tion. In the absence of conclusive evidence in the 
Records, the attribution of decisions to the Articles of 
the Charter is a task of interpretation beyond the scope 
of ,the Repertoire. Indeed, statements in the Council 
and the texts of decisions are in many instances indica- 
tive of the view that the Council has sought to discharge 
its responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security by basing its actions on the general 

‘See also chapter XII, Note to part II. 
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powers conferred upon it by the Charter. In locating the 
decisions of the Council within the context of the Coun- 
cil’s proceedings on the individual questions before it, 
the intention has been to make available the texts of 
decisions in a manner which facilitates the assessment 
of their constitutional significance. 

II. ARRANGEMENT OF CHAPTERS X-XII 

In the chapters X, XI and XII of the Repertoire is 
presented material from the Official Records of the 
Council bearing on the Articles of the Charter defining 
the powers and the functions of the Council which are 
not covered in earlier chapters. The following para- 
graphs state the criteria of relevance which have gov- 
erned the assembly of this material. 

All proceedings of the Council in the consideration 
of disputes and situations may be deemed to constitute 
material for a review of the application of the 
relevant Articles of the Charter. The statements and 
counter-statements by parties to a dispute, together with 
the observations by representatives on the Council re- 
garding the validity or invalidity of such claims, consti- 
tute evidence of the range of considerations which the 
Council has deemed appropriate to entertain in the 
discharge of its functions. The constitutional significance 
of these proceedings can, however, be appraised only 
in the light of the full record. 

Nor is it possible within the limitations of the Reper- 
toire of Practice to engage in analysis of the varied 
measures which the Council has taken in connexion with 
the questions submitted to it. The adoption or non- 
adoption of such measures is dependent upon the cir- 
cumstances of the time, and their efficacy and appro- 
priateness can be appraised only in relation to those 
circumstances and to developments in the area con- 
cerned. In order, however, to afford an empirical guide 
to the varied measures taken by the Council, there has 
been included in this chapter an analytical table of mea- 
sures adopted by the Council arranged broadly accord- 
ing to the type of measure. This table should, however, 
be regarded as of the nature of an index to chapter 
VIII: and no constitutional significance should be at- 
tached to the headings adopted in the compilation of 
this table nor to the inclusion of particular measures 
under the individual headings. 

Much of the activity of the Council in connexion with 
chapters VI and VII of the <Charter has taken place 
through the instrumentality of commissions established 
to operate in the area of the dispute. These commissions 
have established their own methods of organization and 
procedure in accordance with the functions assigned to 
them. No attempt has been made to reproduce, within 
the Repertoire of Practice, material relating to the or- 
ganization and procedures of such commissions save 
where questions of organization and procedure relating 
to the commissions have constituted an aspect of the 
proceedings of the Council itself. Information regarding 
the organization and procedure of the United Nations 
CommisGons in question will, however, be found in the 
series of memoranda prepared by the Secretary-Gen- 

eral entitled: Organization and Procedure of United 
Nations Commissions.3 References to these publications 
are given at the appropriate points in chapter VIII of 
the Repertoire. 

The material included in chapters X, XI and XII con- 
sists of those episodes in the proceedings where the 
Council has found it necessary to address itself to the 
relationship of the question before the Council to the 
terms of the Articles of the Charter. In principle, the 
material included consists of those instances in which 
a draft resolution submitted to the Council has raised a 
problem concerning the application of the Charter, re- 
sulting in a connected chain of discussion on the prob- 
lem of interpretation. The material i: arranged under 
Articles of the Charter, not by refer.,.lce to the consti- 
tutional significance of the eventual decision, but by 
reference to the problem of interpretation raised by the 
draft resolution put to the Council. It follows that case 
histories under each Article of the Charter will include 
certain incidental material bearing on other Articles of 
the Charter, wherever, in the consideration of the 
draft resolution related to one Article, the bearing of 
other Articles has been adverted to. This method of 
presenting the material has been adopted as appropriate 
to the Repertoire of Practice since the significance of 
particular statements on the application of the Charter 
can be assessed only in the light of their context. 

Though the principle has been adopted that the case 
histories should commence with draft resolutions ex- 
pressly related to the Charter, it has not been possible 
to apply this principle with consistency throughout, 
either as a method of selection or of arrangement. In 
certain instances discussion on the bearing of the text 
of the ,Charter evoked by a proposal has continued over 
several meetings of the Council and has ranged over 
several Articles of the Charter. To maintain the inte- 
grity of the chain of proceedings in such instances would 
afford little assistance in the examination of the material 
bearing on the individual Articles; and, consequently, 
in such instances, the effort has been made to present a 
master history under the Article of the Charter pre- 
dominantly involved and to include the material bear- 
ing on other Articles of the Charter rather in the form 
of a series of statements. In other instances, protracted 
debate has taken place on the relationship between the 
agenda item under consideration by the Council and the 
text of the Charter. In such instances also the material 
will be found to consist of a series of related statements, 
and not of the consideration of a draft resolution, and 
the reader should refer to chapter VIII in order to 
assess the significance of this discussion within the 
context of the proceedings of the Council on the agenda 
item as a whole. The nany instances in which merely 
incidental reference has been made to the text of the 
Charter in the statements of representatives on the 
Council are excluded as not germane to the Repertoire 
of Practice. 

‘Organization and Procedure of United N- ~:+A Commis- 
sions. United Nations publications, 1949-1950.X.1-12. 
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h ANALYTICAL TABLE OF MEASURES ADOPTED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

NOTE 

The entries in this tabulation are restricted to a ref- 
erence to the question, the date of the derision and the 
serial number of the decision in the S/ series. Reference 
to subsidiary organs has also been included where ap- 
propriate. In most instances paragraph numbers have 
been indicated to facilitate reference to the texts of 

* resolutions in part II of this chapter. The paragraph 
numbers have been determined in the following manner : 

(i) Where a resolution has numbered paragraphs, 
they have been used in the tabulation ; 

(ii) Where paragraphs of a resolution are not num- 
bered, the paragraph noted in the tabulation can be 
located by counting the paragraphs of the entire reso- 
lution, beginning with the first paragraph which follows 
the introductory words-“The Security Council”. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

I. Preliminary measures for the elucidation of fact 

Hearing of interested governments and authorities. 
(For invitations extended for the restricted purpose of 
obtaining information see chapter III, Cases 52, 54, 55, 56, 
57. For unrestricted invitations to participate without vote, 
see the other cases in chapter III, part I, sections C and D ) 

Appointment of a sub-committee to examine evidence and 
to conduct an inquiry. 
(i) Spanish question : 

Decision of 29 April 1946. 
(ii) Corfu Channel question: 

Decision of 27 February 1947. 

Establishment of a commission of investigation pursuant 
to Article 34. 
(i) Greek frontier incidents question : 

Decision of 19 December 1946 (S/339). 
Decision of 18 April 1947 (S/330/Corr.l). 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 20 January 1948 (S/654). 

II. Determination of the nature of the question 

A. Determination of the existence of a dispute or situation the 
continuance of which is likely to endanger the maintenance 
of international peace and security. 
(i) India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/7%), para. 5 of pre- 
amnble. 

B. Determination of the existence of a threat to the peace, 
breach of the peace, or act of aggression. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), para. 2. 
(ii) Complaint of aggression upon the Republic of Korea : 

Decision of 25 June 1950 (S/1501), para. 2. 

III. Injunctions to governments and authorities involved 
in hostilities 

A. Precautionary action. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 5 March 1948 (S/691), para. 3. 
(ii) India-Pakistan question : 

President’s request of 6 January 1948 (S/636). 
Decision of 17 January 1948, para. 4 (S/651). 

B. Cessation of hostilities. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 1 August 1947 (S/459), para. 2. 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

Decision of 26 August 1947, 3. para. 
Decision of 1 November 1947 (S/597), 3. para. 
Decision of 24 December 1948 (S/1142), para. 3. 
Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1219), 1. para. 
Palestine question : 
Decision of 1 April 1948 (S/714/1), para. 4. 
Decision of 17 Auril 1948 (S/723), para. 1 (a). 
Decision of 22 MHy 1948 (s/j73): para. 2. 
Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801), paras. l-5. 
Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), paras. 3, 6. 
Decision of 29 December 1948 (S/1169), para. 2. 
Decision of 11 August 1949 (S/1376/11), para. 4. 
Decision of 8 May 1951 (S/2130), para. 3. 
India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), para. 3 of pre- 
amble and part A. 
Complaint of aggression upon the Republic of Korea: 
Decision of 25 June 1950 (S/1501), part I. 

C. Arrangement, maintenance or prolongation of truce. 
(i) Indonesian questibn (II) : 

Decision of 29 July 1948 (S/931), para. 2. 
(ii) Palestine question : 

Decision of 1 April 1948 (S/714/1), para. 3. 
Decision of 7 July 1948 (S/875), para. 2. 
Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), para. 9. 

D. Establishment of an armistice. 
(i) Palestine question : 

DtTision of 16 November 1948 (S/1080), paras. 4-5. 
Decision of 11 August 1949 (S/1376/11), paras. l-3. 

IV. Measures in connexion with injunctions to be taken by the 
governments and authorities directly involved in hostilities 

-4. Withdrawal of fighting personnel. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 1 November 1947 (S/597), para. 6. 
Decision of 28 Derember 1948 (S/1160). 

(ii) Palestine question : 
Decision of 19 October 1948 (S/1044), para. 1 (a). 
Decision of 4 November 1948 (S/1070), para. 5 (1). 
Decision of 16 November 1948 (S/1080), para. 5 (b). 

(iii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), part A, paras. 1, 2. 

B. Demilitarization of an area. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), para. 7. 
Decision of 4 November 1948 (S/1070), para. 5 (2). 
Decision of 25 October 1949. 
Decision of 18 May 1951 (S/2157), paras. 3,4,10,11,12. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 14 March 1950 (S/1469), paras. 1, 2. 
Decision of 30 March 1951 (S/2017/Rev.l), para. 

7 (a) of preamble and paras. 3-5. 
Decision of 10 November 1951 (S/2392), para. 2. 

C. Delineation of demarcation lines. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 16 November 1948 (S/1080), para. 5 (a). 

D. Restriction on the introduction of new fighting personnel 
into the area of hostilities. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 17 April 1948 (S/723), para. 1 (b). 
Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801), para. 3. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), part A, paa. 

1 (a). 
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E. Restriction on the importation or furnishing of war mate- 
rials. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 17 Auril 1948 (S/723). oara. 1 (6). 
Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801); para. 5. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), part A, para. 

1 (a>. 

F. Restriction on the mobilization of men of military age. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801), para. 4. 

G. Release of political prisoners. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 24 December 1948 (S/1142, S/1145), 
para. 3 (b). 

Decision of 28 December 1948 (S/1164), para. 2. 
Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 2. 

H. Protection of Holy Places. 

I. 

J. 

(i) Palestine question : 
Decision of 17 April 1948 (S/723), para. 1 (f). 
Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801), para. 6. 
Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), para. 7. 

Protection of life and property. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 1 November 1947 (S/597), para. 3. 

Freedom of movement and safe conduct of supervision 
personnel. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 25 August 1947 (S/525), para. 6. 
(ii) Palestine question : 

Decision of 19 October 1948 (S/1045), paras. 1, 6. 
Decision of 29 December 1948 (S/1169), para. 2 (iii). 
Decision of 18 May 1951 (S/2157), paras. 13, 14. 

K. Prevention and punishment of breaches of the truce. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 1 April 1948 (S/714/1), para. 3. 
Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/903), para. 8. 
Deiiyion of 19 August 1948 (S/983), para. 3 (b) (c) 

Decision of 19 October 1948 (S/1045), para. 6 (c). 

L. Termination of the exercise of the right of visit, search 
and seizure. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 1 September 1951 (S/2322), paras. 5-10. 

V. Measures in connexion with injunctions to be taken by other 
governments and authorities 

A. Prevention of ‘the introduction of fighting personnel. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 17 April 1948 (S/723), para. 3. 
Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801), paras. 3, 13. 

B. Prevention of the importation of war materials. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 17 April 1948 (S/723), para. 3. 
Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801), paras. 5, 13. 

C. Restriction on assistance by Members to one of the author- 
ities involved. 
(i) Complaint of aggression upon the Republic of Korea: 

Decision of 25 June 1950 (S/1501), part III. 

D. Provision of assistance by Members in circumstances of a 
breach of the peace. 

1. Relief and support of civilian population. 
(i) Complaint of aggression upon the Republic of 

Korea : 
Decision of 31 July 1950 (S/1657). 

2. Provision of assistance to repel an armed attack. 
(i) Complaint of aggression upon the Republic of 

Korea : 
Decision of 27 June 1950 (S/1511), para. 6. 

3. Availability of military forces for a Unified Command. 
(i) Complaint of aggression upon the Republic of 

Korea : 
Decision of 7 July 1950 (S/1588), para. 3. 

4. Designation of the Commander of the Unified Command. 
(i) Complaint of aggression upon the Republic of 

Korea : 
Decision of 7 July 1950 (S/1588), para. 4. 

VI. Measures for settlement 

A. Compliance with purposes and principles of the Charter. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 17 November 1950 (S/1907), para 10. 
Decision of 8 May 1951 (S/2130), para. 3. 
Decision of 18 May 1951 (S/2157), paras. 11, 15. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
President’s request of 6 January 1948 (S/636). 

B. Procedures of pacific settlement noted, advised or recom- 
mended. 
1. Direct negotiations. 

(i) Iranian question (I) : 
Decision of 30 January 1946, 3, 4. paras. 

(ii) Iranian question (II) : 
Decision of 4 April 1946, 2. para. 

(iii) Indonesian question (II) : 
Decision of 1 November 1947 (S/597), 3. para. 
Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), 3. para. 
Decision of 23 March 1949. 

(iv) Palestine question : 
Decision of 19 October 1948 (S/1044), 1 (c). para. 
Decision of 4 November 1948 (S/1070), para. 5 (2). 
Decision of 16 November 1948 (S/1080), 5. para. 
Decision of 11 August 1949 (S/1376/11), 2. para. 

(v) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 17 January 1948 (S/651), 
Decision of 17 December 1949. 

2. Good offices, mediation or conciliation.’ 
(9 

(ii) 

(iii) 

Indonesian question (II) : 
Decision of 25 August 1947 (S/525). 
Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 4. 
Palestine question : 
Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801), para. 8. 
Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), para. 10. 
Decision of 16 November 1948 (S/1080), para. 5. 
India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 20 January 1948 (S/654), para. C (2). 
Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), para. 7. 
Decision of 14 March 1950 (S/1469), para 2 (6) (c). 

3. Arbitration. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 1 August 1947 (S/459). 
(ii) India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 30 March 1951 (S/2017/Rev.l), para. 6. 
4. Judicial settlement. 

(i) Corfu Channel question: 
Decision of 9 April 1947 (S/324), para. 2. 

C. Provisions bearing on issues of substance, including terms 
of settlement. 
1. Determination of accession of territory by plebiscite. 

(i) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), part B. 

1 For establishment of subsidiary organs in connexion with 
these procedures see infm, VII B2. 
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Decision of 14 March 1950 
Decision of 30 

(S/1469), para. 3. 
March 1951 3. 4. (S/2017/Rev.l), paras. 

Decision of 29 May 1951. 

2. Establishment of a governmental authority. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 3 (a). 

3. Transfer of sovereignty. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 3 (c). 

4. Evacuation of foreign troops. 
(i) Iranian question (II) : 

Decision of 4 April 1946, paras. 6, 7. 
5. Election of a constituent assembly. 

(i) Indonesian question (II) : 
Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 3 (b). 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 30 Garth 1951 (S/2017/Rev.l), paras, 

2-5 of preamble. 

6. Protection of civil liberties in connexion with elections. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 4 (ej. 
(ii) India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), paras. 12, 14. 

7. Repatriation. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 17 November 1950 (S/1907), paras. 5-7. 
Decision of 18 May 1951 (S/2157), para. 12. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), para. 14. 

8. Interim administration of territory in dispute. 

.a 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 2. 
(ii) Palestine question : 

Decision of 18 May 1951 (S/2157), para. 10. 
(iii) India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), part B. 

9. Release of political prisoners. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 24 December 1948 (S/1142, S/1145), 
para. 3 (b). 

Decision of 28 December 1948 (S/1164), para. 2. 
Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 2. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question 
Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), para. 14. 

10. Compliance with treaties and agreements setting forth 
the basis for a political settlement. 

(i) Indonesian question (II) 
Decision of 25 August 1947 (S/525), para. 2. 
Decision of 29 July 1948 (S/931), para. 2. 
Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 3. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 30 March 1951 (S/2017/Rev.l), 

para. 6. 
Decision of 29 May 1951. 

D. In connexion with the General Assembly. 
(i) Spanish question : 

Decision of 4 November 1946 
(ii) Greek Frontier Incidents queiiion : _” Decision of 15 September 1947 (S/55.5). 
(iii) Palestine question : 

Decision of 1 April 1948 (k/7714/11). 

Crrr VII. Measures to promote the implementation of resolutions 
of the Security Council 

A. Notice of possible action under Chapter VII of the Char- 
ter. 

(i) Palestine question : 
Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801), para. 12. 

Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), para. 4. 
Decision of 4 November 1948 (S/1070), para. 6. 

B. Establishment or employment of subsidiary organs. 

1. For observation or supervision in connexion with the 
ending of hostilities. 
(i> 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv> 

Indonesian question (11) : 
Decision of 25 August 1947 (S/525), para. 5 (Con- 

sular Commission at Batavia). 
Decision of 24 December 1948 (S/1142, S/1145) 

(Committee of Good Offices). 
Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 4 
(United Nations Commission for Indonesia, and 

Consular Commission at Batavia). 
Palestine question : 
Decision of 23 April 1948 (S/727) (Truce Com- 

mission). 
Decision of 12 May 1948 (Truce Commission). 
Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801), para. 7 (Me- 

diator and Truce Commission). 
Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), para. 8 (Me- 

diator). 
Decision of 16 November 1948 (S/1080), para. 5 

(Acting Mediator). 
Decision of 11 August 1949 (S/1376/11), para. 7 

(Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organ- 
ization). 

India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 12 April 1948 (S/726), para. 17 (Uni- 

ted Nations Commission for India and Pakistan). 
Decision of 14 March 1950 (S/1469), para. 2 (n) 

(United Nations Commission for India and 
Pakistan). 

Decision of 30 March 1951 (S/2017/Rev.l), paras. 
3, 7 (United Nations Representative for India 
and Pakistan). 

Complaint of aggression upon the Republic of 
Korea : 

Decision of 25 June 1950 (S/1501), part II, para. 
2 (United Nations Commission on Korea). 

2. For good offices, mediation or conciliation. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 25 August 1947 (S/525/11) (Com- 
mittee of Good O&es). 

Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 4 
(United h’ations Commission for Indonesia). 

(ii) Palestine question : 
Decision of 29 May 1948 (S/801), para. 8 (Me- 

diator) 
Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), para. 10 (Me- 

diator). 
Decision of 16 November 1948 (S/1080), para. 5 

(Acting Mediator). 
(-iii) India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 20 January 1948 (S/654), para. C 
(United Nations Commission for India and Pa- 
kistan). 

Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726) (United Na- 
tions Commission for India and Pakistan). 

Decision of 3 June 1948 (S/819) (United Nations 
Commission for India and Pakistan). 

Decision of 14 March 1950 (S/1469), para. 2 
(b) (c) (United Nations Representatives for 
India and Pakistan). 

3. For the organization of a plebiscite. 
(i) India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), part B (Plebi- 
scite Administrator). 

C. Intercession by the President. 
(i) Palestine- question : 

ReDort of the President of 15 April 1948. 
(ii) India-Pakistan question : 

Pregident’s request of 6 January 1948 (S/636). 
Declslon of 17 January 1948 (S/651). 
Decision of 17 December 1949. 

(iii) Identic notifications dated 29 September 1948: 
Action of the President on 30 November 1948 (Press 

Release SC/908). 

D. Endorsement of decisions of subsidiary organs. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 15 June 1948 (S/837). 
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Decision of 19 October 1948 (S/1044). 
Decision of 29 Decemlber 1948 (S/1169), para. 2 (ii). 
Decision of 18 May 19.51 (S/2157), paras. 5, 10. 
Decision of 1 September 1951 (S/2322), paras. 3, 10. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 25 November 1948. 
Decision of 10 November 1951 (S/2392), para. 2 of 

preamble. 

E. Time limits fixed for compliance. 

Ci> 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

Iranian question (II) : 
Decision of 8 May 1946, uara. 3. 
Indonesian question (II) : 
Decision of 28 December 1948 (S/1164), para. 2. 
Decision- of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 3. 
Palestine question : 
Decision of 22 May 1948 (S/773), para. 2. 
Decision of 24 May 1948. 
Decision of 23 Mdy 1948 (S/801), para. 11. 
Decision of 2 June 1948 (S/814). 
Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), para. 3. 
India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 14 March 1950 (S/1469), para. 1. 

F. Reaffirmation of previous decisions. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 26 August 1947 (S/521). 
(ii) Palestine question : 

Decision of 19 October 1948 (S/1045), para. 4. 
Decision of 16 November 1948 (S/1080), para. 1. 
Decision of 11 August 1949 (S/1376/11), para. 4. 
Decision of 8 May 1951 (S/2130), paras. 1, 3. 
Decision of 18 May 1951 (S/2157), para. 1. 
Decision of 1 September 1951 (S/2322), paras. 1, 2. 

(iii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), para. 6 of pre- 

amble. 
Decision of 3 June 1948 (S/819), para. 2. 
Decision of 30 March 1951 (S/2017/Rev.l), 4 para. 

of preamble. 

VIII. Measures to ensure further consideration and to ascertain 
compliance 

A. Request for information on the progress of settlement. 
1. From the parties. 

(i) Iranian question (I) : 
Decision of 30 January 1946, 4. para. 

Part 

THE IRANIAN QUESTION (I) 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 19 January 1946,l Iran stated that, 
owing to interference of the Soviet Union in the internal 
affairs of Iran, a situation had arisen which might lead 
to international friction. The communication continued : 

“In accordance with Article 33 of the Charter of 
the United Nations, the Iranian Government has re- 
peatedly tried to negotiate with the Government of 
the Soviet Union, but has met with no success.” 

Iran, in accordance with Article 35 (l), was therefore 
bringing the matter to the attention of the Security 
Council so that the Council might “investigate the situa- 
tion and recommend appropriate terms of settlement”. 

By letter dated 24 January 194-6,2 the USSR denied 
the allegation that it had interfered in the internal affairs 
of Iran and stated that the Iranian Government had 

‘Q.R., 1st year, 1st series, Suppl. No. 1, pp. 16-17. 
’ O.R., 1st year, 1st series, Szcppl. No. 1, pp. 17-19. 

(ii) Iranian question (II) : 
Decision of 4 April 1946. 
Decision of 8 May 1946, para. 3. 

(iii) Palestine question : 
Decision of 18 May 1948 (S/753), 
Decision of 8 July 1948. 

(iv) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 17 January 1948, para. 5. 

2. From the Secretary-General. 
(i) Iranian question (II) : 

Decision of 29 March 1946. 

3. From subsidiary organs. 
(i) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 28 February 1948 (S/678), para. 5. 
Decision of 28 February 1948 (S/689). 
Decision of 6 July 1948. 
Decision of 24 December 1948 (S/1150), para. 4. 
Decision of 28 January 1949 (S/1234), para. 4. 

B. 

C. 

II 

(ii) Palestine question : 
Decision of 23 April 1948 (S/727), para. 3. 
Decision of 22 May 1948 (S/773), para. 4. 
Decision of 29 May 19/S (S/&01), para. 10. 

Decision of 8 July 1948. 
Decision of 15 July 1948 (S/902), para. 8. 
Decision of 4 Novemlber 1948 (S/1070), para. 6. 
Decision of 29 December 1948 (S/1169), para. 3. 
Decision of 11 August 1949 (S/1376/11), para. 8. 
Decision of 17 November 1950 (S/1907), para. 11. 
Decision of 18 May 1951 (S/21.57), para. 17. 

(iii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 20 January 1948 (S/654), para. C.2 
Decision of 21 April 1948 (S/726), paras. 7, 8. 
Decision of 3 June 1948 (S/819), para. 3. 
Decision of 14 March 1950 (S/1469), para. 2 (e). 
Decision of 10 November 1951 (S/2392), para. 4. 

(iv) CoKy;fjnt of aggression upon the Republic of 

Decision’of 25 June 1950 (S/1501), part II. 
Retention of the question by express decision on the list of 
matters of which the Security Council is seized. 
(i) Spanish question : 

Decision of 26 June 1946. 

Provision by express decision to consider the matter 
further. 
(i) Iranian question (II) : 

Decision of 4 April 1946, para. 7. 
(ii) Indonesian question (II) : 

Decision of 25 August 1947 (S/525/1), para. 7. 

entered into negotiations with the USSR Government. 
Alleging that hostile propaganda tolerated by the 
Iranian Government had created for the Azerbaijan 
SSR and for Baku a danger of organized hostile ac- 
tions, the USSR concluded that 

“ questions of this kind, which affect the rela- 
tion’s’detween two neighbouring States, the USSR 
and Iran, can and should be settled by means of bi- 
lateral negotiations between the Soviet Government 
and the Iranian Government. The Soviet Government 
did not and does not refuse to accept this method of 
settling such questions arising between Allied Gov- 
ernments. 

“In view of these facts, and taking into considera- 
tion that in this particular case the conditions envis- 
aged by Articles 34 and 35 of the Charter of the 
United Nations are lacking, the Soviet delegation 
regards the appeal of the Iranian delegation to the 
Security Council as devoid of any foundation and is 
categorically opposed to the consideration of the 
above-mentioned appeal of the Iranian delegation by 
the Security Council.” 
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By letter dated 26 January 1946: Iran replied that 
the conditions evisaged by Article 25 (sic) were present. 

At its 2nd meeting on 25 January 1946, the Council 
included the question in the agenda.4 

The Council considered the question at its 3rd and 
5th meetings on 28 and 30 January 1946. 

At the 3rd meeting 011 28 January, the representative 
of Iran urged the ,Council to recommend in accordance 
with Article 2 (4) that, pending the completion of the 
withdrawal of the Soviet forces, Soviet authorities 
should cease to interfere in the internal affairs of Iran 
and should not prevent Iranian forces and officials 
from proceeding freely in and through territory in which 
Soviet forces were stationed or from the full exercise of 
their duties.5 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR 
declared that negotiations had taken place between the 
Iranian and USSR Governments in November 1945 
and had produced satisfactory results.6 He stated that 
there were no grounds for considering the substance of 
the Iranian statement, and suggested that the USSR 
and Iran should be given the opportunity to settle the 
matter.? 
Decision of 30 January 1946 (5th meeting): Request to 

the USSR and Iran to inform the Council of the re- 
sults of negotiations betzween them 
At the 5th meeting on 30 January 1946, the repre- 

sentative of the United Kingdom submitted a draft 
resolution, the last paragraph ‘of which read? 

“Requests the parties to inform the Council of any 
result achieved, and the Council in the meanwhile 
retains the right at any time to request information 
as to the progress of the negotiations. In the mean- 
time the matter remains on the agenda.” 

After withdrawal by the representative of the United 
Kingdom of the provision to retain the matter on the 
agenda, the draft resolution was adopted unanimously.n 
The resolution as adopted read :l” 

“The Council, 
“Having heQyd the statements by the representa- 

tives of the Soviet Union and Iran in the course of 
its meetings of 28 and 3C January, and 

“Having taken cognizance of the documents pre- 
sented by the Soviet and Iranian delegations and 
those l.eferred 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 negotiations will be re- 
sumed in the near future, 

“Requests the parties to inform 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.” 

.h 

8 S/l, O.R., 1st )rear, 1st series, Suppl. No. 1, pp. 19-24. 
‘2nd meeting: p. 16. On the inclusion of the question in the 

agenda, see chapter II, Case 27. 
‘3rd meeting: p. 38. 
’ 3rd meeting: pp. 39-41. 
’ 5th meeting : pp. 42-43. Concerning the continuance of 

negotiations in relation to the competence of the Council, see 
chapter X, Case 1. 

a 5th meeting : p. 64. 
“5th meeting: p. 71. 

in 
105th meeting: pp. 70, 71. Regarding retention on the agenda 
relation to the resumption of negotiations, see chapter X, 

Case 20. 

THE GREEK QUESTION: USSR COMMUNICATION 

DATED 21 JANUARY 1946 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 21 January 1946,ll the USSR, under 
Article 35 of the ‘Charter, brought the situation in 
Greece to the attention of the Security Council. It 
charged that the presence of T;nited Kingdom troops in 
Greece and ensuing interference in the internal affairs 
of that State was causing “extreme tension fraught with 
the possibility of serious consequences both for the 
Greek people and for the maintenance of peace and se- 
curity”. The USSR requested the Council to discuss the 
question and “take the measures provided for by the 
Charter to put an end to the situation”. 

At the 3rd meeting on 28 January 1946, the Council 
included the communication from the USSR Govern- 
ment in the agenda. 

The Cmouncil considered the question at its 6th to 8th 
and 10th meetings, between 1 and 6 February 1946. 

Decision of 4 February 1946 (7th meeting): Rejection 
of proposal submitted by the representative of Poland 

Following statements by representatives of the USSR, 
the United KingS.om and Greece, the representative of 
the United States suggested at the 7th meeting on 4 
February that no formal action be taken in this case 
and that the three Governments be thanked ior the 
statements that had been made in explanation of the 
position.12 

At the same meeting, the PresidelIt (Australia) sug- 
gested that, since no motion was before the Council, it 
was the sense of the Council that there was nothing in- 
herent in the Greek situation at that time likely to lead 
to international friction ‘or to endanger the maintenance 
of international peace and security and that the matter 
was therefore closed.13 

The representatives of Poland,14 EgyptI and the 
USSR16 then made proposals as to a statement to be 
made by the President expressing the sense of the 
Council. The representative of the USSR later with- 
drew his proposal17 in favour of the Polish proposal ac- 
cording to which the Council would take 

I‘ . . . note of the statements setting out the declara- 
tions of the Soviet Union, Great Britain and Greece, 
and of the assurance given by the representative of 
the United Kingdom that British troops in Greece 
will be withdrawn as soon as possible, and considers 
the question as closed.” 
At the 7th meeting on 4 February, the proposal sub- 

mitted by the representative of Poland was rejected, 
having failed to obtain the affirmative votes of 7 mem- 
bers. There were 2 votes in favour.ls 
Decision of 6 February 1946 (10th meeting): Taking 

note of declarations mnade and views expressed 
At the 10th meeting on 6 February 1946, the Presi- 

dent (Australia) read a statementI which, in his view, 
might be accepted as a statement of the Council. 

u O.R., 1st year, 1st series, S~ppi. No. 1, pp. 73-74. 
‘*7th meeting: p. 112. 
I8 7th meeting : p. 122. 
” 7th meeting : p. 122. 
* 7th meeting: pp. 122-123. 
I6 7th meeting: p. 123. 
” 7th meeting : p. 124. 
I8 7th meeting : pp. 125-126. 
I* 10th meeting: p. 165. 
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At the same meeting, the President withdrew his 
statement in favour of the following text of a statement 
,to be made by the President, prepared by the representa- 
tives of the USSR and the United States:“O 

“I feel we should take note of the declarations 
made before the Security Council by the representa 
tives of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United Kingdom and Greece, and also the views ex- 
pressed by the representatives of the following mem- 
bers of the Security Council: The United States of 
America, France, China, Australia, Poland, the 
Netherlands, Egypt and Brazil, in regard to the ques- 
tion of the presence of British troops in Greece, as 
recorded in the proceedings of the Council, and con- 
sider the matter as closed.” 

The President statedzl that it was his understanding 
that it would be the wish of the Council to proceed to 
the next item on the agenda.22 

THE INDONESIAN QUESTION (I) 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 21 January 1946:s the Ukrainian 
SSR*, in accordance with Article 35 (l), drew the at- 
tention of the Security Council to the situation which 
had arisen in Indonesia. Military operations had been 
directed against the local population-operations in 
which regular British troops as well as Japanese forces 
had been taking part. In the opinion of the Ukrainian 
Government, the situation constituted “a threat to the 
maintenance of international peace and security . . . 
covered by Article 34”. The Ukrainian SSR asked the 
Council to carry out the necessary investigation and to 
take the measures provided for by the Charter in order 
to put an end to the situation which had arisen. 

At its 2nd meeting on 25 January 1946, the Council 
included the question in the agenda. 

The question was considered by the Council at the 
:?2th& 18th meetings held between 7 and 13 February 

Decision of 13 February 1946 (18th meeting): Rejec- 
tion of draft resolution submitted by the representa- 
tive of the Ukrainian SSR 

At the 16th meeting on 11 February 1946, the repre- 
sentative of the Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft 
resolutionz5 to set up a commission to carry out an in- 
quiry on the spot. 

At the 18th meeting on 13 February, the Ukrainian 
draft resolution was rejected, having failed to obtain the 
affirmative votes of 7 members. There were 2 votes in 
favour.26 

Decision of 13 February 1946 (18th meeting): Rejec- 
tion of draft resolution submitted by the representa- 
tive of Egyft 

m 10th meeting: pp. 171-172. 
n 10th meeting: p. 172. 
“For consideration of the relation of the proceedings to 

chapter VI of the Charter, see chapter X, Case 21. 
‘Ib.R., 1st year, 1st se&s, SuppI. No. 1, p. 76. 
“For the question of domestic jurisdiction in connexion 

with this case, see chapter XII, Case 1; for the applicability 
of Article 34, see chapter X, Case 7. 

S 16th meeting: p. 223. 
a 18th meeting: p. 2.58. 

At the 17th meeting on 12 February 1946, the repre- 
sentative of Egypt submitted a draft resolutionzT to de- 
clare that it was clearly understood that British troops 
would not be used in any circumstances against the 
Indonesian national movement and that they would be 
withdrawn after the completion of their duties. The 
Council would also express its will to be informed in 
a short time .of the results of the negotiations going on 
between the Netherlands and the Indonesian leaders 
and reserve to itself the right to take such further ac- 
tion as it thought proper. 

At the 18th meeting on 13 February, the representa- 
tive of the USSR submitted an amendment2s to the 
Egyptian proposal to add a provision to set up a com- 
mission to clarify the Indonesian situation and hasten 
the re-establishment of normal conditions. 

At the same meeting, the USSR amendment was re- 
jected, having failed to obtain the affirmative votes of 
7 members. There were 3 votes in favour. The Egyptian 
draft resolution was rejected, having failed to obtain the 
affirmative votes of 7 members. There were 2 votes in 
favour.2g 

The President (Australia) thereupon declared that 
the matter was closed. 

THE SYRIAN AND LEBANESE QUESTION 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 4 February 1946,3O Syria and Lebanon 
brought to the attention of the Security Council, under 
Article 34, the presence of French and British troops 
in Syria and Lebanon which, they contended, consti- 
tuted a grave infringement of the sovereignty of two 
States Members of the United Nations. The letter stated 
that the Governments of Syria and Lebanon had ex- 
pected that these foreign troops would be withdrawn im- 
mediately upon the cessation of hostilities with Germany 
and Japan, but that the France-British Agreement of 
13 December 1945 had made the withdrawal of troops 
subject to conditions which were inconsistent with the 
spirit and letter of the United Nations Charter. In 
bringing the dispute to the attention of the Council, the 
Syrian and Lebanese delegations requested the Council 
to recommend the total and simultaneous evacuation of 
the foreign troops from the territories of Syria and 
Lebanon. 

At its 19th meeting on 14 February 1946, the Coun- 
cil included the question in the agenda.al 

The Council considered the Svrian and Lebanese 
question at the 19th to 23rd meet$gs between 14 and 
16 February 1946.82 

At the 20th and 21st meetings on 15 February 1946, 
the representatives of Syria and Lebanon declared that 
the presence of the foreign troops, without the consent 
of the two States concerned, had created a dispute 
threatening international peace and had become a source 
of possible intervention in the internal affairs of the 
two States Members of the United Nations. They main- 
tained that the Agreement of 13 December 1945 was in 

n 17th meeting: p. 251. 
a 18th meeting : p. 260. 
m 18th meeting: p. 263. 
a S/5, O.R., l;t jwar, 1st series, Su$jl. No. 1, pp. 82-83. 
n 19th meeting: D. 271. 
Ip For conside;ation of this question in rdation to Article 33, 

see chapter X, Case 2. 
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violation of the principle of sovereign equality of the 
Members of the United Nations and contrary to the 
terms of Article 2 of the Charter. Their delegations 
were prepared to consider a solution which, based on 
the principles of the Charter, would provide for the 
simultaneous and unconditional withdrawal of the 
troops, subject to the time required for making the ne- 
cessary technical and material arrangements, and would 
recognize that the question should be settled under the 
auspices of the Council until the withdrawal had been 
fully carried out33 

In the opinion of the representative of France, the 
fact that the Syrian and Lebanese Governments had 
invoked Article 34, without having stated precisely who 
were the parties to the possible dispute, and had not 
referred to Articles 35 and 33, indicated that there was 
no dispute, and that the existing situation in Syria and 
Lebanon could not in good faith be considered as likely 
to endanger international peace and security.s4 He 
further stated : 

“The Agreement of 13 December is not interpreted 
by the signatories as implying any intention to main- 
tain troops in the Levant indefinitely in the absence 
of a decision on the part of the Security Council. My 
Government is prepared to examine the question with 
the Syrian and Lebanese Governments with a view 
to settling with them the details of this solution.” 

The representative of the United Kingdom associated 
himself with the interpretation given by the representa- 
tive of France to the Agreement of 13 December 194S.35 

Decisions of 16 February 1946 (23rd meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolutiom submitted by the repye- 
sentatizres of Mexico, Egypt and the United States 

During the consideration of the question, four draft 
resolutions were submitted to the Council : 

(i) A Netherlands draft resolution, submitted at the 
21st meeting on 15 February, to express confidence 
that, as a result of negotiations or otherwise, the foreign 
troops in Syria and Lebanon would be withdrawn at 
no distant date, and to request the parties to inform the 
Council when that had been done ;36 

(ii) A Mexican draft resolution, submitted at the 
22nd meeting on 16 February, to recommend that the 
date of the simultaneous evacuation of British and 
French troops should be fixed by the parties through 
negotiations concerned with the necessary military- 
technical arrangements, and to request the parties to 
inform the Council when that was done ;37 

(iii) An Egyptian draft resolution, submitted at the 
same meeting, to recommend the parties to enter into 
negotiations as soon as possible with a view to establish- 
ing the technical details of the simultaneous withdrawal 
of French and United Kingdom troops, including the 
fixing of the date of its completion, and to request them 
to keep the Council informed of the result of those ne- 
gotiations ;38 

(iv) A United States draft resolution, submitted at 
the same meeting, to express confidence that foreign 
troops in Syria and Lebanon would be withdrawn as 
soon as practicable and that negotiations to that end 

“20th meeting: pp. 284-289; 21st meeting: p. 300. 
ti 20th meeting : pp. 292-293. 
35 20th meeting : p. 295. 
=21st meeting: p. 317. 
“22nd meeting: p. 319. 
w 22nd meeting : pp. 323-324. 

would be undertaken by the parties without delay, and 
to request the parties to inform the Council of the re- 
sults of the negotiations.3s 

At the 23rd meeting on 16 February, the Netherlands 
draft resolution was withdrawn40 The Mexican and 
Egyptian draft resolutions were rejected, having failed 
to obtain the affirmative votes of 7 members. There 
were 4 votes in favour of each draft resolution41 

The United States draft resolution was not adopted. 
There were 7 votes in favour, 1 against (the vote 
against being that of a permanent member) and 3 ab- 
stentions.42 

The representatives of France and the United King- 
dom stated that they would, however, give effect to the 
United States draft resolution.4a 

By letters dated 30 April and 1 May 1946, the repre- 
sentatives of France and the United Kingdom respec- 
tively informed the Council of arrangements made for 
the withdrawal of forces in fulfilment of the undertaking 
regarding the United States proposal.44 

THE IRANIAN QUESTION (II) 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 18 March 1946,45 the representative of 
Iran informed the Security Council, under Article 35 
(1), that a new dispute had arisen between Iran and 
the USSR as a result of the maintenance of Soviet 
troops in Iranian territory after 2 March 1946, con- 
trary to the provisions of the Tripartite Treaty of Al- 
liance of 29 January 1942, and the continued interfer- 
ence of the USSR m the internal affairs of Iran. By 
letter dated 20 March 1946,46 he added that negotiations 
conducted pursuant to the resolution of 30 January had 
failed. 

At the 26th meeting on 26 March 1946, the Council 
included the question in the agenda.47 

The Security Council considered the question at its 
26th through 30th meetings between 26 March and 4 
April, 32nd and 33rd meetings on 15 and 16 April, 36th 
meeting on 23 April, 40th meeting on 8 May and 43rd 
meeting on 22 May 1946. 

At the 26th and 27th meetings on 26 and 27 
March, the Council had under consideration the USSR 
proposal to postpone consideration of the Iranian com- 
munication until 10 Apri1.48 

On the rejection of this proposal at the 27th meeting 
on 27 March,49 the representative of the USSR, having 
stated that he was not in a position to take part in a dis- 
cussion of the Iranian question after the rejection of his 
proposal, left the Council chamber.60 

‘@ 22nd meeting : pp. 332-333. 
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The representative of Iran was invited, on the pro- 
posal of the representative of Egypt,61 to take his seat 
at the Council table and to state his point of view con- 
cerning the question of postponement.62 He declared 
that he knew of no agreement or understanding between 
his Government and the Government of the USSR with 
respect to any matters involved in the dispute referred 
to the Council. He opposed any postponement of con- 
sideration of the question.63 

Decision of 29 March 1946 (28th meeting): Request 
to the Secretary-General to report on the existing 
status of negotiations between the Iranian and USSR 
Governments 

At the 28th meeting on 29 March 1946, the repre- 
sentative of the United States suggested that the Presi- 
dent (China) request the Secretary-General to ascer- 
tain at once from the Governments of the USSR and 
Iran, and to report to the Council on 3 April, the exist- 
ing status of the negotiations between the two Govern- 
ments, and particularly whether or not the reported 
withdrawal of troops was conditional upon the conclu- 
sion of agreements on other subjects.M 

The suggestion was adopted unanimously, with one 
member being absent.66 

Decision of 4 April 1946 (30th meeting): Deferring 
proceedings on the Iranian appeal until 6 May and 
requesting a report from the Iranian and USSR 
Govermwents 

At its 29th meeting on 3 April 1946, the Council re- 
ceived from the Secretary-General a reporP in ac- 
cordance with the decision of 29 March, including 
copies of communications from the representatives of 
Iran and the USSR. By letter dated 3 April 1946,57 the 
representative of the USSR had replied that negotia- 
tions had already Iecl to an understanding regarding the 
withdrawal of USSR troops from Iran and that other 
questions were not connected with the question of with- 
drawal. By letter dated 2 April 1946F8 the representa- 
tive of Iran’ had replied that negotiations pursuant to 
the Council resolution of 30 January had achieved no 
positive results, and that there had been and could be 
no negotiation concerning the withdrawal of USSR 
troops from Iran. The USSR had informed Iran on 24 
March that the troops would be evacuated within five 
or six weeks, unless unforeseen circumstances should 
occur, but Iran had objected to the condition and no 
understanding had been arrived at. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Iran in- 
formed the Council that, if the representative of the 
USSR withdrew the condition concerning unforeseen 
circumstances and assured the Council that the uncon- 
ditional withdrawal of the troops would be effected by 
6 May, Iran would not at that time press the matter 
provided that it remained on the agenda of the Coun- 
cil for consideration at any time.Ee 

Q27th meeting: p. 61. 
B For consideration of the invitatix .to Iran, see chapter III, 
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At the 30th meeting on 4 April, the representative of 
the United States submitted a draft resolutiona to 
defer further proceedings on the question until 6 May, 
at which time the Governments of the USSR and Iran 
were requested to report to the Council whether the 
withdrawal of all USSR troops from Iran had been 
completed. 

At the same meeting, the Council adopted the United 
States draft resolution by 9 votes in favour, 1 absten- 
tion, and one member being absent.81 The resolution 
read as follows: 

“~-he Security Council, 
“Taking note of the statements by the Iranian rep- 

resentative that the Iranian appeal to the Council 
arises from the presence of USSR troops in Iran and 
their continued presence there beyond the date stipu- 
lated for their withdrawal in the Tri-partite Treaty 
of 29 January 1942; 

“Taking note of the replies dated 3 April of the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- 
lics and the Iranian Government pursuant to the re- 
quest of the Secretary-General for information as to 
the state of the negotiations between the two Gov- 
ernments and as to whether the withdrawal of USSR 
troops from Iran is conditional upon agreement on 
other subjects ; 

“And in particular taking note of and relying upon 
the assurances of the USSR Government : 

“That the withdrawal of USSR trnops from Iran 
has already commenced ; 

“That it is the intention of the USSR Government 
to proceed with the withdrawal of its troops as rap- 
idly as possible ; 

“That the USSR Government expects the with- 
drawal of all USSR troops from the whole of Iran to 
be completed within five or six weeks ; and 

“That the proposals under negotiation between the 
Iranian Government and the USSR Government 
‘are not connected with the withdrawal of USSR 
troops’ ; 

“Being solicitous to avoid any possibility of the 
presence of USSR troops in Iran being used to influ- 
ence the course of the negotiations between the Gov- 
ernments of Iran and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics ; and 

“Recognizing that the withdrawal of all USSR 
troops from the whole of Iran cannot be completed 
in a substantially shorter period of time than that 
within which the USSR Government has declared it 
to be its intention to complete such withdrawal; 

“Resolves that the Council defer further proceed- 
ings on the Iranian appeal until 6 May, at which time 
the USSR Government and the Iranian Government 
are requested to report to the Council whether the 
withdrawal of all USSR troops from the whole of 
Iran has been completed and at which time the Coun- 
cil shall consider what, if any, further proceedings 
on the Iranian appeal are required ; 

“Provided, however, that if in the meantime either 
the USSR Government or the Iranian Government 
or any member of the Security Council reports to the 
Secretary-General any developments which may re- 
tard or threaten to retard the prompt withdrawal of 

m 30th meeting : pp. 88-89. 
-30th meeting: p. 97. 
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USSR troops from Iran, in accordance with the 
assurances of the USSR to the Council, the Secre- 
tary-General shall immediately call to the attention 
of the Council such reports, which shall be con- 
sidered as the first item on the agenda.” 

Decision of 23 April 1946 (36th meeting): Rejection of 
draft resolution submitted by the representative of 
France 
By letter dated 6 April 1946,82 the representative of 

the USSR proposed that the Iranian question be re- 
moved from the agenda of the Council. He stated that 
an understanding on all points had been reached be- 
tween the Governments of the USSR and Iran, and that 
the resolution of 4 April was incorrect and illegal since 
the position in Iran had not threatened international 
peace and security. 

By letter dated 9 April 1946, the representative of 
Iran informed the Council that it was his Government’s 
desire that the question remain on the agenda of the 
Council as provided by the resolution of 4 April 1946.s3 

By letter dated 15 April 1946, the representative of 
Iran informed the Council that his Government had 
complete confidence in the pledge of the USSR to with- 
draw unconditionally the Soviet forces from Iranian 
territory and that, therefore, Iran was withdrawing its 
complaint from the Security Council.64 

These communications were considered at the 32nd 
and 33rd meetings on 15 and 16 April and at the 36th 
meeting on 23 April, 

At the 33rd meeting on 16 April, the representative 
of France submitted a draft resolutio+ to take note 
of the letter from the representative of Iran informing 
the Council of the withdrawal of his complaint, to note 
that agreement had been reached between the two Gov- 
ernments concerned, and to request the Secretary-Gen- 
eral to collect the necessary information in order to 
complete the report of the Council to the General As- 
sembly.66 

At the 36th meeting on 23 April, the Council rejected 
the French draft resolution by 3 votes in favour and 8 
against.s7 

The representative of the USSR stated that the de- 
cision to retain the Iranian question on the agenda was 
contrary to the Charter and that his delegation could not 
in future take part in discussions of the question by the 
Council.68 
Decision of 8 May 1946 (40th meeting): Deferring 

further proceedings and reqzGesting a report from the 
Iranian G,wernment 
By letter dated 6 May 1946,69 the representative of 

Iran informed the Council that his Government had 
been able to verify the evacuation of USSR troops from 
four provinces but, because of the interferences com- 
plained of, it could not verify the evacuation from Azer- 
baijan. 

a S/30, O.R., 1st year, 1st series, Sugpl. No. 2, pp. 46-47. 
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The Council considered the communication at its 40th 
meeting on 8 May 1946. 

The representative of the United States submitted a 
draft resolution70 to defer further proceedings and to 
request the Iranian Government to submit a complete 
report on the withdrawal of USSR troops immediately 
upon the receipt of information and, in case it was un- 
able to obtain such information by 20 May, to report on 
that date such information as was available to it. 

At the same meeting, the United States draft resolu- 
tion was adopted by 10 votes in favour, with one mem- 
ber being absent. ‘l The resolution read as follows: 

“The Security Council, 

“Hating considered 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 USSR troops from the 
whole of Iran had been completed, 

“Resolves, 

“To defer further proceedings on the Iranian mat- 
ter in order that the Government of Iran may have 
time in which to ascertain through its official repre- 
sentatives whether all USSR troops have been with- 
drawn from the whole of Iran ; 

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

“To consider immediately follotiing the receipt 
from the Iranian Government of the report requested, 
what further proceedings may be required.” 

Decision of 22 May 1946 (43rd meeting): Adjournment 
of discussion on Iranian question 

In accordance with the resolution of 8 May 1946, the 
representative of Iran submitted two communications 
dated 20 May and 21 May respectively.72 In the latter 
communication he stated that an Iranian commission of 
investigation had investigated carefully the regions of 
Azerbaijan and found no trace of USSR troops, equip- 
ment or means of support. 

The Council considered the communication at its 
43rd meeting on 22 May 1946. The representative of 
Poland proposed that the President (France) be com- 
missioned to send a telegram to the Government of Iran 
asking it if it was satisfied that USSR troops had been 
withdrawn.13 The representative of the Netherlands 
proposed that the Council “adjourn tE,e discussion of 
the Iranian question until a date in the near future, the 
Council to be called together at the request of any 
memher”.74 

At the same meeting, the Netherlands proposal was 
adopted by 9 votes in favour to 1 against and 1 member 

7o 40th meeting : pp. 247-248. 
“40th meeting: p. 252. 
“S/66 and S/68, O.R., 1st series, Suppl. No. 2, pp. 52-53,. 

53-54. 
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being absent.76 The Polish. proposal was rejected by 2 
votes in favour, 8 against, with 1 member absent.‘e 

The Iranian question remained on the list of matters 
of which the Security Council is seized. 

THE SPANISH QUESTION 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 9 April 1946,7? the representative Of 
Poland, after referring to General Assembly reso- 
lution 32 (I) of 9 February 1946, stated : 

“Since then a series of developments has made it 
clear that the activities of the Franc0 Government 
have already caused international friction and en- 
dangered international peace and security.” 

6‘ -.. 
“In view of the foregoing, the situation in Spain 

must be considered not as an internal affair of that 
country but as a concern of all the United Nations. 
Article 2 of the Charter in paragraph 6 provides that 
the United Nations Organization shall insure that 
States not Members of the United Nations act in ac- 
cordance with the principles of the OTganization SO 

far as may be necessary for the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security. The situation in Spain 
makes the applicati’on of this provision imperative. 

“The Polish delegation, therefore, under Articles 
4 and 35 of the Charter, requests the Security Coun- 
cil to place on its agenda the situation arising from 
the existence and activities of the Franc0 regime in 
Spain for consideration and for adoption of such 
measures as are provided for in the Charter.” 
At its 32nd meeting on 15 April 1946, the Council 

included the question in the agenda.78 
The Council considered the Spanish question at its 

34th to 39th and 44th to 49th meetings between 17 
April and 26 June 1946.?O 

At the 34th meeting on 17 April 1946, the repre- 
sentative of Poland contended that the situation due 
to the existence and activities of the Fascist regime in 
Spain was of the nature referred to in Article 34, and 
that it was the duty of the Organization to take appro- 
priate steps in accordance with Article 2, paragraph 6. 
The representative of Poland submitted a draft resolu- 
tionso that the Security Council call upon Members of 
the United Nations to sever diplomatic relations with 
the Franc0 Government “in accordance with the 
authority vested in it under Articles 39 and 41 of the 
Charter”. 
Decision of 29 April 1946 (39th meeting): Establish- 

ment of a sub-com,mittee to conduct inquiries 

At the 35th meeting on 18 April 1946, the repre- 
sentative of Australia submitted an amendment to the 
Polish draft resolution providing for a committee “to 
make further inquiries” in accordance with Article 
34.81 
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At the 37th meeting on 25 April, the Australian 
amendment was replaced by a draft resolutionE2 which 
was re-submitted in revised form accepted by the 
representatives of Australia, France and Poland at the 
38th meeting on 26 April 1946.83 

At the 39th meeting on 29 April, the draft resolution 
was adopted with further amendments by 10 votes in 
favour, none against, and 1 abstention.@ The resolu- 
tion, as adopted, read:85 

“The attention of the Security Cou~zcil has 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 has been 
asked to declare that this situation has led to inter- 
national friction and endangers international peace 
and security. 

“Therefore the Security Council, keeping in mind 
the unanimous moral condemnation of the Franc0 
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 General Assembly 
of the United Nations; and the views expressed by 
members of the Security Council regarding the 
Franc0 regime, 

“Hereby resok!es: to make further studies in 
order to determine whether the situation in Spain 
has led to international friction and does endanger 
international peace and security, and if it so finds, 
then to determine what practical measures the 
United Nations may take. 

“To this end, the Security Council appoints a Sub- 
Committee of five of its members and instructs this 
Sub-Committee to examine the statements made 
before the Security Council concerning Spain, to 
receive further statements and documerits, and to 
conduct such inquiries as it may deem necessary, 
and to report to the Security Council before the end 
of May.” 

REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE 
ON THE SPANISH QUESTION 

The report of the Sub-Committee on the Spanish 
question, dated 1 June 1946, included conclusions and 
recommendations, as well as reservations by two of 
its members.s6 

After an Introduction an,d Parts II and III con- 
cerning “Relevant Facts” and “Franc0 Spain and the 
United Nations”, respectively, the Sub-Committee’s 
report in Part IV dealt with “Jurisdiction of the Secu- 
rity Council and its power to take action under Chapter 
VII of the Charter”. It was stated that “in the opinion 
of the Sub-Committee the Security Council cannot, 
on the present evidence, make the determination re- 
quired by Article 39”. In Part V on “Other measures 
available to the United Nations”, the Sub-Committee 
reported that “the present situation in Spain . . . is a 
situation the continuance of which is in fact likely to 
endanger the maintenance of international peace and 
security.s7 

*’ 37th meeting : p. 216. 
“38th meeting: p. 239. 
BL 39th meeting : p. 245. 
“39th meeting: p. 244. 
m S/75, O.R., Special Suppl., 1st year, 1st series, Rev. ed. On 

the character of the sub-committee, see chapter V, Case 65. 
6’0.R., Special Sz@pZ., 1st year, 1st series, Rev. ed., pp. l-10. 



Part ZZ. The Spanish quetition 307 

The Sub-Committee, in Part VI, “Conclusions and 
recommendations addressed to the Security Council”, 
stated,** inter al&z, that “the Security Council is . . . 
empowered by paragraph 1 of Article 36 to recom- 
mend appropriate procedures or methods of adjust- 
ment” and it recommended, inter alia, that, unless cer- 
tain conditions were satisfied, the General Assembly 
pass a resolution recommending that each Member of 
the United Nations terminate forthwith diplomatic 
relations with the Franc0 regime. 

Decision of 18 June 1946 (47th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the Chairman of the 
Sub-Committee 

At the 45th meeting on 13 June 1946, the Chairman 
of the Sub-Committee submitted a draft resolution for 
the adoption of the Sub-Committee’s recommendations, 
subject to one addition.s9 

At the 46th meeting on 17 June, the representative 
of the United Kingdom s,ubmitted an amendment.90 

At the 47th meeting on 18 June, the United King- 
dom amendment was rejected, by 2 votes in favour, 
6 against, with 3 abstentions.91 After separate votes 
had been taken on each of the three recommendations, 
the draft resolution as a whole was not adopted. There 
were 9 votes in favour, 1 against (that of a permanent 
member) and 1 abstentionQ2 

Decision of 24 June 1946 (48th wweting): Rejection 
of the draft resolzrtion submitted by the represent+ 
tive of Poland 

At the 48th meeting on 24 June 1946, the repre- 
sentative of Poland presented the draft resolution 
submitted by him at the 34th meeting with the refer- 
ence to Articles 39 and 41 of the Charter deleted. 

At the same meeting, the Polish draft resolution was 
rejected by 4 votes in favour and 7 against.QQ 
Decision of 26 June 1946 (49th meeting): To keep the 

situation in Spain under observation 

(i) At the 48th meeting on 24 June 1946, the repre- 
sentative of Poland submitted a draft resolutior+ to 
“keep the situation in Spain under continuous observa- 
tion and keep the question on the list of matters. . . ” 

After consideration of the draft resolution in rela- 
tion to recommendation by the General Assembly on 
the question at the next session, a drafting committee 
composed of the representatives of Australia, Poland 
and the United Kingdom was appointed to examine 
the new Polish draft resolution.*6 

(ii) At the 49th meeting on 26 June, the represen- 
tatrves of Australia and the United Kingdom sub- 

m O.R., Special Suppl., 1st year,.lst series, Rev.ed., pp. 10-11. 
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mitted an amendAd text,e6 the representative of Poland 
dissenting. 

At the same meeting, the Security Council upheld97 
the President’s (Mexico) ruling that this text be con- 
sidered as an amendment to the Polish draft resolu- 
tion. This amended resolution was not adopted.Qs There 
were 9 votes in favour, 2 against (one being that of 
a permanent member). 

(iii) Also at the 49th meeting, the representative of 
the USSR submitted amended texts.Q0 After an amend- 
ment submitted by the representative of the USSR had 
been rejected, the following resolution was adopted :I00 

“Whmeas the Security Council on 29 April 1946 
appointed a Sub-Committee to investigate the situa- 
tion in Spain, 

“And whereas the investigation of the Sub-Com- 
mittee has fully confirmed the facts which led to the 
condemnation of the Franc0 regime by the Potsdam 
and San Francisco Conferences, the General Assem- 
bly 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 situa- 
tion 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 mem- 
ber of the Security Council may bring the matter 
up for consideration by the Council at any time.” 

Decision of 26 June 1946 (49th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resotution submitted by the representative 
of Aztstralia 
At the 49th meeting on 26 June 1946, the repre- 

sentative of Australia submitted a draft resolution 
providing thatlo 

“ . . . in the opinion of the Security Council, the 
carrying of the resolution on the Spanish q;lestion, 
dated 26 June, does not in any way prejudice the 
rights of the General Assembly under the Charter.” 

The draft resolution was not adopted. There were 
9 votes in favour, 2 against (one being that of a per- 
manent member) .lo2 
Decision of 4 November 1946 (79th meeting) : Re- 

moval of the question from the list of matters of 
which the Council is seized 
At the 79th meeting on 4 November 1946, the draft 

resolution submitted by the representative of Poland, 
as amended by the addition of a sentence at the end, 
suggested by the President (United Kingdom) and 
accepted by the representative of Poland, was adopted 
unanimously.lo3 The resolution as adopted read : 

“The Security Council resolves that the situation 
in Spain is to be taken off the list of matters of which 
the Council is seized, and that all records and docu- 
ments of the case be put at the disposal of the General 
Assembly. 
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“The Security Council requests the Secretary- 
General to notify the General Assembly of this deci- 
sion.” 
The question was accordingly removed from the list 

of matters of which the Security Council is seized. 

THE GREEK QUESTION: UKRAINIAN SSR COMMUNICA- 

TION DATED 24 AUGUST 1946 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By telegram dated 24 August 1946,1°4 the Ukrainian 
SSR brought to the attention of the Security Council, 
under Article 35 ( i ) , “as being of the nature covered 
by Article 34 . . . the sit,uation in the Balkans which has 
resulted from the policy of the Greek Government, 
and which endangers the maintenance of international 
peace and security . . . ” The principal factor “condu- 
cive to the situation in the Balkans, as created by this 
policy of the present Greek Government” was the 
“presence of British troops in Greece and the direct 
intervention of British military representatives in the 
internal affairs” of Greece. The Council was requested 
to adopt measures without delay “in order to eliminate 
this threat to peace”. 

After discussion at the 54th, 57th, 58th and 59th 
meetings, the Security Council included the question 
in the agenda at the 59th meeting on 3 September 
1946.105 

The Council considered the question at the 60th to 
62nd, and the 64th to 70th meetings, between 4 and 
20 September 1946. 

Decision of 20 September 1946 (70th meeting): Post- 
ponement of vote on draft resolution submitted by 
the representative of Australia 
At the 67th meeting on 16 September 1946, the 

representative of Australia submitted a draft resolu- 
tion that the Council pass to the next item on the 
agenda.lo6 

At the 70th meeting on 20 September, at the sug- 
gestion of the President (USSR) and with the agree- 
ment of the representative of Australia, the Security 
Council decided to vote on the Australian draft resolu- 
tion after the other draft resolutions directly related 
to the question under consideration had been voted 
upon.lo7 
Decisions of 20 September 1946 (70th meeting): Re- 

jection of draft resolutions szebmitted respectively 
by the representatizles of the USSR, the Nether- 
lands, the United States and Potandlos 

(i) USSR draft resolution 
At the 67th meeting on 16 September 1946, the 

representative of the USSR submitted a draft resolu- 
tionlo9 to establish that “a situation envisaged by 
Article 34 of the Charter” had been created in Greece; 
to call upon the Greek Government to take certain 

m S/137, O.R., 1st year, 2nd series, Suppl. No. 5, pp. 149-151. 
laFor consideration of inclusion of the question in the 
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ull) For constitutional considerations advanced in connexion 

with the draft resolutions, see chapter X, Case 10; in con- 
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measures; and “to retain on the agenda of the Secu- 
rity Council the question of the menacing situation . . . ” 

At the 70th meeting on 20 September 1946, the 
USSR draft resolution was rejected by 2 votes in 
favour, 9 votes against.llO 

(ii) Netherlands draft resolution 
At the 69th meeting on 18 September 1946, the 

representative of the Netherlands submitted a draft 
resolutionlll to invite the Secretary-General to notify 
the Governments of Albania, Bulgaria, Greece and 
Yugoslavia that the Council, “without pronouncing 
any opinion on the question of responsibility, earnestly 
hopes that these Governments . . . will do .tbeir utmost 
. . . to stop” the frontier incidents “by glvmg appro- 
priate instructions to their national authorities and by 
making sure that these instructions are rigidly en- 
forced”. 

The Netherlands draft resolution was voted upon 
at the 70th meeting and was rejected by 6 votes in 
favour, 3 against and 2 abstentions.l12 

(iii) United States draft resolution 

At the 70th meeting on 20 September, the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft reso- 
lution113 under which the Council, acting under Article 
34, would establish a commission of three individuals 
to investigate in the area concerned the facts relating 
to the incidents along the frontier between Greece on 
the one hand, and Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia 
on the other. 

The United States draft resolution was voted upon 
at the same meeting and was not adopted. There were 
8 votes in favour, 2 against (1 vote against being that 
of a permanent member) and 1 abstention.l14 

(iv) Polish draft resolution 

Following the rejection of the USSR, Netherlands 
and United States draft resolutions at the 70th meeting, 
the representative of Poland submitted a draft resolu- 
tion115 to keep the situation under observation and to 
retain it on the list of matters of which the Council is 
seized. 

At the same meeting the Polish draft resolution was 
rejected by 2 votes in favour and 9 votes against.lls 

Following statements at the 70th meeting by the 
President of the Council (USSR) ,117 the Secretary- 
Genera1118 and the representative of France,l19 the 
representative of Australia withdrew his draft resolu- 
tion.120 

The question was removed from the list of matters 
of which the Council is seized. 
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THE GREEK FRONTIER INCIDENTS QUESTION 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 3 December 1946,1z1 Greece brought 
to the attention of the Security Council, under Articles 
34 and 35 (l), a “situation which is leading to friction 
between Greece and her neighbours, by reason of the 
fact that the latter are lending their support to the 
violent guerrilla warfare now being waged in northern 
Greece against public order and the territorial integ- 
rity” of Greece. 

At the 82nd meeting on 10 December 1946, the 
Security Council included the question in the agenda. 

The Security Council considered the question be- 
tween 10 December 1946 and 15 September 1947, at 
the following meetings : 82nd-87th, lOOth, IOlst, 122nd, 
123rd, 126th, 128th-131st, 133rd-137th, 147th, 14&h, 
lSOth, 151st, 153rd, 156th, 15&h-170th, 174th, 175th, 
176th, 177th, 17&h, lSOth, 183rd, 188th and 202nd. 

Decision of 19 December 1946 (87th meeting): Estab- 
lishllzeltt Of a Comlltission of Investigationlz2 

In his statement before the Council at the 83rd 
meeting on 12 December 1946, the representative of 
Greece requested that the Council take the measures 
necessary to put an end to the situation which was 
likely to endanger the maintenance of international 
peace and security. lz3 
the representatives 

At the 83rd and 84th meetings, 
of Yugoslavia,l’* AlbaniaI and 

Bulgarialz6 denied the Greek charges. 

At the 85th meeting on 18 December 1946, the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft resolu- 
tiofllz7 to establish, under Article 34 of the Charter, 
a commission of investigation. Amendments to the 
draft resolution were submitted by the representatives 
of Mexico, Poland and the United Kingdom at the 
86th and 87th meetings. 

At the 87th meeting on 19 December 1946, the 
Council voted on the draft resolution, paragraph by 
paragraph, and on the amendments. The draft resolu- 
tion, as amended during the vote, was then adopted 
unanimously. 128 The resolution read as follows :12g 

“Wzereas there have been presented to the Secu- 
rity Council oral and written statements by the 
Greek, Yugoslav, A.lbanian and Bulgarian Govern- 
ments relating to disturbed conditions in northern 
Greece along the frontier between Greece on the 
one hand and Albania, Bulgaria an-d Yugoslavia on 
the other, .which conditions, in the opinion of the 
Council, should be investigated before the Council 
attempts to reach any conclusions regarding the 
issues involved : 

128 S/203, S/203/Add.l, O.R., 1st year 2nd series, Suppl. No. 
10, pp. 169-190. 

lp For discussion on investigation under Article 34, see 
chapter X, Case 11. See also chapter V, Case 1. On the working 
of the Commission, see : Organization and Procedure of United 
Nations Commissions, United Nations Commission of Investi- 
gation concerning Greek Frontier Incidents (United Nations 
publications 1949.X.3). 

lm83rd meeting : p. 570. 
l”83rd meeting: pp. 570-581. 
126 84th meeting : pp. 590-595. 
198 84th meeting : pp. 595-599. 
M85th meeting: pp. 630-631. 
=87th meeting: p. 701. 
a S/339, 87th meeting : pp. 700-701. 

‘<The Security Council 
“Resolves: 
“That the Security Council under Article 34 of 

the Charter establish a Commission of Investigation 
to ascertain the facts relating to the alleged border 
violations along the frontier between Greece on the 
one hand and Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia on 
the other; 

“That the Commission be composed of a repre- 
sentative of each of the members of the Security 
Council as it will be constituted in 1947; 

“That the Commission shall proceed to the area 
not later than 15 January 1947, and shall submit to 
the Security Council at the earliest possible date a 
report of the facts disclosed by its investigation. 
The Commission shall, if it deems it advisable or 
if requested by the Security Council, make prelim- 
inary reports to the Security Council; 

“That the Commission shall have authoritv to 
conduct its investigation in northern Greece aid in 
such places in other parts of Greece, in Albania, 
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia as the Commission con- 
siders should be included in its investigation in order 
to elucidate the causes and nature of the above- 
mentioned border violations and disturbances ; 

“That the Commission shall have authority to call 
upon the Governments, officials and nationals of 
those countries, as well as such other sources as the 
Commission deems necessary, for information rele- 
vant to its investigation; 

“That the Security Council request the Secretary- 
General to communicate with the appropriate author- 
ities of the countries named above in order to 
facilitate the Commission’s investigation in those 
countries ; 

“That each representative on the Commission be 
entitled to select the personnel necessary to assist 
him and that, in addition, the Security Council re- 
quest the Secretary-General to provide such staff 
and assistance to the Commission as it deems neces- 
sary for the prompt and effective fulfilment of its 
task ; 

“That a representative of each of the Govern- 
ments of Greece, Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia 
be invited to assist in the work of the Commission 
in a liaison capacity ; 

“That the Commission be invited to make any 
proposals that it may deem wise for averting a 
repetition of border violations and disturbances in 
these areas.” 

Decision of 10 February 1947 (10lst meeting): Com- 
munication to the Commission of Investigation con- 
cerning suspemion of death sentences 

At the 100th and 1Olst meetings on 10 February 
1947, the Council considered a cablegram of 6 Feb- 
ruary from the Commission130 enquiring whether its 
action in requesting the Greek Government to post- 
pone executions for political offences was covered by 
its terms of reference laid down by the resolution of 
19 December 1946, which, in part, empowered the 
Commission to call upon nationals of the States con- 
cerned who might assist the Commission with informa- 
tion relevant to its investigation. 

m S/266, O.R., 2nd year, Suppl. No. 4, pp. 51-52. 
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At the 100th meeting, the representative of the 
United States submitted a draft resolution’*l to advise 
the Commission that it was not empowered to request 
postponement of executions of any persons unless the 
Commission believed that examination of such persons 
as witnesses would assist the Commission’s work. The 
representatives of the USSR and Poland introduced 
amendments, which were voted upon and rejected. 
The United States draft resolution was adopted by 9 
votes in favour, none against and 2 abstentions.ls2 

The resolution read as follows?** 
“Whereas the Commission of Investigation estab- 

lished by the Security Council by the resolution 
adopted on 19 December 1946 has referred to the 
Council the question of whether the Commission’s 
request to the Greek Government to postpone the 
execution of persons sentenced to death by that 
Government for political offences is covered by the 
terms of reference of such resolution, 

“lt is resolved that the Security Council request 
the Secretary-General to advise the Commission of 
Investigation that it is the sense of the Security 
Council that the Commission, acting under the reso- 
lution adopted by the Council on 19 December 1946, 
is not empowered to request the appropriate author- 
ities of Greece, Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia to 
postpone the execution of any persons sentenced to 
death, unless the Commission has reason to believe 
that the examination of any such person as a witness 
would assist the Commission in its work, and makes 
its request on this ground.” 

Decisions of 18 April 1947 (131st meeting): 
(i) Establishment of a Subsidiary Group of the Com- 

mission of Investigation; 
(ii) Rejection of draft resolution submitted by the 

representative of the USSR 
At the 123rd meeting on 28 March 1947, the Coun- 

cil resumed its consideration of the Greek question 
at the request of the representative. of the United 
States.18’ He proposed that the Commission should 
continue its work along the northern Greek border 
until the Council had disposed of the Greek case. The 
representative of the United States stated that, follow- 
ing urgent appeals from the Governments of Greece 
and Turkey, the Government of the United States had 
under legislative consideration a temporary emergency 
programme of economic assistance, to those countries, 
which, in his view, together with effective action by the 
Security Council in the case of the northern Greek 
frontiers, would materially advance the cause of 
peace.135 

At the 126th meeting on 7 April 1947, the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft resolu- 
tion130 to direct the Commission of Investigation to 
maintain a subsidiary group during its absence from 
the area in which it had conducted its investigations. 
The draft resolution was subsequently amended13? to 
provide that, pending a new decision of the Council, 
the Commission should maintain a subsidiary group 

m 100th meeting: p. 176. 
111 1Olst meeting: pp. 188-189. See also chapter XII, Case 4, 

for discussion on the question of domestic jurisdiction. 
la 100th meeting: p. 176. 
114 S/309, 123rd meeting: footnote 1, p. 615. 
m 123rd meeting: pp. 618-622. 
m 126th meeting: p, 708. 
M 131st meeting: pp. 796, 799-800. 

in the area concerned to continue to fulfil functions 
which might be prescribed by the Commission in accor- 
dance with its terms 0; reference. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the 
USSR, contending that the measures taken by the 
United States in respect to Greece and Turkey were in 
contradiction with the principles of the Charter, sub- 
mitted a draft resolutionlaB to establish a special com- 
mission “to ensure, through proper supervision, that aid 
which Greece might receive from the outside should be 
used only in the interests of the Greek people”. The 
representative of Poland submitted an amendment to 
the USSR draft resolution, adding to its text that, in 
accordance with General Assembly resolution 48 (I), 
“such aid cannot be used as a pol?ical weapon and 
shall be distributed without discrim: :ation because of 
race, creed, or political belief”.13s 

At the 131st meeting on 18 April 1947, the amended 
United States draft resolution was adopted by 9 votes 
in favour, none against and 2 abstentions.“0 

The resolution read as follows:141 
“The Security Council resolves that, pending a 

new decision of the Security Council, the Commis- 
sion established by the resolution of the Council of 
19 December 1946 shall maintain in the area con- 
cerned a subsidiary group, composed of a represen- 
tative of each of the members of the Commission, 
to continue to fulfil such functions as the Commis- 
sion may prescribe, in accordance with its terms of 
reference.” 

At the same meeting, the Polish amendment to 
the USSR draft resolution was rejected by 2 votes in 
favour, none against and 9 abstentions.142 The USSR 
draft resolution was rejected by 2 votes in favour, 4 
against and 5 abstentions.“* 

Decision of 22 May 1947 (137th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resoluti&a submitted by the representative 
of the USSR 

At the 133rd meeting on 12 May 1947, the Council 
resumed consideration of the Greek question at the 
request of the representative of the USSRl” who, at 
the same meeting, submitted a draft resolution146 to 
modify the terms of reference of the Subsidiary Group 
defined by a decision of the Commission of Investiga- 
tion of 29 April 1947.l’+’ 

At the 137th meeting on 22 May, the USSR draft 
resolution was rejected by 2 votes in favour, 6 against 
and 3 abstentions.147 

yI 126th meeting : p. 717 ; 131st meeting: p. 808. See chapter 
XII, Case 5. 

1o 130th meeting : p. 784 ; 131st meeting : p. 807. 
l*O 131st meeting: p. 800. On the working of the Subsidiary- 

Group see: Organization and Procedure of United Nations 
Com&ssions, the Subsidiary Group of the United Nations 
Commission of Investigation concerning Greek Frontier Inci- 
dents (United Nations publications, 1949.X.4). 

la S /330/Corr.l. 
“’ 131st meeting: p. 807. 
‘a 131st meeting: p. 808. 
w S/347, O.R., 2nd year, Snppl. No. 11, p. 125. 
‘&133rd meeting: p. 832. 
Ia S/337, O&, 2nd year, Supp?. No. 11, pp. 121-122. 
-’ 137th meeting : p. 924. For text and related discussion, see 

chapter X, Case 12 ; and chapter V, Case 69. For related discus- 
sion regarding Article 25, see chapter XII, Case 8. 
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Decisions of 2Y .Tuly and 4 August 1947 (170th and 
174th meetings) : 

(i) Rejection of draft resolution submitted by the 

Decision of 6 August 1947 (177th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the representative 
of Poland 

representative of the United States; 

(ii) Rejection f f  draft resolution submitted by the 
representatave of the USSR 

The report of the Commission of Investigation14s 
was submitted at the 147th meeting on 27 June 1947. 
It contained recommen,dations stated to have been 
framed in the spirit of Chapter VI and which had been 
subscribed to by nine members of the Commission, the 
representatives of Poland and the USSR dissenting. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the 
United States submitted a draft resolution149 to adopt 
these recommendations and to establish a commission 
to exercise its good offices and make investigations in 
the area. It was revised by amendments submitted by 
the representatives of Australia, Belgium, Colombia, 
France and the United Kingdom at the 162nd to 168th 
meetings, and accepted by the sponsor. As amended,160 
the draft resolution provided that the Council would 
find that a dispute existed, the continuance of which 
was likely to endanger the maintenance of interna- 
tional peace and security. The Council, therefore, fol- 
lowing the proposals made by the majority of the 
Commission members, (1) would recommend that the 
Governments of Albania, Bulgaria, Greece and Yugo- 
slavia establish as soon as possible normal diplomatic 
relations; and (2) would establish a commission which 
would use its good offices, by the means mentioned in 
Article 33, to settle controversies between the Govern- 
ments concerned and to assist them in the negotiation 
and conclusion of frontier conventions. The proposed 
commission would also be empowered to investigate 
any alleged frontier violations. 

At the 174th meeting on 4 August 1947, the repre- 
sentative of Poland submitted a draft resolution154 to 
recommend that the Governments of Albania, Bul- 
garia, Greece and Yugoslavia do their utmost to estab- 
lish normal good-neighbourly relations, that diplomatic 
relations be established between Greece and Albania 
and Bulgaria and be normalized between Greece and 
Yugoslavia and that the Governments concerned re- 
new old or enter into new bilateral frontier conven- 
tions. The Council would also recommend that the 
four Governments concerned settle the problem of 
refugees in the spirit of friendly, mutual understand- 
ing. 

At the 177th meeting on 6 August, the draft resolu- 
tion was rejected by 2 votes in favour, none against 
and 9 abstentions.155 

Decisions of 19 August 1947 (188th meet&g): 

(i) Rejection of draft resolution submitted by the 
representatizle of Australia; 

At the 153rd meeting on 8 July, the representative of 
the USSR submitted a draft resolutionlsl to establish 
that the Greek authorities were to blame for the 
frontier incidents which were a result of the internal 
situation in Greece. The Council, therefore, would 
recommend that: (1) the Greek Government put an 
end to frontier incidents on the borders with Yugo- 
slavia, Bulgaria and Albania ; (2) normal diplomatic 
relations be established or restored between Greece 
and the three States concerned; (3) foreign troops 
and military personnel be recalled from Greece; and 
(4) a special commission be established to ensure the 
use, in the interests of the Greek people, of foreign 
economic assistance extended to Greece. 

(ii) Rejection of draft resolution. submitted by the 
representative of the United States 

At the 175th meeting on 5 August 1947, the Council 
had before it in addition to the report of the Commis- 
sion of Investigation a letter dated 31 July 1947 from 
the representative of Greece150 requesting the Council 
to take into consideration the earlier Greek communica- 
tion of 26 June 1947157 whereby the formal charge had 
been submitted by the Greek Government “that there 
existed a threat to the peace, breach of the peace or 
act of aggression”. The representative of Greece indi- 
cated that subsequent acts had confirmed “the neces- 
sity of enforcement measures under Chapter VII of 
the Charter”. 

At the 170th meeting on 29 July, the amended 
United States draft resolution was not adopted. There 
were 9 votes in favour and 2 against (one vote against 
being that of a permanent member).162 

At the 174th meeting on 4 August 1947, the USSR 
draft resolution was rejected by 2 votes in favour and 
9 against.rs3 

At the 177th meeting on 6 August 1947, the repre- 
sentative of Australia submitted a draft resolution15s 
which was amended at the 188th meeting at the sug- 
gestion of the representative of the United States. As 
amended,15g it provided that the Security Council 
would determine that the situation on the northern 
borders of Greece constituted a threat to peace under 
Article 39, call upon the parties involved to cease all 
acts of provocation and direct, in accordance with 
Article 40, that Greece on the one hand, and Albania, 
Yugoslavia and Bulgaria on the other hand, should 
at once - .t-er into direct negotiations, 

At the 180th meeting on 12 August 1947, the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft reso- 
lutionrBO to determine that support and assistance 
given by Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia to the 
guerrillas fighting against the Greek Government con- 
stituted a threat to the peace within the meaning of 
Chapter VII, to call upon the three Governments to 

Ia S/360/Rev.l, O.R., 2nd year, Special Suppl. No. 2. 
‘@ S/391. 147th meeting: DD. 1124-1126. 
160 l?Oth -meeting : pp. i602-‘1611. 
151 S/404, 153rd meeting : pp. 1254-1255. 
m 170th meeting: p. 1612. For related discussion in con- 

nexion with Article 34, ,see chapter X, Cases 13, 14, 15; in 
connexion with Article 39, see chapter XI, Case 2; in con- 
nexion with Article 2 (7), see chapter XII, Case 6. 

lbl 174th meeting: p. 1730. 

1M S/464, 174th meeting: pp. 1731-1732. 
m 177th meeting: p. 1801. 
-S/451, O.R., 2nd year, SuppI. No. 17, pp. 151-153. 
m S/389. 
m S/471, 177th meeting: p. 1808. For text, see chapter XI, 

Case 3. 
160 S/471/Add.l, 188th meeting: pp. 2093-2094. 
*@S/486, 180th meeting, footnote, pp. 1910-1911. For text, 

see chapter XI, Case 3. 
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cease and desist from rendering any further assistance 
to the guerrillas and to co-operate with Greece in the 
settlement of their disputes by peaceful means, and to 
direct the Subsidiary Group to report to the Council 
on the compliance of Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. 

At the 188th meeting on 19 August 1947, the AUS- 
tralian draft resolution was not adopted. There were 
9 votes in favour and 2 against (one vote against being 
that of a permanent member).lsl 

At the same meeting, the United States draft resolu- 
tion was not adopted. There were 9 votes in favour 
and 2 against (one vote against being that of a per- 
manent member) .162 

Decisiolt of 15 September 1947 (202nd meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of the United States 

At the 202nd meeting on 15 September, the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft resolu- 
tionla3 to request the General Assembly to consider 
the dispute between Greece on the one hand, and 
Albania, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria on the other, and 
to make any appropriate recommendations. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was not 
adopted. There were 9 votes in favour and 2 against 
(one vote against being that of a permanent mem- 
ber) .16* 

Decision of 15 September 1947 (202nd meeting): Re- 
moval of the Greek question from the list of matters 
of which the Council is seized 

At the 202nd meeting, the representative of the 
United States submitted a draft resolution165 to re- 
move the dispute between Greece on the one hand and 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia on the other, from 
the list of matters of which the Coun-il is seized, and 
to instruct the Secretary-General to place all records 
and documents in the case at the disposal of the Gen- 
eral Assembly. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was 
adopted by 9 votes in favour and 2 against.la6 

The resolution167 read as follows : 

“The Security Council 

“(a) Resolves that the dispute between Greece 
on the one hand, and Albania, Yugoslavia and Bul- 
garia on the other, be taken off the l&t of matters 
of which the Council is seized; and 

“(b) Requests that the Secretary-General be in- 
structed to place all records and documents in the 
case at the disposal of the General Assembly ” 

The Greek question was accordingly removed from 
the list of matters of which the Secur3y Council is 
seized. 

1a 188th meeting: p. 2094. 
m 188th meeting: pp. 2098-2099. For related discussion in 

connexion with Articles 39 and 40, see chanter XI, Case 3. 
W S/552, 202nd meeting: p. 23<9. For discussion in con- 

nexion with Article 12, see chapter VI, Case 2 (i). 
w 202nd meeting : pp. 2399-2400. 
m 202nd meeting : p. 2401. 
%?02nd meeting: p. 2405. 
In S/555, 202nd meeting: p. 2401. 

THE QUESTION OF THE STATUTE OF THE FREE 
TERRITORY OF TRIESTE 

Letter from the Chairman of the Council of 
Foreign Ministers to the Secretary-General, 
received 20 December 1946, concerning the 
Statute of Trieste16* 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 12 December 1946, the Chairman of 
the Council of Foreign Ministers, the Secretary of 
State of the United States, transmitted the relevant 
Articles and Annexes of the Draft Peace Treaty with 
Italy which established a Free Territory of Trieste 
“whose independence and integrity would be ensured 
by the Security Council of the United Nations” and 
stated that the four Foreign Ministers “are desirous 
that the texts submitted on the terms of the Treaty 
for approval by the Security Council be decided on 
by the latter before 15 January as the signing of the 
Treaty of peace with Italy is to occur at the beginning 
of February”. 

At the 89th meeting on 7 January 1947, the Council 
included the question in the agenda.lsO 

The Council considered the question at its 89th and 
9lst meetings on 7 and 10 January 1947. 

Decision of 10 January 1947 (Plst meeting): Approval 
of the three Annexes to the Draft Peace Treaty with 
Italy and acceptance of the responsibilities there- 
und-er 

At the 89th meeting, the representative of the 
United States submitted a draft resolution170 which, 
after revision at the 91st meeting, was adopted at that 
meeting by ten votes in favour, none against, and one 
abstention.17’ 

The resolution, as adopted, read:172 
“The Security Council, having received and ex- 

amined the Annexes to the proposed Peace Treaty 
with Italy relating to the creation and government 
of the free Territory of Trieste (including an ar- 
rangement for the Free Port), hereby records its 
approval of the three following documents: 

“1. The instrument for the provisional regime 
of the Free Territory of Trieste; 

“2. The permanent Statute for the Free Terri- 
tory of Trieste ; 

I” Sj224/Rev.l. O.R., 2nd year, Suppl. No. 1, annex 2. 
-89th meeting: p. 4. -89th meeting: p. 4. 
l”‘89th meeting: p. 12. For consideration of the powers of l”‘89th meeting: n. 12. For consideration of the powers of 

the Council in &nnexion with this decision, see chapter XII, the Council in connexion with this decision, see chapter XII, 
Cases 22 and 26. Cases 22 and 26. 

~91st meeting : p. 61. ~91st meeting : p. 61. 
*=91st meeting p. 60. 
These responsibilities concerned the provisional rCgime and 

the permanent statute of the Free Territory of Trieste, and 
the Free Port of Trieste (O.R., 2nd year, Suppl. No. 1, 
pp. 12-28~). Under the permanent Statute the Security Coun- 
cil’s assurance of “the integrity and independence” of the 
Free Territosy included responsibility for ,ensuring the ob- 
c~“rqnre nf the1 Statute and the protection of the basic human 
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01 ,~ubhc order and security (annex VI, Article 2). The 
Governor, as the Council’s representative, was to be responsible 
only to the Security Council (annex VI, Articles 17, 25) and 
legislative or administrative difficulties were to be referred 
by him to the Council (annex VI, Articles 19, 20). Under the 
instrument for the Free Port, disagreements on the appomt- 
ment of a Director of the Free Port were also to be referred 
to the ‘Security Council (annex VIII, Article 18). 
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“3. The instrument for the Free Port of Trieste ; 
and its acceptance of the responsibilities devolving 

h upon it under the same.” 

THE CORFU CHANNEL QUESTION 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 10 January 1947,1T3 enclosing copies 
of an exchange of notes between the United Kingdom 
and the People’s Republic of Albania regarding an 
incident in the Corfu Channel in which two British 
warships had been mined on 22 October 1946, the 
United Kingdom submitted this question as a dispute 
under Article 35. 

At its 95th meeting on 20 January 1947, the Secu- 
rity Council included the question in the agenda.‘74 

The Security Council considered the question at its 
95th, 107th, 109th, lllth, 114th, 120th to 122nd, 125th 
and 127th meetings between 20 January and 9 April 
1947.175 

At the 107th meeting on 18 February 1947, the 
representative of the United Kingdom requested that 
the Council, taking into consideration the failure of 
attempts at settlement through diplomatic correspon- 
dence, should recommend under Article 36 a settlement 
of the dispute by direct negotiation between the two 
Governments, on the basis of a finding by the Council 
that an unnotified mine field had been laid in the 
Corfu Straits by the Albanian Governm,ent or with its 
connivance. He also requested that the Council should 
retain the dispute on its agenda until both the parties 

- certified that it had been settled to their satisfaction, 
and that the Council should remind all States that it 
was incumbent on them to see that their territorial 
waters were free from mines.176 

At the 109th meeting on 19 February, the repre- 
sentative of Albania stated that the Albanian Govern- 
ment had not laid, or known who had laid, the mines 
and that the British warships had violated Albanian 
sovereignty over its territorial waters with a view to 
provoking incidents.177 

Decision of 27 February 1947 (114th meeting): At- 
pointnzellt of a sub-committee 
At the 111th meeting on 24 February 1947, the 

representative of Australia submitted a draft resolution 
for the appointment of a sub-committee of three mem- 
bers to make a report on the facts of the case.lT8 

At the 114th meeting on 27 February, the repre- 
sentative of China suggested, and the representative 
of Australia accepted,17Q an amendment to the draft 
resolution. 

At the same meeting the draft resolution, as 
amended, was adopted by eight votes, with three ab- 
stentions.lsO The resolution, as adopted, read : 

“As a preliminary step in the consideration of the 
incidents in the Corfu Channel which are the sub- 

-cI- 

“‘S/247, O.R.. 2nd year, Suppl. No. 3. 
l”95th meeting: p. 117. 
‘*For observations on the bearing of Article 33, see chapter 

X, Case 3; and of Article 36 (3), see chapter X, Case 23. 
1’0 107th meeting : pp. 306-307. 
lR 109th meeting: pp. 326, 334. 
I” 111 th meeting : pp. 364-365. 
170 114th meeting: p. 418 and p. 422. 
180 114th meeting : p. 432. For discussion on the character of 

the sub-committee, see chapter V, Case 66. 

ject of a dispute between the United Kingdom and 
Albania, 

“The Security Council 
“Resolves: 
“To appoint a sub-committee of three members 

to examine all the available evidence concerning 
the above-mentioned incidents and to make a report 
to the Security Council, not later than 10 March 
1947, on the facts of the case as disclosed by such 
evidence. 

“The sub-committee is empowered to request 
further information as it deems necessary from the 
parties to the dispute, and the representatives of the 
United Kingdom and Albania are requested to give 
every assistance to the sub-committee in its work.” 

Decision of 25 March 1947 (122nd meeting): Rejec- 
tion of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom 

At the 120th meeting on 20 March 1947, the Chair- 
man of the sub-committee submittedlsl its report.ls2 

At the same meeting, the representative of the 
United Kingdom submitted a draft resolution.ls3 At 
the 121st and 122nd meetings on 21 and 25 March 
1947, the representatives of the United States and 
France submitted amendments which the representa- 
tive of the United Kingdom accepted. 

The draft resolution as amended provided that the 
Security Council should find that an “unnotified mine 
field” had been laid which “could not have been laid 
without the knowledge of the Albanian authorities”; 
should recommend that the two Governments “settle 
the dispute on the basis of the Council’s finding” and 
that either party might apply to the Council for further 
consideration in the event of failure to settle ; and 
should resolve “to retain this dispute on its agenda 
until both parties certify that it has been settled to 
their satisfaction”. 

At the 122nd meeting on 25 March, the United King- 
dom draft resolution, as amended, was not adopted. 
There were 7 votes in favour, 2 against (1 vote 
being that of a permanent member), 1 abstention, and 
1 member not participating in the vote.ls4 
Decision of 9 Afiril 1947 (127th meeting): Recom- 

mendation that the two Governments refer the dis- 
p&e to the International Court of Justice 
At the 125th meeting on 3 April 1947, the repre- 

sentative of the United Kingdom submitted a draft 
resolutionls5 to recommend that the two Governments 
refer the dispute to the International Court of Justice. 

At the 127th meeting on 9 April 1947, the United 
Kmgdom draft resolution was adopted by 8 votes in 
favour, none against, with two abstentions and 1 mem- 
ber not participating in the vote.ls8 The resolution, as 
adopted, read :I87 

“The Security Council, 
“Having considered statements of representatives 

of the United Kingdom and of Albania concerning a 

181 1‘20th meeting : p. 544. 
la3S/300, O.R:, 2nd year, Suppl. No. 10. 
la1 120th meetmg: p. 567. For text, see chapter X, Case 23. 
181 122nd meeting: p. 609. For discussion regarding retention 

on the agenda, see chapter II, Case 58. 
185 125th meeting: pp. 685-686. 
188 127th meeting: p. 727. 
=’ 127th meeting : pp. 726-727. 
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dispute between the United Kingdom and Albania, 
arising out of an incident on 22 October 1946 in the 
Straits of Corfu, in which two British ships were 
damaged by mines with resulting loss of life and 
injury to their crews, 

“Recommends that the United Kingdom and the 
Albanian Governments should immediately refer the 
dispute to the International ‘Court of Justice in accor- 
dance with the provisions ofi the Statute of the 
Court.” 

APPOINTMENT OF A GOVERNOR FOR THE FREE 

TERRITORY OF TRIESTE 

(a) Letter dated 13 June 1947 from the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom to the 
President of the Security Council (docu- 
ment S/374)18* 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 13 June 1947 addressed to the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council the representative of the 
United Kingdom requested the fixing of a date “during 
the coming week for the discussion by the Security 
Council of the question of the appointment of a gov- 
ernor of the Free Territory of Trieste”, in accordance 
with Article 11, paragraph 7, of the Statute approved 
by the Council on 10 January 1947. 

At the 143rd meeting on 20 June 1947, the Council 
included the question in the agenda.ls@ 

The Council considered the question in private at 
its 144th, 155th, 203rd, 223rd, 233rd and 265th meet- 
ings between 20 June 1947 and 9 March 1948. 

At the 265th meeting on 9 March 1948, the Council 
agreed to postpone consideration and to take up the 
question at the request of any member of the Coun- 
cil.lQo 

The Security Council resumed consideration of the 
question at its 411th, 412th, 422nd and 424th meetings 
between 17 February and 10 May 1949. 

Decision of 10 May 1949 (424th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the representative 
of the USSR 

At the 411th meeting on 17 February 1949, the 
representative of the USSR submitted a draft resolu- 
tion to appoint Colonel Fluckiger as Governor of the 
Free Territory of Trieste.lQ1 

At the 424th meeting on 10 May 1949, the draft 
resolution submitted by the representative of the USSR 
was rejected, by 2 votes in favour, none against, with 
9 abstentions.lQ2 

THE EGYPTIAN QUESTION 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 8 July 1947,1Q3 Egypt stated that 
British troops were maintained on Egyptian territory 
against the will of the people, contrary to the principle 
of sovereign equality of the Members of the United 
Nations and the General Assembly resolution 41 (I) 

m 143rd meeting: p. 1043. 
m 143rd meeting: p. 1052. 
=265th meeting: 5. 65. 
I91 S/1260. 411th meeting: PP. 14-15. 
-424th rkeeting: p. 10, -- 
-S/410, 159th meeting: pp. 1343-1345. 

of 14 December 1946. Egypt also complained that the 
United Kingdom had occupied the Sudan and had 
endeavoured to impair the unity of the Nile Valley. 
A dispute had consequently arisen between the two 
countries, the continuance of which was likely to en- 
danger the maintenance of international peace and 
security. Attempts at reaching a fair settlement in 
conformity with Article 33 of the Charter had failed 
since the United Kingdom had striven to avail itself 
of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936 “that cannot 
bind Egypt any longer, having outlived its purposes, 
besides being inconsistent with the Charter”. Conse- 
quently, Egypt was bringing the dispute before the 
Council under Articles 35 and 37 of the Charter, and 
requested the Council to direct: 

1. The total and immediate evacuation of British 
troops from Egypt, including the Sudan; 

2. The termination of the present administrative 
regi,me in the Sudan. 

At its 159th meeting on 17 July 1947, the Council 
included the question in the agenda. 

The Council considered the Egyptian question at its 
175th, 176th, 179th, 182nd, 189th, 193rd, 196th and 
198th to 201st meetings between 5 August and 10 
September 1947.1Q4 

In E;s statements to the Council at the 175th and 
179th meetings on 5 and 11 August, the representative 
of Egypt submitted that the actions of the United 
Kingdom had created a conflict between the Govern- 
ments of Egypt and the United Kingdom, and a con- 
stant state of friction between the population and the 
occupying forces. With its repercussions beyond the 
frontiers of Egypt, the prevailing tension between the 
two countries was a potential threat to peace and 
security. He held that Egypt had not been a free agent 
in concluding the Treaty of 1936, which violated the 
principle of sovereign equality of the Members of the 
United Nations, and was an obstacle to Egypt’s dis- 
charge of its obligations under the Charter to CO- 
operate in suppressing agg.ression. It was a perpetual 
alliance, and such alliances were precluded by the 
Charter. In choosing to abide by the obligations of the 
Charter rather than by the obligations of the Treaty, 
Egypt was merely living up to her commitment under 
Article 103 of the Charter. He added that the Council 
was not called upon to adjudicate on the legal rights 
of the parties to the Treaty of 1936, nor to pronounce 
upon the Treaty, but to take account of the “bald 
political facts” with a view to the maintenance of 
international peace and security.lQ6 

The representative of the United Kingdom replied 
at the 176th, 179th and 182nd meetings on 5, 11 and 
13 August, that no proof had been offered that inter- 
national peace and security had been under any threat, 
unless the Egyptian Government contemplated creating 
it. Since both the Egyptian demands concerned the 
Treaty of 1936, the “one real issue” before the Council 
was the legal issue of the validity of the Treaty. He 
observed that the argument based on the doctrine of 
rebus .sic stantibus was lacking in legal validity, that 
the Treaty had heen freely concluded, that it was in 
no way inconsistent with the Charter, that the question 
of sovereignty was not involved, and that the main- 

* For statements regarding recourse to Article 33, see 
chapter X, Case 4. 

W 175th meeting: pp. 1746, 1753-1757; 179th meeting: pp, 
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tenance of British troops in Egypt and the Sudan was 
not contrary to the General Assembly resolution 41 (I) 

h of 14 December 1946. He denied that the United 
Kingdom had adopted a policy designed to sever the 
Sudan from Egypt. He concluded that the Charter 
had provided that international disputes should be 
settled in accordance with international law and justice 
and, therefore, the Security Council was not entitled 
to override treaty rights. Mindful of the principle of 
pa.cta SWZ~ sev?~~da, the Security Council should find 
that the Egyptian Government had failed to make a 
case and should remove the matter from the agenda.lD6 

The representative of Poland, Syria and USSR ex- 
pressed the view that a dispute existed within the 
meaning of the Charter.lO’ 

Decision of 28 August 1947 (198th meeting): Rejec- 
tion of draft resolutiouz submitted by the represen- 
tafizfe of Brazil 

-4t the 189th meeting on 20 August 1947, the repre- 
sentative of Brazil submitted a draft resolutionlD8 to 
recommend to the parties to resume direct negotiations 
and, in the event of their failure, to seek a solution by 
other peaceful means of their own choice; and to keep 
the Council informed of the progress of the negotia- 
tions. The representative of Belgium submitted an 
amendmentlg” to the Brazilian draft resolution to 
specify among the peaceful means available to the 
disputants reference of disputes concerning the validity 
of the Treaty of 1936 to the International Court of 
Justice. 

At the 193rd meeting on 22 August 1947, the repre- 
sentative of Australia proposed an amendment that, 
in so far as the negotiations affected the future of the 
Sudan, they should include cons&a&ion with the 
Sudanese.*OO The Australian amendment was supported 
by the representative of the United Kingdom. The 
representative of Egypt opposed it and stated that the 
relations between the peoples inhabiting the two parts 
of the Nile Valley were an internal domestic matter 
which would not be discussed with the United King- 
dom.201 

The representative of China introduced, at the 189th 
meeting and at the 198th meeting, two amendments202 
to the Brazilian draft resolution, which were both 
accepted by the representative of Brazil.*O3 

At the 198th meeting on 28 August, the Belgian 
amendment was rejected by 4 votes in favour, none 
against and 6 abstentions. *04 The Australian amend- 
ment was rejected by 2 votes in favour, none against 
and 8 abstentions.*03 The Brazilian draft resolution, 
as revised, was rejected by 6 votes in favour, 1 against 
and 3 abstentions.206 

lBB 176th meeting: pp. 1768, 1773-1782, 1784; 179th meeting: 
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Decision of 29 August 1947 (200th meeting): Rejec- 
tion of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of Colombia 

At the 198th meeting on 28 August 1947, the repre- 
sentative of Colombia submitted a draft resolution to 
call for the resumption of direct negotiations, to define 
the objectives of the negotiations and to provide for 
the Council to be kept informed of their progress.*07 

At the 200th meeting on 29 August, the Colombian 
draft resolution was voted on in parts and rejected.20* 

Decision of 10 September 1947 (201st meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentatizje of China 

At the 201st meeting on 10 September 1947, the 
representative of China submitted a draft resolution to 
recommend the resumption of negotiations and the 
submission of a report to the Council in the first 
instance not later than 1 January 1948.20D 

At the same meeting, the Chinese draft resolution 
was rejected by 2 votes in favour, none against, 8 
abstentions and 1 member not participating in the 
vote.*lO 

The Egyptian question was retained on the list of 
matters of which the Security Council is seized.*ll 

THE INDONESIAN QUESTION (II) 

INITII\L PROCEEDIKGS 

By letter dated 30 July 1947,*l* Australia drew the 
attention of the Security Council to the hostilities in 
progress in Java and Sumatra between armed forces 
of the Netherlands and of the Republic of Indonesia, 
which in its view constituted a breach of the peace 
under Article 39. Australia proposed, as a provisional 
measure under Article 40, that the Council call upon 
the two Governments, without prejudice to their re- 
spective rights, claims or positions, to cease hostilities 
forthwith and to commence arbitration in accordance 
with Article XVII of the Linggadjati Agreement 
which the two Governments had signed on 25 March 
1947. 

By letter dated 30 July 1947,213 India drew the 
Council’s attention to the Indonesian situation under 
Article 35, and requested the Council to take the 
necessary measures provided by the Charter to put 
an end to the situation. 

At its 171st meeting on 31 July 1947, the Council 
included the question on its agenda.*14 

The Council considered the Indonesian question (II) 
at 69 meetings held between 31 July and 13 December 
1949: 171st, 172nd, 173rd, 178th, 181st, 184th, 185th, 
187th, 192nd-195th, 206th-211th, 213th-219th, 222nd, 
224th-225th, 247th-249th, 251st-252nd, 256th, 259th, 
316th, 322nd-323rd, 326th, 328th-329th, 341st-342nd, 
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387th-393rd, 395th-39&h, 400th-406th, 416th-421st, 
455th-456th meetings.*15 

The representative of the Netherlands, in his state- 
ment to the Council at its 171st meeting,216 maintained 
that the Council lacked competence to deal with the 
situation in Indonesia. He contended that what was 
going on in Indonesia was a “police action”. Article 
2 ( 1) indicated that the Charter was designed to oper- 
ate between sovereign States, and it could not be con- 
tended that the Indonesian Republic had full sover- 
eignty. Furthermore, the matter was one essentially 
within the domestic jurisdiction of the Netherlands 
and thus, under Article 2 (7)) excluded from the 
Council’s competence. Even assuming for the sake of 
argument that the Charter was applicable,. he main- 
tained that there was no threat to international peace 
and security, much less a breach of the peace or an 
act of aggression such as would have to exist if Chap- 
ter VII were to be applied. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Australia 
stated*l? that, when hostilities broke out, his Govern- 
ment had immediately taken action, in consultation with 
other Members, to persuade the belligerents to cease 
hostilities and to seek agreement by the peaceful means 
which Members were bound, under Article 33, to use 
in the first instance. Since hostilities were nevertheless 
continuing, the situation had been drawn to the Coun- 
cil’s attention for its urgent consideration under Article 
39, and he hoped the Council would not attempt to 
reach any decision with regard to the merits of the 
case but would confine its deliberations to deciding on 
a course of action to bring about a cessation of 
hostilities. He stated that his Government’s interests 
were especially affected by the dispute, which was a 
situation of international concern with far-reaching 
repercussions affecting the well-being and stability of 
the whole area. Since it was well established that 
hostilities were in progress, there was no occasion for 
the Council to undertake an investigation of the facts 
under Aiticle 34. Further, he emphasized that the 
hostilities represented not merely a “police action” but 
an armed conflict between two States. 

The representative of India* expIained218 that his 
Government had asked for consideration under Chapter 
VI because it felt that, not being a member of the 
Council, it was not entitled to invoke Chapter VII. 

Decision of 1 August 1947 (173rd meeting): Calling 
upon the parties to cease hostilities forthwith and 
to settle their disputes by arbitration or by other 
peaceful means 

At the 171st meeting on 31 July 1947, the repre- 
sentative of Australia submitted a draft resolution,219 
which was revised at the 171st and 172nd meetings at 
the suggestion of the representatives of China2*0 and 
the United States,**l to call upon the parties to cease 

=At 10 meetinps of the Council. while the Indonesian ctues- 
tion (II) was n’;t included in tile agenda, references were 
made to matters concerning .the question: 186th, ZOlst, 
212th. 229th. 288th. 410th. 422nd, 431st, 454th, and 517th 
meetings. . 

m 171st meeting: pp. 1639-1648. 
=’ 171st meeting : pp. 1616-1617, 1622-1627. 
m 171st meeting: p. 1620. 
no S/454, 171st meeting: p. 1626. For discussion in relation 

to Article 39, see chapter XI, Case 4; and on the claim of 
domestic jurisdiction, see chaptdr XII, Case 7. 

=171st meeting: p. 1633. 
* 172nd meeting: p. 1648. 

hostilities forthwith and to settle their disputes by 
arbitration or other peaceful means in accordance 
with Article XVII of the Linggadjati Agreement. 

The Council also had before it a USSR amend- 
ment222 to call for the withdrawal of the forces of 
both parties to the positions t,hey occupied before the 
beginning of military operations, a French amend- 
ment223 to specify that the Council action would not 
in any way decide the juridical questions concerning 
the competence of the Council, and a Polish amend- 
ment224 to call upon the parties to keep the Council 
informed of the progress of the settlement. 

At the 173rd meeting, the Council voted on the re- 
vised draft resolution and the amendments to it. The 
French and USSR amendments were rejected, and 
the Polish amendment was adopted. The draft resolu- 
tion was adopted in a paragraph by paragraph vote.22s 
The resolution read as follows:226 

“The Security Council, 
“Noting with concern the hostilities in progress 

between the armed forces of the Netherlands and 
the Republic of Indonesia, 

“Calls upon the parties: 
“(a) To cease hostilities forthwith, and 
“(b) To settle t,heir disputes by arbitration or by 

other peaceful means and keep the Security Council 
informed about the progress of the settlement.” 

Decision of 25 August 1947 (194th meeting): Estab- 
lishment of the Consular Commtision at Batatia227 
At the 181st meeting on 12 August 1947, the repre- 

sentative of Australia suggested that, since there were 
conflicting reports regarding the situation in Indonesia 
and the observance of the cease-fire orders, an agency 
of the Council should be set up to observe and help 
stabilize the situation.**s 

At the 193rd meeting on 22 August, taking into 
account certain suggestions made by the representatives 
of the Netherlands and the Republic of Indonesia, the 
representatives of Australia and China submitted a 
joint draft resolution229 to request the Governments 
members of the Council that had career consular repre- 
sentatives in Batavia to ask them to prepare reports 
jointly for the Council. 

The USSR representative submitted an amend- 
ment230 to delete the provisions regarding the consular 
investigation and to establish a commission composed 
of the States members of the Council to supervise the 
implementation of the decision of 1 August. 

At the 194th meeting on 25 August, the USSR 
amendment was rejected, and the joint draft resolution 
was adopted by 7 votes in favour, none against and 
4 abstentions.2s1 The resolution read as follows :232 
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“!T/lle~eas the Sccuritv Council on 1 August 1947 
called upon the Netherlands and the Republic of 
Indonesia to cease hostilities forthwith, 

“And whereas communications have been received 
from the Governments of the Netherlands and of 
the Republic of Indonesia advising that orders have 
been given for the cessation of hostilities, 

“And whereas it is desirable that steps should be 
taken to avoid disputes and friction relating to the 
observance of the ‘cease fire’ orders, and to create 
conditions which will facilitate agreement between 
the parties, 

“The Seczwit~~ Co~~~zcil 

“1. Notes with satisfaction the steps taken by the 
parties to comply with the resolution of 1 August 
1947, 

“2. Notes with satisfaction the statement by the 
Netherlands Government issued on 11 August, in 
which it affirms its intention to organize a sovereign, 
democratic United States of Indonesia in accordance 
with the purpose of the Linggadjati Agreement, 

“3. hiotes that the Netherlands Government in- 
tends immediately to request the career consuls sta- 
tioned in Batavia jointly to report on the present 
situation in the Republic of Indonesia, 

of 
“4. Notes that the Government of the Republic 

Indonesia has requested appointment by the 
Security Council of a commission of observers, 

“5. Xeqzlests the Governments members of the 
Council who have career consular representatives in 
Batavia to instruct them to prepare jointly for the 
information and guidance of the Security Council 
reports on the situation in the Republic of Indonesia 
following the resolution of the Council of 1 August 
1947, such reports to cover the observance of the 
‘cease-fire’ orders and the conditions prevailing in 
areas under military occupation or from which 
armed forces now in occupation may be withdrawn 
by agreement between the parties, 

“6. Requests the Governments of the Nether- 
lands and of the Republic of Indonesia to grant to 
the representatives referred to in paragraph 5 all 
facilities necessary for the effective fulfilment of 
their mission, 

“7. Resolves to consider the matter further should 
the situation require.” 

Decisions of 25 August 1947 (194th meeting): 
(i) Rejection of draft resolution submitted by the 

representative of Australia; 
(ii) Establishmerzt of a Comm’ttee of Good Ofices233 

At the 193rd meeting on 22 August 1947, the repre- 
sentative of Australia submitted a draft resolution234 
to request the two parties to submit all matters in 
dispute between them to arbitration by a Commission 
consisting of one arbitrator selected by the Republic 
of Indonesia, one by the Netherlands, and one by the 
Council. 

At the 193rd meeting on 2.2 August, the representa- 
tive of the United States submitted a draft resolution 

2811 On the working of the Committee of Good Offices see: 
“Organization and Procedure of United Nations Commis&ons : 
V. The Security Council Committee of Good Offices on the 
Indonesian Question.” (United Nations publications, 1949.X.7.) 
See also chapter V, Case 3. 

m S/512, 193rd meeting: p. 2174. 

whereby the Council would resolve to tender its good 
offices to the parties to assist in the pacific settlement 
of their dispute.‘“” 

At the 194th meeting on 25 August, the represen- 
tative of Poland submitted an amendment to the 
Australian draft resolution to establish a commission 
of the Council to act as mediator and arbitrator.23B 

At its 194th meeting on 25 August, the Council, 
after rejecting the Polish amendment, rejected the 
Australian draft resolution by 3 votes in favour, none 
against and 8 abstentions.237 

At the same meeting, the Council adopted the United 
States draft resolution by 8 votes in favour, none 
against and 3 abstentions.““S The resolution read as 
follows ? 

“The Security Council 
“Rrsolz~es to tender its good offices to the parties 

in order to assist in the pacific settlement of their 
dispute in accordance with paragraph (0) of the 
resolution of the Council of 1 August 1947. The 
Council expresses its readiness, if the parties so re- 
quest, to assist in the settlement through a com- 
mittee of the Council consisting of three members 
of the Council. each party selecting one, and 
third to be designated by the two so selected.” 

Decisiom of 26 August 1947 (195th meeting): 
(i) Rejection of draft resolzrtion submitted by 

representative of Belgium; 

(ii) Calling upon the parties to adhere strictly to 
Council’s recowmendatioll of I August 1947 

the 

the 

the 

At the 194th meeting on 25 August 1947, the repre- 
sentative of Belgium submitted a draft resolution to 
request the International Court of Justice for an advi- 
sory opinion concerning the Council’s competence to 
deal with the Indonesian question.240 

At the 195th meeting on 26 August, the representa- 
tive of Poland introduced a draft resolution to remind 
the parties of the Council’s resolution of 1 August 
1947.2” 

At the 195th meeting on 26 August, the Belgian 
draft resolution was rejected by 4 votes in favour, 
one against, and 6 abstentions.242 The Polish draft 
resolution was adopted at the same meeting by 10 
votes in favour, none against and 1 abstention.243 The 
resolution read as follows :244 

“Taking into consideratiolt ttiat military opera- 
tions are being continued on the territory of the 
Indonesian Republic : 

“1. Reminds the Government of the Netherlands 
and the Government of the Indonesian Republic of 
its resolution of 1 August 1947, concerning the 
‘cease-fire order’ and peaceful settlement of their 
dispute ; 
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“2. Calls upon the Government of the Netherlands 
and the Government of the Indonesian Republic to 
adhere strictly to the recommendation of the Secu- 
rity Council of 1 August 1947.” 

Decision of 3 October 1947 (207th meeting): Re- 
questing the Committee of Good Ofices to proceed 
to exercise its functions with the utmost dispatch 
Following reports from the parties that clashes 

were still occurring between their respective armed 
forces, the Council resumed consideration of the Indo- 
nesian question at its 206th meeting on 1 October 
1947. 

At its 207th meeting on 3 October, the representative 
of Australia submitted a draft resolution which was 
adopted at the same meeting by 9 votes in favour, 
none against and 2 abstentions.245 The resolution read 
as follows : 

“The Security Council resolves: 
“That the Secretary-General be requested to act 

as convener of the Committee of Three and arrange 
for the organization of its work; and 

“That the Committee of Three be requested to 
proceed to exercise its functions with the utmost 
dispatch.” 

Decisions of 31 October 1947 (217th meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolutions submitted by the repre- 
sentatives of Australia and the USSR 

The Consular Commission, established under the 
Council’s decision of 25 August 1947, submitted t,wo 
interim reports, dated 22 September and 13 October 
194724s and later a full report, dated 14 October 
1947.“? Between 3 October and 1 November 1947, 
the Council discussed the situation in Indonesia, in 
the light of the Consular Commission’s reports. 

At the 207th meeting on 3 October, the represen- 
tative of the USSR submitted a draft resolution248 to 
consider it necessary that the troops of both sides 
should be immediately withdrawn to the positions they 
occupied before the beginning of military operations. 

At the 210th meeting on 11 October, the represen- 
tative of Australia submitted a draft resolution,249 
which was subsequently revised,260 to call upon the 
parties to withdraw their respective forces at least 
25 kilometres behind the positions held on 1 August 
1947. 

At the 217th meeting on 31 October, the USSR 
draft resolution was rejected by 4 votes in favour, 
4 against and 3 abstentions.261 

At the same meeting, the Australian draft resolution 
was rejected by 5 votes in favour, 1 against and 5 
abstentions.262 

Decisions of 1 November 1947 (219th meeting): (i) 
Interpreting the resolution of 1 August 1947 and 
requesting the Committee of Good Ofices to assist the 
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parties to implement its terms; (ii) Rejection of draft 
resolution submitted by the representative of Poland 

At its 218th meeting on 1 November, the Council 
had before it a draft resolution prepared by a sub- 
committee of the Council which had been set up to 
consider a United States draft proposal and amend- 
ments submitted thereto by Australia, Belgium and 
China.263 

At its 219th meeting on 1 November, the draft 
resolution was adopted by 7 votes in favour, 1 against 
and 3 abstentions.264 The resolution read as follows :266 

“The Security Council, 
“Havinq received and taken note of the report of 

the Consilar Commission dated 14 October 1947, 
indicating that the Council’s resolution of 1 August 
1947 relating to the cessation of hostilities has not 
been fully effective; 

“Haz&g taken note that according to the Report 
no attempt was made by either side to come to an 
agreement with the other about the means of giving 
effect to that resolution ; 

“Calls zlpon the parties concerned forthwith to 
consult with each other, either directly or through 
the Coamittee of Good Offices, as to the means to 
be employed in order to give effect to the cease-fire 
resolution, and, pending agreement, to cease any 
activities or incitement to activities which contra- 
vene that resolution, and to take appropriate meas- 
ures for safeguarding life and property; 

“Requests the Committee of Good Offices to assist 
the parties in reaching agreement on an arrange- 
ment which will ensure the observance of the cease- 
fire resolution ; 

“Requests the Consular Commission, together 
with its military assistants, to make its services 
available to the Committee of Good Offices ; 

“Advises the parties concerned, the Committee 
of Good Offices, and the Consular Commission that 
its resolution of 1 August should be interpreted as 
meaning that the use of the armed forces of either 
party by hostile action to extend its control over 
territory not occupied by it on 4 August 1947, is 
inconsistent with the Council resolution of 1 August. 
1947; and 

“Invites the parties, should it appear that some 
withdrawals of armed forces be necessary, to conclude 
between them as soon as possible the agreements 
referred to in its resolution of 25 August 1947.” 

At the same meeting, the Council also voted on a 
draft resolution,266 submitted by the representative of 
Poland at the 215th meeting, to call upon the Nether- 
lands to withdraw its forces and administration from 
the territory of the Indonesian Republic and to call 
the attention of the Netherlands to the fact that its 
failure to comply with the Council’s measures would 
create a situation which might lead to the application 
of enforcement measures. It was rejected by 2 votes 
in favour, 4 against and 5 abstentions. 
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D~cisio~z of lo Drzr~r~l~cr 1947 (224th uuzeting): State- 

- 
712cd bzf the Prcsi~icnt concer~&g the composition 
of tlac ~omnrittcr of Good Offices 

At the 224th meeting on 19 December 1947, the 
President (Australia) stated that it was the under- 
standing of the Council that the membership of the 
Committee of Good Offices should remain unchanged, 
despite Australia ceasing to be a member of the Coun- 
cil after 31 December of the year.“57 

Dccisiox of 28 Febrlta~jt 1848 (259th meeting): Conz- 
mertding the Comwzit~ee and maintai&ng the Coatn- 
cil’s offer of good o$ccs 

.4t the 247th and 238th meetings on 17 February 
1948, the Committee of Good OHices reported on its 
work leading up to the signature of a truce agreement 
(the Renville Truce Agreement) between the parties 
and acceptance by them of a set of political principles 
forming an agreed basis for the negotiation of a 
political settlement. 

At the 249th meeting on 18 February, the reprt- 
sentative of Canada submitted a draft resolutior?* to 
commend the work of the members of the Committee, 
to maintain the Council’s offer of good offices and to 
request both parties and the Committee to keep the 
Council directly informed about the progress of the 
political settlement. 

At the 252nd meeting on 21 February, the repre- 
sentative of Colombia submitted an amendmentz5” to 
invite the parties to strive towards full and early 

-- implementation of the agreed political principles and 
avail themselves of the Committee’s services for the 
solution of any difference, and to request the Com- 
mittee to continue to assist the parties to reach a 
settlement. 

At the 259th meeting on 28 February, the Colombian 
amendment was voted upon in parts and rejected.260 
The Canadian draft resolution was adopted by 7 votes 
in favour, none against and 4 abstentions.261 The reso- 
lution read as follows: 

“The Secwity Council, 
“Hazkg considered the report of the Committee 

of Good Offices, informing the Council of the steps 
taken by the Netherlands Government and the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of Indonesia to comply 
with the Council’s resolution of 1 August 1947; 

“h7ote.s zwith satisfaction the signing of the Truce 
Agreement by both parties and the acceptance by 
both parties of certain principles as an agreed basis 
for the conclusion of a political settlement in Indo- 
nesia ; 

“Conmends the members of the Committee of 
Good Offices for the assistance they have given the 
two parties in their endeavours to settle their dis- 
pute by peaceful means; 

“Maintains its offer of good offices contained in 
the resolution of 25 August 1947, and, to this end, 

“Reqfiesfs both parties and the Committee of 
Good Offices to keep the Council directly informed 

- about the progress of the political settlement in 
Indonesia.” 

Im224th meeting: p. 2799. 
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Decision of 28 February 1945 (259th wteeti~~g): Re- 
qucstiug the Counmiftee ta rrporf on political devel- 
ofw~mts in IC’csterx Java and Madura 

At the 252nd and 256th meetings on 21 and 26 Feb- 
ruary, the representative of the Republic of Indonesia 
stated that the Netherlands had plans to create new 
States in West Java, hladura and East Sumatra, with- 
out the plebiscite called for in the agreements recently 
concluded between the parties under the auspices of 
the Committee of Good Offices. 

At the 259th meeting on 28 February, the repre- 
sentative of China submitted a draft resolution262 
which was adopted at the same meeting by 8 votes 
in favour, none against and 3 al~stentions.ZG3 The 
resolution read as follows : 

“The Security Council 
“Requests the Committee of Good Offices to pay 

particular attention to the political developments in 
Western Java and Itlarlura and to report to the 
Council thereon at frequent intervals.” 

Decision of 17 June 1948 (323rd meeting): Request 
to the Comwzittee for irzforvzation concerning the 
suspemion of negotiafions 

During the consideration of the Second Interim 
Report of the Committee of Good Offices and its re- 
ports on the political developments in Western Java 
and Madura at the 322nd meeting on 17 june, the 
Council was informed by the representative of Aus- 
tralia* that negotiations in Indonesia had been discon- 
tinued for the time being by the Netherlands delegation 
in view of the publication of the contents of a confi- 
dential Australian-United States working paper sub- 
mitted to it.“s4 At the 323rd meeting on 17 June! the 
Council agreed without objection that the President 
(Syria) should request information from the Com- 
mittee regarding the suspension of negotiations, for- 
warding to the Committee at the same time a record 
of the Council’s proceedings concerning this matter.2s6 

Decision of 23 June 1948 (326th meeting): Request 
to the Cownzittee to continue to help bring about a 
peaceful settlement 

At its 326th meeting on 23 June, the Council, after 
considering the Committee’s Third Interim Report as 
well as another report concerning the impasse in the 
negotiations, agreed without objection to the sugges- 
tion of the President (Syria) that he communicate the 
record of the discussion to the Committee and ask it 
to continue its efforts towards the attainment of a 
peaceful adjustment between the parties, keeping the 
Council informed of the progress of events.266 

Decision of 1 Jul>f 1948 (328th meeting): Rejection 
of a proposal submitted by the representative of 
Chl.na 
At the 328th meeting on 1 July, following a report 

to the effect that the parties had been unable to find 
a formula that would enable them to discuss the 
Australian-United States Working Paper, the un- 
authorized publication of the contents of which had 
earlier led to the suspension of negotiations, the 

282 S/689. 
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representative of China proposed that the Committee 
be asked to make available to the Council the paper 
in question.267 At the same meeting, the proposal was 

rejected by 6 votes in favour, none against, and 5 
abstentions.2e8 

Decision of 6 July 1948 (329th meeting): Request to 
the Committee for information on trade restrictions 
in Indonesia and on the implementation of the Truce 
Agreement 
On 6 July 1948 the Council received chapters II to 

VI of the Third Interim Report of the Committee of 
Good Offices ;26s these chapters described the stage 
reached in the work of the Political, Social and 
Administrative, Economic and Financial, and Security 
Committees, and other matters dealt with by the 
conference of the parties under the auspices of the 
Committee. 

At its 329th meeting on 6 July, after statements 
from the representatives of the two parties on the 
allegation that an economic blockade had been imposed 
on the Indonesian Republic, the representative of China 
proposed “That the President (Ukrainian SSR) of 
the Security Council cable to the Committee of Good 
Offices for an early report on the existence of restric- 
tions on the domestic and international trade of Indo- 
nesia, and the reasons for the delay in the implementa- 
tion of Article 6 of the Truce Agreement”.270 

At the same meeting, the proposal as stated above 
was adopted by 9 votes in favour, none against, and 
2 abstentions.271 

Decision of 29 July 1948 (342nd meeting): Calling 
upon the parties to observe, with the assistance of 
the Committee, the militar31 and economic articles 
of the Truce Agreement, and to implement fully and 
early the agreed political principles 
By cablegram dated 23 July 1948,272 the Committee 

of Good Offices reported that from that date the 
Republican delegation would participate only in the 
work relating to the implementation of the Truce 
Agreement. The Republican delegation had pointed 
out that there had been a complete standstill in 
political negotiations during the preceding eight weeks 
and that the Netherlands delegation had categorically 
refused to discuss the Australian-United States draft 
outline of an over-all political settlement, whereas the 
Republican Government considered that the proposals 
in that draft outline constituted the only possible 
means of resolving the deadlock. The Netherlands 
delegation, on the other hand, had maintained that 
there was no standstill in the political negotiations. 

In response to the Council’s decision of 6 July 1948, 
the Committee submitted, on 24 July, a report273 on 
the restrictions on the trade of Indonesia and the 
reason for delay in the implementation of article 9 
of the Truce Agreement. 

At the 341st meeting on 29 July 1948, the repre- 
sentative of China submitted a draft resolution27* 
which was adopted at the next meeting held on the 
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same day by 9 votes ‘in favour, none against and 2 
abstentions.276 The resolution read as follows : 

“The Security Council, 
“Having considered the Committee of Good 

Offices’ Report on the Federal Conference opened 
in Bandung on 27 May 1948 (S/842), Third In- 
terim Report (S/848 and S/848/Add.l), Report 
on Standstill in Political Negotiations (S/918) and 
Report on Restrictions on Trade in Indonesia 
(S/919) ; 

“Calls zlpon the Governments of the Netherlands 
and the Republic of Indonesia with the assistance 
of the Council’s Committee of Good Offices, ti 
maintain strict observance of both the military and 
economic articles of the ‘Renville’ Truce Agreement, 
and to implement early and fully the Twelve ‘Ren- 
ville’ Political Principles and the Six Additional 
Principles.” 

Decision of 20 December 1948 (387th m,eeting): Re- 
quest to the Committee of Good Ofices for further 
information regarding military operations in Indo- 
nesia 
On 15 November 1948, the Committee of Good 

Offices submitted its Fourth Interim Report.278 On 12 
and 18 December, the Committee submitted special 
supplementary reports*T’ ( S/ 1117 and S/ 1129). These 
reports described the Committee’s unsuccessful efforts 
to bring about a resumption of negotiations and the 
collapse of direct tnlks between the parties. The Com- 
mittee expressed doubts that truce enforcement could 
be maintained at even the unsatisfactory level then 
existing as the possibility of political agreement be- 
came more remote. 

By letter dated 19 December 1948,27s the repre- 
sentative of the United States requested that the Coun- 
cil convene in emergency session on 20 December to 
consider the question further in the light of the mili- 
tary operations which, according to reports received 
by the United States Government, had commenced in 
Indonesia on 18 December. 

At the 387th meeting on 20 December, the Council 
decided, on the suggestion of the representative of 
Syria, to cable the Committee of Good Offices request- 
ing further information regarding military operations 
in Indonesia.27s 

Decision of 24 December 1948 (392nd meeting): 
Calling upon the parties to cease hostilities forth- 
zan’th and to release imm.edia.teZy political prisoners: 
rejection of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentatkle of the USSR 

The Committee of Good Offices submitted two re- 
ports 280 which the Council received on 20 and 22 De- 
cember. The Committee expressed the view that, in 
commencing military operations on 19 December, the 
Netherlands Government had acted in violation of its 
obligations under the Renville Truce Agreement and 
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-- 

that the possibilities of negotiations under the auspices 
of the Committee had not been exhausted nor even 
adequately esplored. 

At the 389th meeting on 22 December, the repre- 
sentatilres of Colombia, Syria, and the United States 
submitted a draft resolution’“’ to call upon the parties 
to cease hostilities at once and to withdraw their forces 
to their former positions. 

At the 390th meeting on 23 December, the repre- 
sentative of -\ustralia submitted an amendment to the 
joint dralt resolution calling for the release of the 
Presicient of the Intlonesinn Repl1blic and other poli- 
tical prisoners arrested since 18 December.‘“” 

At the 39211tl meeting on 2-1 Deccmller, tlic rrpre- 
sentati\-e of the L*sSl< submitted :t draft re~olution’Y” 
to conrlcmn the agxrc’ssioii of the Ketherlnntls Govern- 
ment. to rccluire the cessation of tl1e military opera- 
tions: xntl the \\-itlitlr:l\\-al of Setherlands troolls to 
positions held be iore the rene\!.ed outbreak of hos- 
tilities, niltl to set ul> a coniinission representnti\-e of 
the I\-110!r C‘ouncil tu sul).crvise the i~n!~lcmentntioii of 
the rc.Golution nntl to a.-sist in settling the dispute. 

At the ~111e meeting, the joint draft resolution and 
the amendment to it \vcre Toted upon pnraErnph by 
para~;raph and the resulting test \v:~s adopted by 7 
votes in fnvour, noi:e :l;:ainst, I\-it11 4 abstelitions.‘s~ 
The CSSIZ draft resolution \vas rejected by a vote 
taken in parts.- “‘j The resolution adopted read as fol- 
ions : 

“,\‘ofiug .zififh COJIC~Y?L the resumption of hostilities 
in Illdonesia and, 

“Hnzing tnkr~ r/otc of the reports of the Com- 
mittee of Good Offices. 

“c‘c7ils 1f~9071 the parties : 
“ ( n) To cease 1:ostilities forthwith, and 
“(b) 11nmcdiately to release the President and 

other political prisoners arrested since 1s Decem- 
ber ; 

“illsfr-rfcts the Committee of Good Offices to re- 
port to the Securit!, Council fully and urgently by 
telegraph on the events which have transpired in 
Indonesia since 12 December 19% and to observe 
ant1 reljort to the St,curity Council on the compliance 
xith sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) above.” 

Dccisiou oj 21 I~rcmibcr 1918 (3913nd weeting): Re- 
jrcfiotl of draft rrsolutiou submitted b>p the rcpre- 
.wlI!afi7~c of C&ah 

At its 392nd meeting on 21 December, the repre- 
sentntil-e of Canada submitted a draft resolutionzs6 
which. nq relisetl at the suggestion of the representative 
of the United States,“si \\.ould instruct the Committee 
of Good Offices to relJort in order to enable the Council 
to decide on the practical)le steps it might take to 
establish peace in Indonesia. 
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The representative of Syria submitted an amend- 
mentzHS 
technical 

to instruct the Committee to report on the 
possibility of withdrawing armed forces to 

pre-hostilities positions, and sponsored an Australian 
amendmentz8!) to request the Consular Commission to 
continue to make available the services of its military 
assistants. 

At the same meeting, the two amendments were 
rejected. The revised draft resolution was rejected by 
6 votes in favour, none against and 5 abstentions.290 

Dccisio1l.s of 27 Drccr~~bcr 1918 (393rd meeting): Re- 
jcctio:l of dm/t rrsol1ctiou.r mbvzitted by the repre- 
scnfafims oj fhr Uk~aiuian S‘SR arid US.‘j’R 

By cr:blcgr:1ms dated 25 a11tl 26 I)ecember,‘“’ the 
Conimittee of Loot1 (Mice.; reported to the Council 
pursux1t to its revolution of 21 Decein!)er. The reports 
outlinetl the chief events since 12 December, sum- 
marizcrl the militnrv operations since 19 December, 
analyzed iacts relat&g to the truce aild the general 
role of t!ie Committee, ant1 set out the tests of letters 
addressed to the parties concerning the Council’s reso- 
lution of 2-1 December. 

At the 393x1 meeting on 27 December, the repre- 
sentative of the Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft 
resolution”!‘” to consider it necessary that Netherlands 
troops should be withdraivn to the positions held by 
them before the second outbreak of hostilities. 

The representative of the USSR, considering that a 
statement made by the Nqtherlands representative 
earlier at the same meeting constituted a direct refusal 
on the part of his Government to cease hostilities 
against the Republic, subtnitted a draft resolution2Q3 
to note that the Netherlands had so far failed to cease 
military operations against the Indonesian Republic 
and to order the cessation of military operations within 
23 hours. 

At the same meeting, the Ukrainian SSR draft 
resolution was rejected by 5 votes in favour, none 
against and 6 al)stentions.2”4 

The USSR draft resolution was rejected by 4 votes 
in favour, none against and 7 abstentions.2sB 

Decision of 138 December 1918 (395th meeting): Calling 
upon the Nrthrrla~~ds to set free forth&h the 
President of the IZcpz~blic of Indonesia and all other 
potifical pvisoners 

At the 395th meeting on 28 December, the repre- 
sentative of China subtnitted a draft resolutionzge 
which was adopted at the same meeting by 8 votes in 
favour, none against and 3 abstentionszs7 The resolu- 
tion read as follows :2s5 

“The Srcwity Council, 

“Nofing that the Netherlands Government has not 
so far released the President of the Republic of 
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Indonesia and all other political prisoners, as re- 
quired by the resolution of 24 December 1948, 

“Calls upon the Netherlands Government to set 
free these political prisoners forthwith and report to 
the Security Council within 24 hours of the adoption 
of the present resolution.” 

Decision of 28 December 1948 (395th meeting): Re- 
questing the Consular Commission to report on the 
situation in the Republic of Indonesia 

At the 395th meeting on 28 December, the repre- 
sentative of Colombia submitted a draft resolutionZ9e 
to call for a report rrom the Consular Commission on 
the withdrawal of troops. In order to overcome the 
objection that the character of the Committee of 
Good Offices might be changed if it were assigned such 
a task, he explained that he had followed the Council’s 
resolution of 25 August 1947 in asking the consular 
representatives in Batavia to report. 

At the same meeting, the Colombian draft resolu- 
tion, with drafting changes accepted by the Colombian 
representative, was adopted by 9 votes in favour, none 
against and 2 abstentions. 3oo The resolution read as 
follows : 

“The Security Council 
“Requests the consular representatives in Batavia 

referred to in paragraph 5 of the resolution adopted 
on 25 August 1947, at the 194th meeting of the 
Council, to send as soon as possible, for the informa- 
tion and guidance of the Security Council, a com- 
plete report on the situation in the Republic of 
Indonesia, covering in such report the observance 
of the cease-fire orders and the conditions prevailing 
in areas under military occupation or from which 
armed forces now in occupation may be withdrawn.” 

Decision of 28 January 1949 (406th meeting): Estab- 
lishing the United Nations Commission for Indo- 
nesia and recommending the procedures and terms 
of a settlementgo 

At its 397th meeting on 7 January 1949, the Council 
had before it a report from the Committee of Good 
Officesao2 stating neither sub-paragraph (a) nor (b) of 
the resolution of 24 December had been implemented. 
{t requested the Council to define the respective func- 
tions of the Committee and of the Consular Commis- 
sion under the resolutions of 24 and 28 December, 
and raised the question whether the continuance of the 
Committee in the present circumstances would serve 
any useful purpose. The Council also received a re- 
quest from the Consular Commission for clarification 
of its position in relation to the Committee. 

By cablegram dated 8 January,3o3 the Committee of 
Good Offices reported that arrangements had been 
approved by Netherlands authorities for the dispatch 
of military observers to various areas in Java and 
Sumatra. On 14 January the Committee of Good 
Offices forwarded the first reportso of its military 
observers following their return to the field. 

By cablegram dated 23 January 1949,505 the Foreign 
Minister of India transmitted to the Council a resolu- 
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tion adopted by the Conference on Indonesia held in 
New Delhi from 20-23 January and attended by 
tepresentatlves and observers of 17 Members of the 
United Nations from Africa, Asia and the Pacific 
region, in addition to representatives and observers of 
two non-Member Governments. 

On 24 January, the Committee of Good Offices for- 
warded to the Council an analysisso of the mi!itary 
situation in Indonesia. The report concluded that, to 
be completely effective, a cessation-$f hostilities nec- 
essarily must be agreed upon by both parties. Since 
the Republican Government had been prevented from 
functioning, there was no authority on the Republican 
side to implement the Security Council resolution. 
Despite the Netherlands orders to its troops to cease 
hostilities, such cessation had not been and could not 
be attained in the prevailing situation. 

At ,the 402nd meeting on 21 January, the repre- 
sentative of Cuba submitted a draft resolution on 
behalf of the delegations of Cuba, China, Norway 
and the United States,307 and at the 405th meeting on 
27 January, the representative of China, on behalf of 
the sponsors, introdmuced certain amendments.308 At the 
latter meeting, the representative of Canada submitted 
an amendment, which was accepted by the sponsors.s09 

At the 406th meeting on 28 January, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR submitted an amendmental to 
replace the first paragraph of the operative part by a 
provision that Netherlands troops should immediately 
be withdrawn to the Renville Truce positions. 

At the same meeeing on 28 January, the USSR 
amendment was rejected and the revised joint draft 
resolution was adopted by a vote in parts.311 The reso- 
lution read as follows :312 

“The Security Council, 
“Recalling its resolutions of 1 August 1947, 25 

August 194;1, and 1 November 1947, with respect to 
the Indonesian question ; 

“Taking note with approval of the reports sub- 
mitted to the Security Council by its Committee of 
Good Offices for Indonesia; 

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

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

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

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

“hToting also with satisfaction that the Gov- 
ernment of the Netherlands plans to transfer 
sovereignty to the United States of Indonesia by 
1 January 1950, if possible, and, in any case, during 
the year 1950 ; 

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

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

“2. Calls upon the Government of the Sether- 
lands to release immediately and unconditionally all 
political prisoners arrested by it since ;7 December 
1948 in the Republic of Indonesia; and to facilitate 
the immediate return of officials of the Gov.?rnment 
of the Republic of Indonesia to Jogjakarta in order 
that they may discharge their responsibilities under 
paragraph 1 above and in order to exercise appro- 
priate functions in full freedom, including admin- 
istration of the Jogjakarta Area, which shall include 
the city of Jogjakarta and its immediate environs. 
The Netherlands authorities shall afford to the 
Government of the Republic of Indonesia such 
facilities as may reasonably be required by that 
Government for its effective function in the Jogja- 
karta area and for communication and consultation 
with all persons in Indonesia. 

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

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

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

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

, 

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

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

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

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

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

“(e) The Commission or such other United Na- 
tions agency as may be established in accordance 
with its recommendation under paragraph 4 (c) 
above is authorized to observe on behalf of the 
United Nations the elections to be held throughout 
Indonesia and is further authorized, in respect of 
the territories of Java, Madura and umatra, to 
make recommendations regarding th i; conditions 
necessary (a) to ensure that the elections are free 
and democratic, and (b) to guarantee freedom of 
assembly, speech and publication at all times, pro- 
vided that such guarantee is not construed so as to 
include the advocacy of violence or reprisals. 
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“(f) The Commission should assist in achieving 
the earliest possible restoration of the civil adminis- 
tration of the Republic. To this end it shall, after 
consultation with the parties, recommend the extent 
to which, consistent with reasonable requirements of 
public security and the protection of life and prop- 
erty, areas controlled by the Republic under the 
Renville Agreement (outside of the Jogjakarta 
area) should be progressively returned to the 
administration of the Government of the Republic 
of Indonesia, and shall supervise such transfers. 
The recommendations of the Commission may ih- 
elude provision for such economic measures as are 
required for the proper functioning of the admin- 
istration and for the economic well-being of the 
population of the areas involved in such transfers. 
The Commission shall, after consultation with the 
parties, recommend which, if any, Netherlands forces 
shall be retained temporarily in any area (outside of 
the Jogjakarta area) in order to assist in the main- 
tenance of law and order. If either of the parties 
fails to accept the recommendations of the Commis- 
sion mentioned in this paragraph, the Commission 
shall report immediately to the Security Council 
with its further recommendations for a solution of 
the difficulties. 

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

“(rt) The Commission shall employ such obser- 
vers, officers and other persons as it deems neces- 
sary. 

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

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

Decision of 23 March 1949 (42lst meeting): Directive 
conveying the Council’s sense that its Commission 

should assist the parties in reaching agreement on 
the i+mpiePne?ttation of its resolution of 28 January 
1949 and on the time and conditions for holding 
the proposed conference a.t The Hague 

The Council met on 10 March 1949 to consider the 
Commission’s report of 1 March 1949313 concerning 
the non-compliance of the Netherlands Government 
with the basic prerequisite for further action under 
the Council’s resolution of 28 January and giving de- 
tails of a proposal by the Netherlands Government to 
convene a Round Table Conference on the Indonesian 
question at The Hague in the very near future. 

At the 421st meeting on 23 March, the representative 
of Canada submitted the text of a draft directive to be 
transmitted by the President (Cuba) to the Commis- 
sion.314 It was adopted at the same meeting by 8 votes 
in favour, none against and 3 abstentions.“‘5 It read as 
follows : 

“It is the sense of the Security Council that the 
United Nations Commission for Indonesia, in accor- 
dance with the Council’s resolution of 28 January 

m8 S/1270 and Corr.1, O.R., Suppl. for March 1949, p. 8. 
=‘421st meeting: p. 5. 
‘=421st meeting: pp. 25-26. 

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

Decisions of 13 December 1949 (456th meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resohtions submitted by the repre- 
sentatives of Canada alld the Ukrainian SSR 

On 9 May 1949, the Commission reported31B that 
both parties had accepted its invitation to discussions 
pursuant to the Council’s directive of 23 March. The 
Commission announced on. 23 June the results of the 
discussions. The Netherlands agreed to the restoration 
of the Republican Government and its return to its 
capital, and the Republican delegation agreed to make 
proposals to the Republican Government for a cessa- 
tion of hostilities and in regard to the time and con- 
ditions of the proposed round-table conference at The 
Hague. 

On 4 August, the United Nations Commission for 
Indonesia submitted its first interim report317 setting 
out the agreements reached between the parties on 
(1) the restoration of the Republican Government to 
its capital; (2) the cessation of hostilities and the 
arrangements to implement the cease-hostilities order ; 
and (3) the time and conditions for The Hague con- 
ference. 

On 8 November 1949, the Commission for Indo- 
nesia submitted a special report on the Round Table 
Conference held at The Hague from 23 August to 
2 November 1949.318 The Commission informed the 
Council that the Conference had been “eminently SUC- 

cessful”, and reported that, under the agreements 
reached, the Netherlands, by 30 December 1949 at the 
latest, would unconditionally transfer complete sov- 
ereignty to the Republic of the United States of Indo- 
nesia. The Commission further stated that it “would 
continue to carry out its functions in accordance with 
its terms of reference, and would observe in Indonesia 
the implementation of the agreements reached at the 
Round Table Conference”. 

At its 455th meeting on 12 December 1949, the 
representative of Canada submitted a draft resolution31g 
to note the successful completion of The Hague Con- 
ference and welcome the forthcoming establishment of 
the Republic of the United States of Indonesia as an 
independent and sovereign State, to request the Com- 
mission to continue to discharge the responsibilities 
entrusted to it by the Council, and, in particular, to 
observe and assist in the implementation of the agree- 
ments reached at the Conference, and to report thereon 
to the Council. 

*S/1320. 
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At the same meeting, the representative of the 
Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft resolution320 by 
which the Council, with a view to regulating the posi- 
tion in Indonesia, would deem it essential that the 
following measures be taken : (a) to withdraw Nether- 
lands forces to their Renville Truce positions ; (b) to 
demand that the Netherlands release all political prison- 
ers ; (c) to propose the establishment of a Commission 
composed of representatives of States members of the 
Council, which body should observe the withdrawal of 
the Netherlands forces and the release of the political 
prisoners; (d) to instruct the Commission to submit 
proposals for the settlement of the conflict ; and (e) 
to dissolve the existing Commission for Indonesia. 

At the 456th meeting on 13 December, the Canadian 
draft resolution was put to a vote in parts and rejected. 
The first part received 9 votes in favour and 2 against 
(one vote against being that of a permanent member 
of the Council). The second part received 8 votes in 
favour, 2 against and 1 abstention (one vote against 
being that of a permanent member).321 

At the same meeting, the Council rejected the Ukrai- 
nian SSR draft resolution by 2 votes in favour and 9 
against.32” 

On 9 January 1950, the Commission submitted to 
the Council its second interim. report323 describing 
negotiations and activities in relation to the imple- 
mentation of the cease-hostilities agreement, the release 
of political prisoners and prisoners of war, questions 
of administration and supply in Indonesia, and the 
arrangements for the transfer of sovereignty, which 
the Commission reported took place on 27 December 
1949. The report concluded that the Commission, in 
+irtue of its terms of reference and in accordance with 
the covering resolution of the Round Table Conference, 
would observe and assist in the implementation of the 
agreements reached at The Hague. 

On 28 July 1950, the Commission reported324 that 
the Royal Netherlands Indonesian Army and the 
Netherlands Army High Command in Indonesia had 
been dissolved on 26 July following an agreement 
reached between the Governments of the Netherlands 
and the Republic of Indonesia on 15 July, 

On 11 October 1950, the Commission submitted a 
telegraphic report”25 outlining events which had taken 
place in South Moluccas since the proclamation, on 
25 April 1950, of a “South Moluccas Republic” by a 
group of persons who had seized authority in the 
islands. 

On 28 October 1950, the Commission submitted a 
telegraphic report326 informing the Council that the 
Contact Committee of Netherlands and Indonesian 
representatives, under the chairmanship of the Com- 
mission, had met on 25 October to consider, among 
other matters, problems connected with the demobiliza- 
tion and repatriation of troops belonging to the former 
Royal Netherlands Indies Army. 
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At the 517th meeting on 30 October 1950, the P&i- 
dent (United States) drew the attention of the Secu- 
rity Council to the reports of the Commission dated 
11 and 28 October 1950 and as!ced whether any mem- 
ber wished to express any views in the Council on fhe 
question of the timing of the consideration of the re- 
ports. The Council took no position on the question 
raised by the President, and in the period covered by 
this Repertoire there was no further discussion in the 
Council on the matter of the Indonesian question. 

On 3 April 1951, the Commission submitted to the 
Security Council a report on its activities since the 
transfer of sovereignty. 327 In the concluding part of 
the report, the Commission stated that, since the mili- 
tary problems were now virtaally solved, since no 
other matters had been submitted by the parties and 
since no items remained on the agenda, it had decided 
that, while continuing to hold itself at the disposal of 
the parties, it would adjourn sise die. 

At the end of the period covered by this Repertoire, 
the Security Council remained seized of the Indonesian 
question (II). 

THE PALESTINE QUESTION 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 2 December 1947,328 the Secretary- 
General transmitted to the President of the Security 
Council the text of General Assembly resolution 
181 (II) of 29 November 1947 concerning “the future 
government of Palestine” and invited the attention 
of the Security Council particularly to paragraphs 
(a), (b) and (c) of th 
tion. 

e operative part of the resolu- 

At its 22Znd meeting on 9 December 1947, the 
Council included the question in the agenda. After 
discussion, the Council decided to postpone considera- 
tion.320 

The Security Council considered the Palestine ques- 
tion at the following meetings: 1947: 222nd; 1948: 
243rd, 253rd to 255th, 258th, 260th to 263rd, 265th, 
267th, 270th, 271st, 274th, 275th, 277th, 28&d, 283rd, 
287th, 289th, 291st to 299th, 301st to 303rd, 305th to 
311th, 313th, 314th, 317th, 320th, 329th to 340th, 
343rd, 349th, 352nd to 354th, 356th, 358th, 360th, 
365th, 367th, 373rd to 382nd, 386th, 394th to 396th; 
1949: 413th, 422nd, 433rd to 435th, 437th, 45&d, 
453rd; 19.50: 50&d, 503rd, 511th, 514th, 517th, 518th, 
52lst, 522nd, 524th ; 1951: 541st, 542nd, 544th to 547th, 
549th to 553rd, 555th, 556th, 558th. 

At the 243rd meeting on 10 February 1948, the 
Council agreed that it should take note of the first 
monthly report of the Palestine Commission330 and 
postpone ftirther discussion until it had received the 
first special report to the Security Council. 
Decision of 5 1VIarch 194s (263rd meeting): To call 

on the permane& members to cons& and to report 

At its 253rd meeting on 24 February 1948, the 
Security Council began consideration of the first 
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monthly progress report and the first special reporP 
submitted to it by the Palestine Commission. 

At the 254th meeting on the same day, the repre- 
sentative of Colombia submitted a draft resolutions32 
providing for consultations among the permanent mem- 
bers of the Council under Article 106. 

At the 255th meeting on 25 February, the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft resolu- 
tion533 regarding the acceptance of the requests by 
the General Assembly and the establishment of a com- 
mittee of the five permanent members. 

At the 258th meeting on 27 February, an amend- 
ment334 to the United States draft resolution was 
introduced by the representative of Belgium. At the 
same meeting, the representative of Colombia with- 
drew his draft resolution. 

After consultations beWeen the representatives of 
the USSR and the United States, the representative 
of the United States submitted his draft resolution in 
modified form at the 263rd meeting on 5 March.335 

At the same meeting, the Belgian amendment was 
rejected. The United States draft resolution was voted 
on paragraph by paragraph. Three paragraphs were 
rejected, having failed to obtain the affirmative votes 
of seven members. The resulting United States draft 
resolution was adopted by 8 votes in favour, none 
against, with 3 abstentions.““” The resolution337 read 
as follows : 

“The Serurity Council, 

“Hazjing receizred resolution 181 (II) of the Gen- 
eral Assembly of 29 November 1947 on Palestine, 
and having received from the United Nations Pales- 
tine Commission its first monthly report and its 
first special report on the problem of security in 
Palestine ; 

“Resolves to call on the permanent members of 
the Council to consult and to inform the Security 
Council regarding the situation with respect to Pales- 
tine and to make, as the result of such consultations, 
recommendations to it regarding the guidance and 
instructions which the Council might usefully give 
to the Palestine Commission with a view of imple- 
menting the resolution of the General Assembly. 
The Security Council requests the permanent mem- 
bers to report to it on the results of their consulta- 
tions within ten days; 

“Appeals to all Governments and peoples parti- 
cularlq in and around Palestine, to take all possible 
action to prevent or reduce such disorders as are 
now occurring in Palestine.” 

At the 270th meeting on 19 March, the represen- 
tative of the United States reported, on behalf of 
China, France and the United States, the results of 
the consultations among the permanent members, and 
discussion proceeded thereon. 
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Decisions of 1 April 1948 (277th meeting): 

(i) Calling for a truce in Palestine 

(ii) Requesting a special session of the General Assem- 
bly 

At the 275th meeting on 30 March 1948, the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted two draft 
resolutions338 in pursuance of recommendations pre- 
sented to the Council as a result of the consultations 
between the permanent members. 

At the 277th meeting on 1 April, the United States 
draft resolution calling for a truce (S/704), as 
amended on the suggestion of the representative of 
the Ukrainian SSR, was adopted unanimously.33s The 
resolution”40 read as follows : 

“The Security Cowcil, 

“In the exercise of its primary responsibility for 
the maintenance of international peace and security, 

“Notes the increasing violence and disorder in 
Palestine and believes that it is of the utmost urgency 
that an immediate truce be effected in Palestine; 

“Calls alpon the Jewish Agency for Palestine and 
the Arab Higher Committee to make representatives 
available to the Security Council for the purpose of 
arranging a truce between the Arab and Jewish 
communities of Palestine; and emphasizes the heavy 
responsibility which would fall upon any party 
failing to observe such a truce; 

“Calls alpon Arab and Jewish armed groups in 
Palestine to cease acts of violence immediately.” 
At the same meeting, the United States draft resolu- 

tion on the convocation of a special session of the 
General Assembly (S/705) was adopted by 9 votes in 
favour, none against, with 2 abstentions.341 The reso- 
lution3’2 read as follows : 

“The Security Council, 

“Hating received, on 9 December 1947, the reso- 
lution of the General Assembly concerning Palestine 
dated 29 November 1947 ; 

“Ha&g taken note of the United Nations Pales- 
tine Commission’s First and Second Monthly Pro- 
gress Reports and First Special Report on the 
problem of security ; 

“Having called, on 5 March 1948, on the per- 
manent members of the Council to consult; 

“Having take?2 note of the reports made concern- 
ing these consultations, 

“Reqrlests the Secretary-General in accordance 
with Article 20 of the United Nations Charter, to 
convoke a special session of the General Assembly 
to consider further the question of the future 
government of Palestine.” 

Decision of 17 April 1948 (253rd meeting): Calling 
for measures to bring about a tracce in Palestine 

At the 282nd meeting on 15 April 1948, the Pres.i- 
dent (Colombia) informed the Security Council that 
he had met representatives of the Arab Higher Com- 
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mittee and of the Jewish Agency for Palestine to 
discuss the possible terms of a truce, and that he had 
been unable to bring about agreement between the 
parties. 

Speaking as the representative of Colombia, the 
President submitted a draft resolution343 which had 
been drawn up as a result of informal conversations 
among the members of the Security Council with a 
view to bringing about “a standstill in the present, 
conditions in .Palestine” during the short period nec- 
essary for the General Assembly to consider the 
matter further. 

Amendments were submitted at the 283rd meeting 
on 16 April by the representatives of the USSR and 
the United States. 

At the same meeting, the United States amendments 
were adopted unanimously; the USSR amendment and 
paragraph 4 of the Colombian draft resolution were 
rejected. The resolution as amended was adopted by 
9 votes in favour, none against, with 2 abstentions.344 
The resolution345 read as follows : 

“Considcuing the Council’s resolution of 1 April 
1948 and the conversations held by its President 
with the representatives of the Jewish Agency for 
Palestine and the Arab Higher Committee with a 
view to arranging a truce between Arabs and Jews 
in Palestine ; 

“Cons&hag that, as stated in that resolution, it is 
of the utmost urgency to bring about the immediate 
cessation of acts of violence in Palestine, and to 
establish conditions of peace and order in that coun- 
try ; 

“Considering that the United Kingdom Govern- 
ment, so long as it remains the Mandatory Power, is 
responsible for the maintenance of peace and order 
in Palestine and should continue to take all steps 
necessary to that end; and that, in so doing, it 
should receive the co-operation and support of the 
Security Council in particular as well as of all the 
Members of the United Nations; 

“The Security Council: 
“1. Culls upon all persons and organizations in 

Palestine and especially upon the Arab Higher Com- 
mittee and the Jewish Agency to take immediately, 
without prejudice to their rights, claims, or positions, 
and, as 5 contribution to the well-being and per- 
manent Interest of Palestine, the following meas- 
ures : 

“(a) Cease all activities of a military or para- 
military nature, as well as acts of violence, terrorism 
and sabotage ; 

“ (b) Refrain from bringing and from assisting 
and encouraging the entry into Palestine of armed 
bands and fighting personnel, groups and individuals, 
whatever their origin ; 

“(c) Refrain from importing or acquiring or 
assisting or encouraging the importation or acquisi- 
tion of weapons and war materials; 

“(d) Refrain, pending further consideration of 
the future government of Palestine by the General 
Assembly, from any political activity which might 

“S/722, G.A.O.R., 3rd session, Supgl. No. 2, p. 83. 
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prejudice the rights, claims, or positions of either 
community ; 

“(e) Co-operate with the Mandatorv authorities 
for the effective maintenance of law add order and 
of essential services, particularly those relating to 
transportation, communications, health, and food and 
water supplies ; 

“(f) Refrain from any action which will endanger 
the safety of the Holy Places in Palestine and from 
any action which would interfere with access to all 
shrines and sanctuaries for the purpose of worship 
by those who have an established right to visit and 
worship at them. 

“2. Requests the United Kingdom Government, 
for so long as it remains the hlandatory Power, to 
use its best efforts to bring all those concerned in 
Palestine to accept the measures set forth under 
paragraph 1 above and, subject to retaining the free- 
dom of action of its own forces, to supervise the 
execution of these measures by all those concerned, 
and to keep the Security Council and the General 
Assembly currently informed on the situation in 
Palestine. 

“3. Calls alpon all Governments and particularly 
those of the countries neighbouring Palestine to take 
all possible steps to assist in the implementation of 
the measures set out under paragraph 1 above, and 
particularly those referring to the entry into Pales- 
tine of armed bands and fighting personnel, groups 
and individuals and weapons and war materials.” 

Decision of 23 April 1948 (287tk meeting): Establish- 
ing a truce commission~4~ 

At the 287th meeting on 23 April 1948, the Security 
Council heard statements by the representatives of the 
Arab, IHigher Committee,* the Jewish Agency for 
Palestine* and the Mandatory Power regarding imple- 
mentation of the resolution of 17 April 1948. 

The representative of the United States, having 
suggested that it was essential that the Council should 
receive additional reports regarding the truce from 
an agency of its own, submitted a draft resolution to 
establish a truce commission for Palestine. 

The draft resolution, with amendments introduced 
in the course of discussion, was adopted by 8 votes in 
favour, none against, with 3 abstentions.347 The resolu- 
tion348 read as follows : 

“Refer&g to its resolution of 17 April 1948, 
calling upon all parties concerned to comply with 
specihc terms for a truce in Palestine, 

“The Security Council 

“Establishes a truce commission for Palestine 
composed of representatives of those members of the 
Security Council which have career consular officers 
in Jerusalem, noting, however, that the representa- 
tive of Syria has indicated that his Government is 
not prepared to serve on the Commission. The func- 
tion of the Commission shall be to assist the Security 
Council in supervising the implementation by the 

M On the working of the Truce Commission, see: “Organiza- 
tion and Procedure of United Nations Commissions. The 
Security Council Truce Commission for Palestine.” (United 
Nations publications, 1949.X.2.) See also chapter V, Case 9. 

*” 287th meeting : p. 33. 

w S/727, 287th meeting : pp. 32-33. 



328 Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace aud security 

parties of the resolution of the Security Council of 
17 April 1948; 

“Requests the Commission to report to the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council within four days re- 
g-arding its activities and the development of the 
situation, and subsequently to keep the Security 
Council currently informed with respect thereto. 

“The Commission, its members, their assistants 
and its personnel, shall be entitled to travel, sep- 
aratelv or together, wherever the Commission deems 
necessary to carry out its tasks. 

“The Secretarv-General of the United Nations 
shall furnish the- Commission with such personnel 
and assistance as it may require, taking into account 
the special urgency of the situation with respect to 
Palestine.” 

Decision of 12 May 1948 (291st meetipzg): Azttzoriz- 
&g t!ce Truce Commission to me discretionary 
powers for truce superzisiolz 
At the 2S9th meeting on 7 iLlay 1918, the President 

(France) informed the Security Council that he had 
received a telegram from the Jewish Agency for 
Palestine”4D IIIeging that foreign regular forces had 
invaded the territory of Palestine and appealing for 
appropriate action by the Council to arrest the invasion 
in its initial stages. In reply to the President’s inquiry, 
the Security Council Truce Commission for Palestine 
cabled-w0 that it had been unable to confirm the infor- 
mation from the Jewish Agency. 

At the 291st meeting on 12 May, the President 
brought to the attention of the Council two messages 
from the Truce Commission concerning negotiations 
for a truce in Jerusalem and for its control and super- 
vision. The Commission asked whether it would be 
possible for the United Nations to send the officers 
necessary to effect such control, or whether the latter 
should be ensured by the International Committee of 
the Red Cross. The Secretary-General stated that it 
was possible to send control officers to Palestine, but 
it would have to be quite clear that they were going 
at the request, and with the full support, of both parties 
in Palestine. In the course of the discussion it became 
apparent that, in view of the short time remaining for 
action until the expiration of the Mandate on 15 May, 
and in the absence of sufficient information, the initia- 
tive rested with the Truce Commission on the spot. 
Accordingly, the Council authorized the President to 
advise the Truce Commission that it should explore 
and adopt such means of assistance as it might require 
in the performance of its functions.sl 

Decision of 18 AIay 1948 (295th meeting): To address 
a questionnaire to the parties 
At the 292nd meeting on 15 May 1948, the Presi- 

dent (France) informed the Security Council that he 
had received a communicatio@” from the Jewish 
Agency for Palestine charging acts of aggression on 
the part of Transjordan, and a cablegram353 from the 
Government of Egypt stating that Egyptian armed 
forces had started to enter Palestine, after the British 
Mandate had ended, to establish security and order 
there. 

MO S/730 O.R., 3rd year, Sugpl. for May 1948, pp. 37-38. 
LyI S/733: O@., 3rd year, Suppl. for May 1948, p. 40 
-‘291st meetmg: p. 21. 
c51 S/744, 292nd meeting: p. 2. 
llGJ S/743, 292nd meeting: p. 3. 

At the 293rd meeting on 17 May, the Security 
Council had before it three further communications 
regarding the situation in Palestine. A cablegram3G4 
from the League of Arab States declared that the 
Arab States were compelled to intervene in Palestine 
for the sole purpose of restoring peace and security 
and establishing law and order. A cablegram365 from 
the Provisional Government of Israel transmitted the 
proclamation establishing the independent State of 
Israel. A message 350 from the King of Transjordan 
stated that his armed forces were compelled to enter 
Palestine to protect the Arabs there. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the 
United States submitted a draft resolution to order 
the immediate cessation of military operations,s7 and 
a questionnaire to be put to the parties r?ncerned. 

At the 293rd to 295th meetings on 17 to 18 May, 
the Security Council considered the text of the ques- 
tionnaire, and at the 295th meeting on 18 May, the 
Security Council ad,opted the questionnaire in an 
amended form.358 

Decisiofl, of 22 Ma.y 1938 [302?fd meeting): Calhg 
upon the parties to isszde a cease-fire order35g 

At the 296th to 299th and 301st to 302nd meetings 
between 19 and 22 May, the Security Council con- 
sidered the United States draft resolution. 

At the 296th meeting on 19 May, the representative 
of the United Kingdom introduced an amendment to 
eliminate the reference to article 39.360 

At the 299th meeting on 20 Nay, the President 
informed the Security Council that the permanent 
members of the Council had decided to appoint a Me- 
diator in Palestine3”l in pursuance of General Assem- 
bly resolution 186 (S-2) of 14 May 1948. 

At the 301st meeting on 22 May, the representatiyes 
of Egypt,* Iraq,‘;’ Lebanon.* Syria and the Jewish 
Agencv for Palestine* presented the replies of their 
Goveriments to the questionnaire of the Council. The 
President announced that replies were still awaited from 
Saudi Arabia and Yemen, while Transjordan had re- 
fused to reply. The representative of the Arab Higher 
Committee* said that he would submit his replies at a 
later date. 

At the 302nd meetin.g on 22 May, the Sqcurity 
Council adopted the Umted States draft resolutron m 
an amended form by 8 votes in favour, none against, 
with 3 abstentions.3F2 The resolution363 read as fol- 
lows : 

“The Security Cotwtcih 
“Taking into considevatio>l that previous resolu- 

tions of the Security Council in respect to Palestine 

8M S/745, O.R., 3rd year, Suppl. for May 1948, pp. 83-88. 
*S/747, OX., 3rd beor, Suppl. for May 1948, pp. 88-89. 
Jw S/748, 0.X.. 3rd rear, S~cppl. for nfay 1948, p. 90. 
3~’ S/749, 293rd meeting : p. 2. 
a8 S/753, O.K., 3rd year, Stlppl. for J1a.y 1948, pp. 90-91. 

For the question of domestic jurisdiction m connexion with 
the questionnaire, see chapter XII, Case 13. 

8sB For the preceding discussion concerning the applicability 
of Articles 39 and 40,. see chapter XI, Case 9. 

W S/755, 295th meettng: p. 6. 
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and the Acting Mediator, see: “Organizatton and Procedure 
of United Nations Commlssions. The United Nations Mediator 
(and Acting Mediator) for Palestine.” (United Nations pub- 
lications, 1950.X.3.) 
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have not been complied with and that military opera- 
tions are taking place in Palestine ; 

“Calls upon all Governments and authorities,. with- 
out prejudice to the rights, claims or posltlon of 
the parties concerned, to abstain from any hostile 
military action in Palestine and to that end to issue 
a cease-fire order to their military and paramilitary 
forces to become effective within thirty-six hours 
after midnight New York Standard Time, 22 May 
1948 ; 

“Calls flpon the Truce Commission and upon all 
parties concerned to give the highest priority to the 
negotiation and maintenance of a truce in the City 
of Jerusalem ; 

“Directs the Truce Commission established by 
the Security Council by its resolution of 23 April 
1948 to report to the Security Council on the com- 
pliance with the two preceding paragraphs of this 
resolution ; 

all 
“Calls lt@?~ all parties concerned to facilitate by 
means in their power the task of the United Na- 

tions Mediator appointed in execution of the resolu- 
tion of the General Assembly of 14 May 1948.” 

Decisiolz of 24 May 1948 (303rd nzeetiag): Extending 
the time-&tit for cease-fire order 

At the 303rd meeting on 24 May, the President 
(France) drew the attention of the Security Council 
to a cablegram 3e* from the Jewish Agency for Pales- 
tine to the effect that the Provisional Government of 
Israel had accepted the resolution of 22 May and 
issued a cease-fire order to its troops. He also read 
the replies of the Governments of Iraq, Lebanon and 
Syria informing the Council of a delay in the receipt 
of the resolution of 22 May and requesting an exten- 
sion of the time-limit to enable the Arab Governments 
to consult. 

The Security Council agreed to extend the time- 
limit of the cease-fire order by 48 hours, to expire on 
26 May at noon, New York Standard Time.s66 

Decisions of 29 May 1948 (310th meeting): 

(i) Rejection of draft resolution submitted by the 
USSR 

(ii) Calling for cessation of hostilities for a period of 
four ze~eeks366 

At the 305th meeting on 26 May 1948, the President 
(France) informed the Security Council that he had 
received a communication367 from the Jewish Agency 
for Palestine conveying the decision of the Provisional 
Government of Israel to reissue a cease-fire order to 
its forces if the other side acted likewise. The repre- 
sentative of Egypt* stated that his Government was 
unable to accept the resolution of 22 May 1948.3ss 
The representative of Iraq” read a communication36u 
from the League of Arab States to the same effect. 

of 
At the 306th meeting on 27 May, the representative 

the USSR submitted a diaft resolution for the 

w S/779, 0.x, 3rd year, Suppl. for May 1948, p. 98. 
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ordering of the cessation of military operations. The 
draft resolution was subsequently revised.370 At the 
same meeting, the representative of the United King- 
dom submitted a draft resolution which, as revised at 
the 310th meeting,371 called for a cessation of all acts 
of armed force for a period of four weeks. 

At the 30Sth meeting on 28 llay, the President, as 
the representative of France, submitted a draft resolu- 
tion”7’ for the cessation of hostilities in Jerusalem. 

At the 310th meeting on 29 May, the USSR draft 
resolution was voted on in parts and was rejected.373 
At the same meeting, the Security Council proceeded 
to vote on the United Kingdom draft resolution para- 
graph by paragraph. Amendments were proposed in 
the course of the discussion by Colombia, the United 
States, France, Canada and Syria, and some, having 
been accepted, were incorporated in the text. The 
United Kingdom draft resolution, as finally amended, 
was adopted, 374 The resolution”7” read as follows: 

“The Security CourxiI, 

“Desiring to bring about a cessation of hostilities 
in Palestine without prejudice to the rights, claims 
and position of either Arabs or Jews; [8 votes to 
none, 7aitlz 3 abstentions], 

“Calls zrpo~ all Governments and authorities con- 
cerned to order a cessation of all acts of armed force 
for a period of four weeks; [10 zrotes to none, with 
1 abstention], 

“Calls ztfion all Governments and authorities con- 
cerned to undertake that they will not introduce 
fighting personnel into Palestine, Egypt, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Transjordan and 
Yemen during the cease-fire; and 

“Calls uoorz all Governments and authorities con- 
cerned, should men of military age be introduced 
into countries or territories under their control, to 
undertake not to mobilize or submit them to military 
training during the cease-fire; [7 votes to none, with. 
4 nbstentions],37s 

“Calls rfpon all Governments and authorities con- 
cerned to refrain from importing war material into 
or to Palestine, Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, 
Syria, Transjordan and Yemen during the cease- 
fire ; [9 votes to none, with 2 abstentions], 

“Urges all Governments and authorities concerned 
to take every possible precaution for the protection 
of the Holy Places and of the City of Jerusalem, 
including access to all shrines and sanctuaries for 
the purpose of worship by those who have an estab- 
lished right to visit and worship at them; [11 votes 
to none, with no abstentions], 

“Instructs the United Nations Mediator for Pales- 
tine in concert with the Truce Commission to super- 
vise the observance of the above provisions, and 
decides that they shall be provided with a sufficient 

*OS/794/Rev.2, O.R., 3rd year, Suppl. for May 1948, pp. 
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number of military observers; [9 z&es lo none, 
Wifh 2 abstcnfions], 

“Znstrzlcts the United Sations Mediator to make 
contact with all parties as soon as the cease-fire is 
in force with a view to carrying out his functions as 
determined by the General Assembly; [9 votes to 
none, with 2 absfentions], 

“Calls zrpogl all concerned to give the greatest 
possible assistance to the United Nations Mediator; 
[P votes to none, r:dtlc 2 nbstentions], 

“Inst~~~cfs the United Nations Mediator to make 
a weekly report to the Security Council during the 
cease-fire; [9 zlofes to none, zclith 2 abstentions], 

“Inzdtes the States members of the Arab League 
and the Jewish and Arab authorities in Palestine to 
communicate their acceptance of this resolution to 
the Security Council not later than 6 p.m. New York 
Standard Time on 1 June 1948; [8 votes to none, 
with 3 nOsfentions] , 

“Decides that if the present resolution is re- 
jected by either party or by both, or if, having 
been accepted, it is subsequently repudiated or 
violated, the situation in Palestine will be recon- 
sidered with a view to action under Chapter VII 
of the Charter. [7 cfotrs to none, with 4 absten- 
tions] . 

“Calls zlpon all Governments to take all possible 
steps to assist in the implementation of this resolu- 
tion.” [8 votes to none, with 3 abstentions]. 

After the United Kingdom draft resolution had 
been adopted, the French draft resolution was with- 
drawn.377 

Decision of 2 June 1948 (311th meeting): Authoriz- 
ing the Mediator to set the effective date for the 
cease-fire 

At the 311th meeting on 2 June 1948, the President 
(Syria) informed the Security Council that he had 
received the replies of the parties concerned accepting 
the terms of the resolution of 29 May 1948. The 
communication3’8 of the Provisional Government of 
Israel stated that a cease-fire order had been issued 
to the Israeli forces effective on 2 June, 3 a.m. Israeli 
time, provided the other side acted likewise. The 
communication37Q of the Foreign Minister of Egypt, 
which contained the reply of the League of Arab 
States on behalf of all Arab States, expressed readiness 
to cease fire as soon as the effective date was deter- 
mined. At the same meeting, the representative of the 
Arab Higher Committee* stated that, as a member of 
the League of Arab States, his Committee upheld the 
statement communicated by the Egyptian Government. 

The Council also had before it a message3*0 from 
the United Nations Mediator suggesting that the date 
of the application of the resolution should be set by 
the Mediator in consultations with the two parties and 
the Truce Commission. 

With 2 abstentions, the Security Council approved 
the suggestion of the Mediator regarding the setting of 
the time-limit for the actual cessation of hostilities 
and agreed that this time-limit should be as short 
as possible.381 

m 310th meeting : p. 63. 
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Decision of 3 June 1948 1313th meeting): Concerning 
the authority of the United Nations Mediator 

At the 313th meeting on 3 June 1948, the President 
(Syria) drew the attention of the Security Council to 
paragraph 3 of General Assembly resolution 186 (S-2) 
which 

“Directs the United Nations Mediator to conform 
in his activities with such instructions as the 
General Assembly or the Security Council may 
issue.” 

Since the Council had conferred certain powers upon 
the Mediator in the implementation of its resolution 
of 29 May 1948, he requested the views of the mem- 
bers as to whether instructions should now be given 
to the Mediator. 

The Council agreed that no instructions should be 
issued to the Mediator pending examination of his 
first report, and that the Mediator should have full 
authority to act within the terms of the resolution and 
interpret it in a way he deemed correct. Only if that 
interpretation were challenged should the matter be 
submitted to the Council for further consideration.382 

Decisions of 15 June 1948 (320th meeting): 

(;j Concerning execution of the truce 

(ii) Rejection of draft resolution submitted by the 
USSR 

At the 320th meeting on 15 June 1948, the Council 
had before it a messageaa3 from the h/lediator suggesting 
that all communications from interested parties con- 
cerning the execution of the cease-fire and truce agree- 
ment, which had gone into effect on 11 June 1948, be 
submitted to the Mediator and that he should exercise 
discretion in reporting them to the Security Council. 

In another communication3s4 the Mediator requested 
the Security Council to call on Member and non- 
Member States to report on the steps taken to im- 
plement the resolution of 29 May and to assist the 
Mediator in his task. 

The Council approved the procedure suggested by 
the Mediator and agreed that this would not preclude 
the parties from addressing communications directly to 
the Council. It also agreed to take appropriate action 
in connexion with the Mediator’s request (S/840) .385 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR 
submitted a draft resolution38e to attach to the Medi- 
ator from thirty to fifty military observers to be ap- 
pointed “by Member States of the Security Council 
wishing to participate in the designation of such ob- 
servers, excluding Syria”. The President, speaking as 
the representative of Syria, pr,oposed to delete the 
words “excluding Syria”. The USSR draft resolution 
was rejected 387 by 2 votes in favour, none against, and 
9 abstentions. 

Decision of 7 July 1948 (330th meeting): Concerning 
the representatke of the State of Israel 

At the 330th meeting on 7 July 1948, the President 
(Ukrainian SSR), in his invitation to representatives 

=*313th meeting: pp. 28-29. 
w S/837, 320th meeting: p. 2. 
* S/840, 320th meeting: p. 3. 
885 320th meeting: pp. 4-6. 
888 S/841, 320th meeting: p. 8. 
m 320th meeting : p. 11. 

.._ _- _.__ _ ,.. 



Part 11. The Palertine question 331 

of the interested parties to take their seats at the 
Security Council table, included also the representa- 
tive of the State of Israel who had previously been 
referred to as the representative of the JeJvish Agency 
for Palestine. 

The ruling of the President was challenged and 
submitted to the vote. There were 5 votes in favour 
of overruling the decision of the President. The Presi- 
dent declared his ruling sustained.386 

In protest against the decision of the President, the 
representative of the Arab Higher Committee with- 
drew from the Council table.ssO 

Decisiorz of 7 July 1948 (33lst meeting): Appealing 
for a prolongatzon of lhe truce 

At the 330th meeting on 7 July 1948 the Security 
Council had before it a message3DU from the Alediatdr 
requesting the Council to appeal to the parties for a 
prolongation of the truce. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the 
United Kingdom submitted a draft resolution to that 
eff ect.3*1 

cil 
At the 331st meeting on 7 July, the Security COLIII- 

adopted the United Kingdom draft resolution by 8 
votes in favour, none against, with 3 abstentions. The 
resolution 3s2 read as follows: 

“The Security Council, 

“Taking into consideration the telegram from the 
United Nations Mediator dated 5 July 1948, 

“Addresses an urgent appeal to the interested 
parties to accept in principle the prolongation of the 
truce for such period as may be decided upon in 
consultation with the Mediator.” 

Decision of 8 July 1948 (332nd meeting): To request 
information 

At the 332nd meeting on 8 July 1948 the President 
(Ukrainian SSR) brought to the attention of the 
Security Council a statement3Q3 of the Mediator on 
the replies of the parties to his proposal for the pro- 
longation of the truce. He also informed the Security 
Council of a communication394 from the Provisional 
Government of Israel charging resumption of hostili- 
ties by Egyptian forces before the expiration of the 
truce. 

The Council agreed that the President should re- 
quest from the parties concerned and the LMediator 
immediate information regarding the actual situation 
in Palestine and in particular their attitude towards 
the observance and prolongation of the truce.sQ5 

Decision of 15 July 1948 (338th meeting): Determin- 
in,? the situation in Palestine a threat to the peace 
wzthin the mea&g of Article 39 and orderinq, in 
pursuance of Article 40, the cessation of mikary 
actionSgs 

te 

1948, pp. 24-25. 

this resolution, see chap- 

Prior to the 333rd meeting on 13 July 1948, the 
Security Council received additional information con- 
cerning the prolongation of the truce and also the text 
of an appeal* ~‘1 by the Mediator on 9 July for an un- 
conditiona cease-fire in Palestine for a period of 10 
days. This appeal was accepted by the Provisional 
Government of Israel”!‘” hut in the absence of accept- 
ance by the Arab States, the four-week truce espired 
on 9 July.399 

At the same meeting, the Llediator” made a state- 
ment in connesion with his report dated 12 July400 
which contained a review of both the truce effort and 
the mediation effort during the four-week truce. He 
concluded by stating that, for the time being, he had 
exhausted all the powers at his disposal, and that it 
was up to the Security Council to adopt measures to 
put an end to the renewal of hostilities in Palestine. 
He thought that the Security Council might order an 
immediate cease-fire in Palestine and the demilitariza- 
tion of Jerusalem and should make clear its deter- 
mination to apply the provisions of Articles 41 and 42 
in case of non-compliance.‘01 

At the 334th meeting on the same day, the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft reso- 
lution40z which determined that the situation in Pales- 
tine constituted a threat to peace within the meaning 
of Article 39 and ordered the governments and authori- 
ties concerned, pursuant to Article 40, to desist from 
further military action and to issue cease-fire orders 
to their forces to that effect. As a matter of special 
and urgent necessity, the draft resolution ordered an 
immediate and unconditional cease-fire in Jerusalem. 

The Council considered the United States draft 
resolution at the 334th to 338th meetings from 13 to 
15 July. 

At the 338th meeting on 15 July, the Council voted 
on the United States draft resolution and amendments 
thereto paragraph by paragraph. 

An amendment submitted by Syria to substitute the 
words “Taking into consideration the report of the 
United Nations Mediator. . . ” for the first paragraph 
of the United States draft resolution which referred 
to the acceptance of the prolongation of the truce by 
the Provisional Government of Israel and its rejection 
by the Arab States, was rejected by 4 votes in favour, 
none against, and 7 abstentions.403 

A United Kingdom amendment to refer to the Pro- 
visional Government of Israel as “the other party” 
was rejected by 3 votes in favour, 1 against, with 7 
abstentions.404 

An amendment proposed orally by Canada to delete 
from the third paragraph the time-limit of three days 
for the parties to issue cease-fire orders was rejected 
by 5 votes in favour, none against, and 6 absten- 
tions.406 
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An amendment submitted by the USSR to propose 
to both parties that they withdraw their forces from 
Jerusalem instead of instructing the Mediator, as the 
United States draft resolution provided, to bring about 
demilitarization of that city, was rejected by 2 votes 
in favour, 1 against, and 8 abstentions.40’3 

A Chinese amendment, which was subsequently re- 
vised by the representative of the United States and 
accepted by the representative of China,407 to add a 
paragraph reiterating the appeal to the parties to con- 
tinue conversations with the Mediator “in a spirit of 
conciliation and mutual concession”, was adopted by 
9 votes to none, with 2 abstentions.40s 

Two additional paragraphs suggested by the Secre- 
tary-General and deaIing with administrative and finan- 
cial arrangements were adopted by 8 votes in favour, 
none against, with 3 abstentions. 

The amended United States draft resolution as a 
whole was adopted by 7 votes in favour, 1 against, 
with 3 abstentions.40s The resolution410 read as follows : 

“The Security Cotmcil, 

“Tu.king into comiderafion that the Provisional 
Government of Israel has indicated its acceptance 
in principle of a prolongation of the truce in Pales- 
tine; that the States members of the Arab League 
have rejected successive appeals of the United 
Nations Mediator, and of the Security Council in 
its resolution of 7 July 1948, for the prolongation 
of the truce in Palestine; and that there has con- 
sequently developed a renewal of hostilities in Pales- 
tine; [8 votes fo 1, with 2 absfenfions], 

“Determines that the situation in Palestine con- 
stitutes a threat to the peace within the meaning of 
Article 39 of the Charter; [8 vofes to 1, with 2 
abstentions], 

“Orders the Governments and authorities con- 
cerned, pursuant to Article 40 of the Charter of the 
United Nations, to desist from further military action 
and to this end to issue cease-fire orders to their 
military and para-military forces, to take effect at 
a time to be determined by the Mediator, but in any 
event not later than three davs from the date of 
the adoption of this resolutibn; [9 Tlo,otes to 1, 
with 1 abstention], 

‘Declares that failure by any of the Governments 
or authorities concerned to comply with the pre- 
ceding paragraph of this recolution would demon- 
strate the existence of a breach of the peace within 
the meaning of Article 39 of the Charter requiring 
immediate consideration by the Security Council 
with a view to such further action under Chapter 
VII of the Charter as may be decided upon by the 
Council; [8 votes fo 1, z&h 2 abstentions], 

“Calls upon all Governments and authorities con- 
cerned to continue to co-operate with the Mediator 
with a view to the maintenance of peace in Pales- 
tine in conformity with the resolution adopted by the 
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Security Council on 29 May 1948; [9 votes to none, 
with 2 abstentions] ,411 

“Orders as a matter of special and urgent neces- 
sity an immediate and unconditional cease-fire in the 
City of Jerusalem to take effect 24 hours from the 
time of the adoption of this resolution, and instructs 
the Truce Commission to take any necessary steps 
to make this cease-fire effective; [11 votes to none, 
with no abstentions], 

“Instructs the Mediator to continue his efforts to 
bring about the demilitarization of the City of Jeru- 
salem, without prejudice to the future political status 
of Jerusalem, and to assure the protection of and 
access to the Holy Places, religious buildings and 
sites in Palestine; [8 votes to none, wifh 3 absten- 
tions] , 

“Instructs the Mediator to supervise the observ- 
ance of the truce and to establish procedures for 
examining alleged breaches of the truce since 11 
June 1948, authorizes him to deal with breaches so 
far as it is within his capacity to do so by appro- 
priate local action, and requests him to keep the 
Security Council currently informed concerning the 
operation of the truce and when necessary to take 
appropriate action; [9 votes to none, z&h 2 absten- 
tions], 

“Decides that, subject to further decision by the 
Security Council or the General Assembly, the truce 
shall remain in force, in accordance with the present 
resolution and with that of 29 May 1948, until a 
peaceful adjustment of the future situation of Pales- 
tine is reached ; [8 votes to 1, with 2 abstentions], 

“Reiterates the appeal to the parties contained in 
the last paragraph of its resolution of 22 May and 
urges upon the parties that they continue conver- 
sations with the Mediator in a spirit of conciliation 
and mutual concession in order that all points under 
dispute may be settled peacefully ; [9 voles to none, 
with 2 abstentions], 

“Requests the Secretary-General to provide the 
Mediator with the necessary staff and facilities to 
assist in carrying out the functions assigned to him 
under the resolution of the General Assembly of 
14 May, and under this resolution ;412 and 

“Requests that the Secretary-General make ap- 
propriate arrangements to provide necessary funds 
to meet the obligations arising from this resolution.” 
[8 votes to none, with 3 abstentions]. 

Decisioll of 27 July 1948 (340th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the representative 
of Syia 
At the 339th and 340th meetings on 27 July 1948, 

the Council considered a draft resolution413 submitted 
by the representative of Syria to request the Inter- 
national Court of Justice, “pursuant to Article 96, to 
give an advisory legal opinion as to the international 
- 

uI The phrase in the draft resolution “pursuant to Article 40 
of the Charter” after “Governments and authorities concerned” 
was rejected by 6 votes in favour, 1 against and 4 abstentions 
(338th meeting: p. 50). 

‘=For discussion on the authority of the Secretary-General, 
see chapter XI, Case 19. 

‘- S/894, 334th meeting: pp. 52-53. 
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status of Pa!estine after the termination of the Man- 
date”. The representative of Syria accepted a Colom- 
bian amendment41’ to specify that the request to the 
International Court “will not delay or impair the 
normal process of mediation”. 

At the 340th meeting on 27 July, the Syrian draft 
resolution, as amended, was rejected by 6 votes in 
favour and 1 against, with 4 abstentions.“‘;’ 

Derisiolz of 2 August 1948 (333rd meeting): Request 
for irzfomzation regarding Jewish displaced persom 
alzd Arab rcfugccs 

At the 343rd meeting on 2 August 1948, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom raised the question 
of Jewish displaced persons in Europe and Aral) 
refugees in Palestine and adjacent countries and stated 
that these two aspects of the Palestine problem direct11 
affected the chances of finding an equitable solution 
for it.‘“O At the same meeting, the Council decided, 
without objection, on the proposal of the President 
(USSR) to request information from the hIetliator 
and from the Governments concerned regarding the 
questions raised in the course of the discussion, nnme- 
ly (a) the Jewish displaced persons in Europe, (b i 
the Arab refugees, (c) possible assistance to both 
those groups, and (d) the Jews detained in Cj,prus.“” 

Decision of 13 August 1948 (349th meeting): Request 
to the ,I/ediator to I/lake all efforts to c~zs~~~c zelatet 
supply for Jermalenz 

At the 349th meeting on 13 August 1948, follow- 
ing the receipt of a cablegram from the Mediator 
concerning the destruction of the pumping station at 
Latrun,418 the President (USSR) proposed that the 
Council authorize him to send a telegram to the 
Mediator requestin g him ta take steps to ensure water 
supply to the population of Jerusalem.41Q 

At the same meeting, the President’s proposal was 
adopted by 8 votes in favour, 1 against, with 2 absten- 
tions.4*0 

Decisions of 19 August 1948 (354th meeting): 

(i) Indicating obligations of Governments and author- 
ities comerned mder the resolution of 15 J1t1) 
1918 

(ii) Tramwitting to the Economic and Social Cotr&l 
and the International Refugee Organzkation the 
record of the Council’s discussion on the problem 
of Palestinialt Arab refugees and Jewish displaced 
persons 

By cablegratn dated 18 August 1948,*‘l the Medi- 
ator informed the Security Council that further de- 

‘*’ S/921, 339th myeting: p. 11. 
“5340th meeting: pp. 33-34. For discussion preceding this 

resolution, see chapter Xl, Case 11; and chapter VI. Case 29. 

““343rd meeting: pp. 4-7. 
““343rd meeting: pp. 21-22. For replies see S/948, from the 

United Nations Mediator; S/957, from the Arab Higher Com- 
mittee; S/946, S/949 and S/965, from the Provisional Govern- 
ment of Israel; and S/962, from the representative of the 
United Kingdom (0dR., 3rd >wr, Suppl. for Augzrst 1948, pp. 
100-109, 148-151 and 15.5-159). 

*“S/963, 0.X., 3rd year, Suppl. for Aug. 1948, pp. 155-156. 
‘la S/970, 349th meeting: p, 45. 
‘“349th meeting: p. 46. 
“I S/977, 354th meeting : pp. 40-41. 

terioration of the situation in Jerusalem might lead 
to a general resumption of hostilities and requested 
the Council to take prompt action with a view to 
giving effect to its resolution of 1.5 July. 

At the 354th meeting on 19 August 1948, the repre- 
sentatives of Canada, France, the Cnited Kingdom and 
the United States submitted a joint draft rcsolution,4” 
incorporating suggestions of the Mediator, to indicate 
the responsibilities of the parties with regard to truce 
violations, reprisals and retaliations, and to provide 
that no party was entitled to gain advantage through 
violation of the truce. 

At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution was 
adopted in a paragraph by paragraph vote.“Z3 The reso- 
lutions”’ read as follows : 

“The Security Comcil, 
“Taking into account communications from the 

Mediator concerning the situation in Jerusalem, 
“llirc-c/s the attention of the governnlents and au- 

thorities concerned to the resolution of the Security 
Council of 15 Jolly 1948, and 

“l)c~-iclcs pursuant to its resolution of 15 July 
1948. nnrl PO informs the governments and authori- 
ties concerned, that : 

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

“(0) Each party has the obligation to use all 
means at its disposal to prevent action violating the 
Truce by individuals or groups who are subject to 
its authority or who are in territory under its con- 
trol ; 

“cc) Each party has the obligation to bring to 
speedy trial and in case of conviction to punishment, 
any and all persons within their jurisdiction who 
are involved in a breach of the Truce ;426 

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

“(ej No party is entitled to gain military or poli- 
tical advantage through violation of the Truce.” 

At the same meeting, the Council also decided, with- 
out objection, on the proposal of the representative of 
the United Kingclom, to transmit the record of its 
discussion on the question of Palestinian Arab refu- 
gees and Jewish displaced persons to the Economic 
and Social Council and the International Refugee 
Organization.4”0 

Drcisiow of 18 Sejtember 1948 (358th meeting): 
(i) Approval of designation of Dr. Ralph Bwche as 

Actijzg Mediator 

(ii) Request fog a report from the Chief of Sfaq of 
the Ncdiafor on the assassination of the llcciiator 

(iii) Tribute to fhc Mediator 

By cablegram dated 17 September 1948, Dr. Ralph 
Bunche, Personal Representative of the Secretary- 

422 S/981. 
‘29354th meeting: pp. 50-51. 
4=4 S/983. 
125 For the question of domestic jurisdiction in connexion 

with this paragraph, see chapter XII, Case 15. 
c”0354th meeting: pp. 55-56. 
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General to the United Nations Mediator, informed the 
Secretary-General that the Mediator, Count Folke 
Bernadotte, and Colonel Andre P. Serot, United Na- 
tions Observer, had been assassinated on that date 
by “Jewish assailants” in the new City of Jerusalem.*“’ 

At the 358th meeting on 18 September, the Security 
Council approved without vote, two cablegrams428 
which the Acting Secretary-General had sent on the 
previous day with the approval of the President of 
the Council empowering Dr. Ralph Bunche to assume 
full authority over the Palestine Mission until further 
notice and requesting the Chief of Staff of the Medi- 
ator to make the fullest investigation of the circum- 
stances of the assassination.42g 

At the same meeting, the Council unanimously 
adopted a draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of Argentina.430 The resolution read as 
follows : 

“Thr, Security Council, 

“Deeply shocked by the tragic death of the United 
Nations Mediator in Palestine, Count Folke Herna- 
dotte, as the result of a cowardly act which appears 
to have been committed by a criminal group of 
terrorists in Jerusalem while the United Nations 
Representative was fulfilling his peace-seeking mis- 
sion in the Holy Land, 

“Resolves 

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

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

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

The Council was accordingly represented at the 
funeral of the Mediator by its President.431 

Decisions of 19 October 1948 (367th meeting): 

(i) Endorsement of the conclusions of the Acting 
Mediator’s report OH the situation in the Negeb 
as amended 

(ii) Relating to the investigation of the assassination 
of the Mediator, aud the observance of the resolu- 
tions of 15 July and 19 August 1948 

By cablegram dated 27 September 1948,432 the Act- 
ing Mediator submitted to the Council, in response to 
its request of 18 September to the Chief of Staff, a 
further report on the deaths of Count Bernadotte and 
Colonel Serot. 

By cablegram dated 30 September 1948,433 the Act- 
ing Mediator drew the attention of the Council to 
the “increasingly serious situation in Palestine as re- 
gards the authority, prestige and even the safety of 

ur s/1002. 
w S/1003, 358th meeting: p. 2. 
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the personnel engaged in the truce supervision work”, 
and suggested that the Council might indicate to the 
parties that all the obligations set forth in the resolu- 
tions of 15 July and 19 August were to be fully 
discharged. 

By cablegram dated 30 September 1948,434 the 
Chairman of the Truce Commission in Palestine 
informed the Council that a deliberate Jewish cam- 
paign led by the Military Governor of the part of 
Jerusalem under Jewish control was endeavouring to 
discredit the Truce Commission and the Acting Medi- 
ator. 

The Council began consideration of these documents 
at the 365th meeting on 14 October 1948. At the 
same meeting, the representatives of China and the 
United Kingdom submitted a draft resolution435 re- 
lating to the investigation of the assassinations of the 
Mediator and Colonel Andre P. Serot, and to the 
fulfilment of the resolutions of 15 July and 19 August 
1948. 

At the 367th meeting on 19 October 1948, the 
Council also considered two complaints by Egypt al- 
leging violations of the truce by Jewish forces ;436 a 
complaint by the Provisional Government of Israel 
alteging breach of the truce by Egyptian forces ;437 
and a report dated 18 October by the Acting Medi- 
ator concerning the Negeh situation.49s The Acting 
Mediator drew the attention of the Council to the 
serious fighting which had been taking place in the 
Negeb and presented his conclusions on the situation. 

The Acting Mediator’s conclusions were amended 
and sponsored by the representative of Syria and 
adopted by the Security Council by B vote on parts. 
The first part of the conclusions calling for an itn- 
mediate and effective cease-fire in the Negeb was 
adopted unanimously. The remainder of the conclu- 
sions regarding negotiations after the cease-fire were 
adopted by 9 votes in favour, with 2 abstentions.439 
The resolution’“0 rend as follows: 

“The present situation in the Negeh is compli- 
cated by the f!uid nature of military dispositions 
making the demarcation of truce lines difficult, the 
problem of the convoys to the Jewish settlements, 
as well as the problems of the dislocation of large 
numbers of Arabs and their inahility to harvest 
their crops. In the circumstances, the indispensable 
condition to a restoration of the situation is an im- 
mediate and effective cease-fire. After the cease-fire, 
the following conditions might well be considered 
as the basis for further negotiations looking toward 
insurance that similar outbreaks will not again occur 
and that the truce will be fully observed in this 
area : 

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

a S/1023, O.R., 3rd year, Suppl. for Oct. 1948, pp. 48-50. 
uLs S/1032, 365th meeting: pp. 28-29. 
=S/1038 and S/1041, O.R., 3rd year, Suppl. for Oct. 1948, 

pp. 54 and 54-55. 
M S/1043, Ibid., pp. 63-67. 
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“(b) Acceptance by both parties of the conditions 
set forth in the Central Truce Supervision Honrtl 

plifying procedures on United Nations aircraft now 

decision number twelve affecting convop~ ; 
in effect, and by assurances of safe-conduct for all 
Cnited Nations aircraft and other means of trans- 

‘*(c) Agreement by both parties to undertake port ; 
negotiation through Vnitcd Nations intermediaries 
or directly as regards outstanding problems in the 

“(c) To co-operate fully with the Truce Super- 

Negeb and the permanent stationing of LWnitetl X:1- 
vision personnel in their conduct of investigations 

tions Observers throughout the area.” 
into incidents involving alleged breaches of the 
truce, including the making available of witnesses, 

At the same meeting, the representatives of China testimony and other evidence on request; 
and the United Kingdom accepted a I,-SSK amend- 
ment to the joint draft resolution submitted bv them 

“(d) To implement fully by appropriate and 

at the 365th meeting. The amendment was to -remind 
prompt instructions to the commanders in the field 

the Mediator of the desirability of an equitable di.;- 
all agreements entered into through the good offices 

tribution of United Nations observers on the terri- 
of the Mediator or his representatives; 

tories of both parties.4”1 
“(E ) TO take all reasonable measures to ensure 

the safety and safe-conduct of the Truce Super- 
The joint draft resolution, as amended, was thr1) vision personnel and the representatives of the 

adopted ~unani,llously.~~” The resoIutionJ4” read as Mediator, their aircraft and vrhiclcs, while in terri- 
follows : tory under their control; 

“7‘121’ Slw-ify COff?lCil, “(f) To make every effort to apprehend and 

“HnTlin(l irl lrfilld the report of the iictiflg lletli- promptl!; punish any and all persons within their 

ator concerning the assassinations on 17 .S~~l>tenll)c~r juristlictlons guilty of any assault upon or other 

of the United Nations nlecliator Count Folke Rer- aggrcsaiye act against the Truce Supervision per- 

natlotte and LTnitetl Sations Observer Colonel :\ntl& 
sonni*l or the representatives of the Mediator.” 

S&t (document S/1018), the report of the Xcting Dcci.siou.s oJ J A\iozwn brr 1918 (377th meeting) : 
Mediator concerning dificulties cncountcretl in the 
supervision of the truce (document S/1022) ; and the 

(ii Cnllirr~g for- the withtivawal of fot~cs to positions 

report of the Truce Commis>ion for Palestine con- 
llclti on 14 October 1938 and for the cstublishment 

cerning the situation in Jerusalem (document S/ 
of pcvuzaleent trttce l&es and demilitarized zones 

1023 ). 
und crppointiliq a Committee of the Council to 

“iVotcs xvitli concern that the Provisional Govern- 
ndr~& the Acfmg Alediator 

ment of Israel has to date submitted no rtaport to 
(ii) liejpction of draft yrsol2ttioiz sltblnittfd by the 

the Security Council or to the Acting Mediator re- 
rrpvcseututi~z~e of tlzp Ukrairlian SSR 

garding the progress of the investigation into the The Acting Mediator reported to the Council on 

assassinations ; 23 October 1948 that, in response to the resolution 

“Rcqzwsts that Government to submit to the 
of 19 October, the Egyptian Government and the Pro- 

Security Council at an early date an account of the 
visional Government of Israel had informed him that 

progress made in the investigation and to indicate 
cease-fire orders had been issued to their forces.444 

therein the measures taken with regard to negli- Cy letter dated 23 October 1948,4”j Egypt requested 
gence on the part of officials or other factors affect- an urgent meeting of the Council to consider alleged 
ing the crime ; constant and increasing violations of the truce by “the 

“Reminds the Governments and authorities con- Zionist forces in Palestine”. 

cerned that all the obligations and responsibilities At the 373rd meeting on 2G October 1948, the 
of the parties set forth in its resolutions of 15 Tull Council received from the Acting Mediator a letter 
and 19 August 1948 are to be discharged fully ‘anil transmitting communications from the Government of 
in good faith ; Egypt and the Provisional Government of Israel con- 

“Reminds the Mediator of the desirability of an cerning convoys to the Negeb settlements44a and a 

equitable distribution of the United Nations ob- report on the observance of the truce in the Negeb 

servers for the purpose of observing the truce on the an d in the Lebanese sector.417 

territories of both parties; At the same meeting, the Acting Mediator informed 

“Detwmines, pursuant to its resolutions of 15 the Counci1448 that, on 25 October 1948, his Chief of 

July and 19 August 1948, that the Governments and Staff had requested the Government of Egypt and the 

authorities have the duty: Provisional Government of Israel that the forces of 

“(a) To allow duly accredited United Nations both sides be withdrawn to the truce lines as they 

observers and other Truce Supervision personnc>l existed in the Negeb sector on 13 October. 

bearing proper credentials, on official notification, At the 374th meeting on 28 October 1948, the 
ready access to all places where their duties require Council had before it the reply of the Provisional 
them to go including airfields, ports, truce lines and Government of Israel to the Acting Mediator stating 
strategic points and areas; that the Council, in its resolution of 19 October, had 

“(b) To facilitate the freedom of movement of 
Truce Supervision personnel and transport by sim- 444 s/1049. 
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. defined the withdrawal of both parties as a possible 
subject for further negotiations and not as an absolute 
injunction.MO It had also before it a communication 
from Egypt agreeing to the contents of the message 
of 2.5 October.460 

At the same meeting, the representatives of China 
and the United Kingdom submitted a joint draft reso- 
lution,461 of which a revision was submitted at the 
375th meeting on 29 October 1948.462 On the proposal 
of the representative of Canada, the Council appointed 
a sub-committee to consider amendments and revisions 
which had been or might be submitted and in con- 
sultation with the Acting Mediator to prepare a re- 
vised draft resolution.453 

At the 376th meeting on 4 November 1948, the 
Council received the report of the Sub-Committee45” 
which included a new text of the draft resolution as 
approved by a majority with reservations specified in 
the report. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States submitted amendments to the Sub-Committee’s 
text465 and the representative of the Ukrainian SSR 
submitted a draft resolution466 calling upon the two 
parties to begin negotiations on the basis of the reso- 
lution of 19 October with a view to the peaceful 
settlement of unresolved questions. 

At the 377th meeting on 4 November 1948, the 
Council adopted the draft resolution submitted by the 
Sub-Committee and the United States amendment by 
a paragraph by paragraph vote and by a vote on the 
amended draft resolution as a whole. The amended 
draft resolution as a whole was adopted by 9 votes 
in favour, 1 agaihst, with 1 abstention.457 The resolu- 
tion4”s read as follows : 

“The Security Council, 
“Having decided on 15 July that, subject to 

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

“Having decided on 19 August that no party is 
permitted to violate the truce on the ground that it 
is undertaking reprisals or retaliations against the 
other party, and that no party is entitled to gain 
military or political advantage through violation of 
the truce ; and 

“Having decided on 29 May that, if the truce 
was subsequently repudiated or violated by either 
party or by both, the situation in Palestine could 
be reconsidered with a view to action under Chapter 
VII of the Charter ;4a0 
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“Takes note of the request communicated to the 
Government of Egypt and the Provisional Govern- 
ment of Israel by the Acting Mediator on 26 Octo- 
ber (S/1058) following upon the resolution adopted 
by the Security Council on 19 October 1948; and 

“Calls upon the interested Governments, without 
prejudice to their rights, claims or position with 
regard to a peaceful adjustment of the future situa- 
tion of Palestine or to the position which the Mem- 
bers of the United Nations may wish to take in 
the General Assembly on such peaceful adjustment: 

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

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

“Appoints a Committee of the Council, consisting 
of the five permanent members together with Belgium 
and Colombia, to give such advice as the Acting 
Mediator may require with regard to his responsi- 
bilities under this resolution and, in the event that 
either party or both should fail to comply with 
sub-paragraphs ( 1) and (2) of the preceding para- 
graph of this resolution within whatever time-limits 
the Acting Mediator may think it desirable to fix, to 
study as a matter of urgency and to report to the 
Council on further measures it would be appropriate 
to take under Chapter VII of the Charter.” 
At the same meeting, the Ukrainian draft resolution 

was voted upon in parts and rejected by 2 votes in 
favour and 1 against, with 8 abstentions.460 

Decisions of 16 Noventber 1948 (381st meeting): 

(i) Calling for the establishment of an armistice461 

(ii) Rejection of draft resolution submitted by the 
representative of the USSR 

At the 377th meeting on 4 November 1948, the 
representative of Lebanon* raised the question whether 
the resolution adopted at that meeting applied to 
incidents in Galilee as well as to those in the Negeb. 
Following discussion, the representative of the ‘United 
Kingdom pr,oposed a draft resolution462 to extend the 
scope of the resolution to the situation in northern 
Palestine. 

At the 378th meeting, held in private on 9 Novem- 
ber, the Acting Mediator* submitted suggestions in the 
form of a draft resolution,4s3 to which amendments464 
were submitted by the representative of the USSR at 

ldo 377th meeting : pp. 45-46. 
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the 379th meeting, also held in private, on 10 Novem- 
ber. As amended, this draft resolution would call 
upon the parties directly involved in the conflict in 
Palestine to undertake immediate negotiations directly 
or through the good offices of the Acting Mediator 
concerning the settlement of all outstanding problems 
of the truce and the establishment of a formal peace. 

At the 380th meeting on 15 November, the repre- 
sentatives of Belgium, Canada and France submitted 
a joint draft resolution4”” on the establishment of an 
armistice in Palestine. 

At the 3Slst meeting on 16 November, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom withdrew his draft 
resolution and the representative of Syria proposed 
an amendment*“” to the joint draft resolution to pro- 
vide that the resolution of 4 November should be 
applied to the Galilee area. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution submitted 
by the Acting Mediator, as revised by the representa- 
tive of the USSR, was voted upon in parts and re- 
jected by 2 votes in favour and 9 abstentions.487 

At the same meeting, the Syrian amendment to the 
joint draft resolution was rejected by 3 votes in favour 
and 8 abstentions.468 

At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution was 
voted on in parts and adopted. There were 8 votes in 
favour and 3 abstentions on the first three paragraphs 
and 8 votes in favour, 1 against and 2 abstentions on 
the fourth and fifth paragraphs.4GQ The resolution470 
read as follows: 

“The Security Comcil, 

“Reuflinning its previous resolutions concerning 
the establishment and implementation of the truce 
in Palestine, and recalling particularly its resolution 
of 15 July 1948 which determined that the situation 
in Palest&e constitutes a threat to the peace within 
the meaning of Article 39 of the Charter; 

“Tailing note that the General Assembly is con- 
tinuing its consideration of the future government of 
Palestine in response to the request of the Security 
Council of 1 April 194-S (S/714) ; 

“IVithout prejudice to the actions of the Acting 
Mediator regarding the implementation of the reso- 
lution of the Security Council of 4 November 1948, 

“Dccidcs thaf, in order to eliminate the threat to 
the peace in Palestine and to facilitate the transition 
from the present truce to permanent peace in Pales- 
‘tine, an armistice shall be established in all sectors 
of Palestine ; 

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

C 
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-381st meeting: p. 54. 
‘“381st meeting: pp. 51-53. 
-381st meeting: p. 55. 
-381st meeting: pp. 53-55. 
‘“S/lOSO, O.R., 3rd year, Suppl. for Nov. 1948, pp. 13-14. 

. 
“(a) The delineation of permanent armistice de- 

marcation lines beyond which the armed forces of 
the respective parties shall not move; 

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

Decision of 29 December 1948 (396th meeting): Call- 
irlg for au immediate cease-fire and inzplenzentation 
of tltc r.csol:ction of 4 November 1948 

By cablegram dated 23 December 194S471 and letter 
dated 24 December 1948,47’ Egypt informed the 
Council that Jewish forces had launched a new large- 
scale attack and requested an urgent meeting to ex- 
amine the situation resulting from alleged repeated 
violations by Jewish forces of the cease-fire orders of 
the Council. 

By cablegrams dated 25 December and 27 Deccm- 
ber 1948,4i” the Acting Mediator transmitted reports 
concerning the fighting in the Negeb. He stated that 
he was unable to supervise effectively the truce in the 
Negeb, since United Nations observers were being 
refused access to the area on the Israeli side; and that 
the intransigent attitude assumed by Israeli authorities 
on the situation at Al Faluja was a major factor in 
preventing progress toward implementation of the 
Council resolution of 16 November. 

The Council considered these communications at the 
394th, 395th and 396th meetings on 28 and 29 Decem- 
ber 1948. 

At the 394th meeting, the representative of the 
United Kingdom submitted a draft resolution474 which 
was revised at the 396th meeting on the suggestions 
of the representatives of France and China.475 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution as revised 
was voted upon in parts, and adopted as a whole by 
8 votes in favour and 3 abstentions.476 The resolu- 
tion4T7 read as follows: 

“The Secwity Council, 

“h’avillg considered the report of the Acting Medi- 
ator (document S/1152) on the hostilities which 
broke out in Southern Palestine on 22 December, 

“Calls zrpo?? the Governments concerned : 
“ ( i ) to order an itnmediate cease-fire; 
“( ii) to implement without further delay the 

resolution of 4 November and the instructions 
issued by the Acting Mediator in accordance with 
paragraph 5( 1) of that resolution; and 

“(iii) to allow and facilitate the complete super- 
vision of the truce by the United Nations observers; 

‘iln~t~~f~f~ the Committee of the Council appointed 
on 4 November to meet at Lake Success on 7 January 
to consider the situation in Southern Palestine and 
to report to the Council on the extent to which the 

“I S/l 147. 
4’2S/1151, OJR., 3rd year, Szcpfil. for Dec. 1948, pp. 299-f&l. 
““S/1152 and S/1153, O.R., 3rd year, Suppl. for Dec. 1948, 

no. 300-30s. 
A A’?4 S/l 163, 394th meeting : pp. 13-14. 

“’ S/1169, 396th meeting : pp. 23-26. 
“’ 396th meeting : pp, 23-26. 
“’ S/l 169. 
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C;O\ crnnlrtlts: concerned have by that date complied 
\vith the present resolution and with the resolutions 
of 3 and 16 Novetnber; 

“Znvites Cuba and Norway to replace as from 1 
J.anuary the two retiring members of the Committee 
(Belgium and Colombia) ; and 

“Expresses the hope that the members of the 
Conciliation Commission appointed by the General 
Assembly on 11 December will nominate their rep- 
resentatives and establish the Commission with as 
littIe delay as pos5ible.” 

Decisiolrs of 11 ~12~gllst 1949 (437th meeti??g): 
(i) Tributes to the Mediator, Acting Mediator and 

their staffs 
(ii) i\enfiirr~~li~lg tfzc cease-fire order, relieving the 

/Ictinq .\lediator of further responsibility under 
Cou&il rcsoldons. alld calling on the parties to 
ImlLre obserT’ance of the argrzistice agreelrle?lts 

By letter dated 21 July 1949,478 the Acting Mediator 
submitted a report on the status of the armistice 
negotiations and the truce in Palestine. He stated that 
as a result of armistice agreements between Israel and 
the neighbouring states an armistice applied at that 
time to all of the fighting fronts in Palestine. The 
Council’s resolution of 16 November 1948 had thus 
been fulfilled by the parties to the Palestine dispute. 
He annexed to his report suggestions in the form of 
a draft resolution. 

The report was considered by the Council at the 
433rd to 435th and 437th meetings between 4 and 11 
August 1949. 

At the 433rd meeting on 4 August, the representa- 
tives of Canada and Norway submitted a joint draft 
resolution47” to pay tribute to the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine. 

At the 434th meeting on 4 August, the representa- 
tive of Canada submitted a draft resolution sponsoring 
the Acting Mediator’s suggestions, and incorporating 
certain amendn~ents.4”0 The representative of France 
submitted <amendments to the Canadian draft resolu- 
tion.*$’ At the 435th meeting on 8 August, three texts 
were replaced by a joint Canadian-French draft reso- 
lution.48” 

At the 437th meeting on II August, the represen- 
tative of the USSR submitted amendments483 to the 
joint Canadian-French draft resolution to delete refer- 
ences to the Conciliation Commission for Palestine, to 
recall the United Nations observers from Palestine. and 
to dishand the staff of the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization. 

At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution sub 
mitted by Canada and Norway at the 433rd meeting 
was adopted without objection.484 The resolution“*” 
read as follows: 

“’ S/1357, 0.X.. 4th yrar, Suppl. for Aug. 1949, pp. 1-7. 
“Ip S/1362, O.R., 4th yew, SuppI. for Aug. 1949, pp. 8-9. 
W S/1365, 434th meeting: p. 28. 
M S/1364, 434th meeting: pp. 35-36. 
w S/1367, 435th meeting: pp. 2-3. 
csl,S/1375, O.R., 4th year, Suppl. for Aug. 1949, p. 9. 
*%437th meeting: p. 12. 
= S/1376-1. 

“The Security Cow&l, 

“Having taken note of the repot-t of the Acting 
United Nations Mediator on Palestine, subtnitted 
upon the completion of his responsibilities, 

“Desires to pay special tribute to the qualities of 
patience, perseverance and devotion to the ideal of 
international peace of the late Count Folke llerna- 
dotte, who stabilized the situation in I’alestine and 
who, together with ten members of his staff, gave 
his life in the service of the United Xations, and 

“Desires to express its deep appreciation of the 
qualities of tact, understanding, perseverance and 
devotion to duty of Dr. Ralph J. Bun&e, Acting 
United Nations Mediator on Palestine, who has 
brought to a successful conclusion the negotiation of 
armistice agreements between Egypt, Jordan, Leba- 
non and Syria on the one hand, and Israel on the 
other, and. 

“Desires also to associate in this expression of 
appreciation the members of the staff of the United 
Nations Mission in Palestine, including both the 
members of the United Nations Secretariat and the 
Belgian, French, Swedish and United States Officers 
who served on the staff and as military observers 
in Palestine.” 

At the same meeting, the USSR amendments to the 
joint Canadian-French draft resolution were rejected. 
The first two amendments received 2 votes in favour 
and 2 against, with 7 abstentions. The third amend- 
ment received 2 votes in favour and 6 against, with 
3 abstentions.4s0 

At the same meeting, the joint Canadian-French 
draft resolution was adopted by 9 votes in favour, 
none against, with 2 abstentions.487 The resolution488 
read as follows: 

“The Security Council, 
“Having noted with satisfaction the several arm- 

istice agreements concluded by means of negotiations 
between the parties involved in the conflict in Pales- 
tine in pursuance of its resolution of 16 November 
1948 (S/1080) ; 

“Errpresses the hope that the Governments and 
authorities concerned, having undertaken hy means 
of the negotiations now being conducted by the 
Palestine Conciliation Commisgion, to fulfil the re- 
quest of the General Assembly in its resolution of 
11 December 1948 to extend the scope of the arm- 
istice negotiations and to seek agreement hy nego- 
tiations conducted either with the Conciliation Com- 
mission or directly. will at an early date achieve 
agreement on the final settIement of all questions 
outstanding between them ; 

“Finds that the armistice agreements constitute an 
important step toward the establishment of perma- 
nent peace in Palestine and considers that these 
agreements supersede the truce provided for in the 
resolutions of the Security Council of 29 May and 
15 July 1948 ; 

‘%437th mectine: a~. 12-13. 
lgi 437th meeting : b.- 13. 
‘a S/1376-11. For discussion in connexion with this resolu- 

tion, see chapter XI, Case 12. 
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“Reafirws, pending the final peace settlement, the 
order contained in its resolution of 1.5 July 1948 
to the Governments and authorities concerned, pur- 
suant to Article 40 of the Charter of the Linited 
Nations, to observe an unconditional cease-fire and, 
bearing in mind that the several armistice agrec- 
ments include firm pledges against any further acts 
of hostility between the partics and also provide for 
their supervision by the parties themselves, relies 
upon the parties to ensure the continued application 
and observance of these agreements ; 

“Decides that all functions assigned to the United 
Nations Mediator on Palestine having been dis- 
charged, the Acting Mediator is relieved of any 
further responsibility under Security Council reso- 
lutions ; 

“AVotes that the armistice agreements provide that 
the execution of those agreements shall be super- 
vised by mixed armistice commissions whose Chair- 
man in each case shall be the United Nations Chief 
of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization or 
a senior officer from the observer personnel of that 
organization designated by him following consulta- 
tion with the parties to the agreements; 

“Requests the Secretary-General to arrange for 
the continued service of such of the personnel of 
the present Truce Supervision Organization as rnay 
be required in observing and maintaining the cease- 
fire, and as may be necessary in assisting the parties 
to the armistice agreements in the supervision of 
the application and observance of the terms of those 
agreements, with particular regard to the desires 
of the parties as expressed in the relevant articles 
of the agreements; 

‘(Requests the Chief of Staff mentioned ahovc to 
report to the Security Council on the observance of 
the cease-fire in Palestine in accordance with the 
terms of this resolution; and to keep the Palestine 
Conciliation Commission informed of matters affect- 
ing the Commission’s work under the General As- 
sembly resolution of 11 December 1948.” 

Decision of 2.5 October 1949 (453rd meeting): Ad- 
jowwnent of further discussion OH the question of 
the demilitarization of the Icrusalew area 

At the request of the representative of Egypt, the 
Security Council, at the 450th meeting on 11 October 
1949, included on the agenda the question of the 
“demilitarization of the Jerusalem area, with special 
reference to General Assembly resolution 194 (III), 
dated 11 December 194S”.4”9 

The question was considered at the 453rd meeting 
on 25 October. At the same meeting, the Council 
decided, without objection, on he proposal of the 
President (United States), to adjourn further discus- 
sion of the question indefinitely and to leave the item, 
pending the discussion in the General Assembly, on 
the list of matters of which the Security Council was 
seized.490 

-450th meeting: pp. l-2. 
u” 453rd meeting: p. 4. 

Decisiotl of li November 19.50 (524th meeting): Ref- 
erence to the Mixed Armistice Conmissions of 
corttplailrts scc6wittcd to the Council by the parties 

Complaints regarding alleged violations of armistice 
agreements were submitted for inclusion in the agenda 
of the Council by Egypt by letter dated 15 September 
1950,““l by Israel by telegram dated 16 September 
1950,4”2 and by Jordan by letter dated 21 September 
1950.4”” 

At the 502nd meeting on 18 September 1950, the 
Council decided to include the I’gyptian complaint in 
its agenda. 4V4 At the 503rd meeting on 26 September, 
it decided, at the suggestion of the President i L’nited 
Kingdom) to combine the complaints submitted by 
Egypt and by Israel under the heading “The Palestine 
cluestion”.4sJ’j At the 511 th meeting on 16 October, the 
Council adopted without objection the follo\ving item 
in the agenda.4”G 

“The Palestine question : 
“(a) Expulsion by lsrael of thousands of I’ales- 

tinian Arabs into Egyptian territory, and violation 
by Israel of the Egyptian-Israeli General Armistice 
Agreement (S/1790) ; 

“(b) Violation by Egypt of the Egyptian-Israeli 
General Armistice Agreement through the mainten- 
ance for seventeen months of blockade practices in- 
consistent with the letter and spirit of the armistice 
agreement (S/1794) ; 

“(c) Violation by Jordan of the General Armistice 
Agreement between the Hashemite Kingdom of the 
Jordan and Israel through non-implementation for 
nineteen months of article VIII of the armistice 
agreement ( S/ 1794) ; 

“(d) \.iolation by Egypt and Jordan of their 
respective armistice agreements with Israel by of- 
ficially and pul)licly threatening aggressive action 
contrary to article I, paragraph 2, of the aforesaid 
agreements ( S/l793 j ; 

“(,e) Non-observance by Egvpt and Jordan of 
the procedures laid down in article X, paragraph 7, 
and article XI, paragraph 7, of their respective 
armistice agreements with Israel, stating that claims 
or complaints presented hy either party shall be 
reicrred inniie(liatcly to the llisetl Armistice Com- 
mission through its Chairman (S/1794) ; 

“(.i) Complaint of aggression perpetrated by Israel 
on 28 :.\ugust 1950 and of its occupation of Jordan 
territory situated near the confluence of the rivers 
Yarmuk and Jordan (S/1824) .” 

The Council considered the complaints at the Sllth, 
514111, 517th. 51&h, 522nd and 524th meetings be- 
tween 16 October and 17 November 1950. 

At the 522nd meeting on 13 November, the repre- 
sentatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States submitted a joint draft resolution4Y7 to 

*‘S/1790, OX., 5th year, Suppl. tar Sept.-Dec. 19.50, pp. 
23-24. 

IBz S/1794, O.R., 5th year, Suppl. for Sept.-Dec. 1950, p. 55. 
‘“S/1824, 0.X., 5th year, Suppl. for Sept.-Dec. 1950, pp. 

63-69. 
"'502nd meeting: p. 15. 
‘CS 503rd meeting: p. 10. 
‘w 51 Ith meeting: p. 2. 
“S/1899, 522nd meeting: pp. 15-17. 
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refer the complaints to the corresponding Mixed 
Armistice Commissions. 

At the 524th meeting on 17 November, the repre- 
sentative of Egypt made several suggestions for amend- 
ing the draft resolution,4”8 and at the same meetillg, 
the spotlsors submitted a revised draft resolution.““g 

At the same meeting, the revised joint draft reso- 
lution was adopted by 9 votes in favour, \vith 2 absten- 
tions.500 The resolution”“’ read as follows : 

“The Security Council, 

“Recalling its resolution of 11 August 1949 lvhere- 
in it noted with satisfaction the several armistice 
agreements concluded by means of negotiations be- 
tween the parties involved in the conflict in Pales- 
tine; expressed the hope that the Governments and 
authorities concerned would at an early date achieve 
agreement on final settlement of a11 questions out- 
standing between them; noted that the various arm- 
istice agreements provided that the execution of the 
agreements would be supervised by Mixed Armistice 
Commissions whose chairman in each case ~vould be 

the United Nations Chief of Staff of the Truce 
Supervision Organization or his designated rrpre- 
sentative ; and, bearing in mind that the several 
armistice agreements include firm pledges against 
any further act of hostility between the parties and 
also provide for their supervision by the parties 
themselves, relied upon the parties to ensure the con- 
tinued application and observance of these agree- 
ments, 

“Taking into consideration. the views expressed 
and the data given by the representatives of Egypt. 
Israel, and the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan and 
the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organ- 
ization on the complaints submitted to the Council : 
(S/1790, s/1794, S/1824) ; 

“Notes that with regard to the implementation of 
article VIII of the Israel-Jordan General Armistice 
Agreement the Special Committee has been formed 
and has convened and hopes that it mill proceed 
expeditiously to carry out the functions contem- 
plated in paragraphs 2 and 3 of that article; 

“Calls upon the parties to the present complaints 
to consent to the handling of complaints according 
to the procedures established in the armistice agree- 
ments for the handling of complaints and the settle- 
ment of points at issue; 

“Xeqacsts the Israel-Egyptian Mixed Armistice 
Commission to give urgent attention to the Egyptian 
complaint of expulsion of thousands of Palestine 
Arabs ; 

“Calls upon both parties to give effect to any 
finding of the Israel-Egyptian Mixed Armistice 
Commission regarding the repatriation of any such 
Arabs who in the Commission’s opinion are entitled 
to return; 

“* 524th meeting: pp. 6-7. 
‘80524th meeting: pp. 9-10. 
m 524th meeting : p. 16. 
M1 S/1907, O.R., 5th year, Suppl. for Sejt.-Dec. 1950, pp. 1X?- 

124. 

“Authorizes the Chief of Staff of the Truce Super- 
vision Organization with regard to the movement 
of nomadic Arabs to recommend to Israel, Egypt 
and to such other Arab States as may be appropri- 
ate, such steps as he may consider necessary to 
control the movement of such nomadic Arabs across 
international frontiers or armistice lines by mutLla1 
agreement ; 

“Calls zapon the Government concerned to take in 
the future no action involving the transfer of persons 
across international frontiers or armistice lines with- 
out prior consultation through the Mixed Armistice 
Commissions ; 

“Talzes note of the statement of the Government 
of Israel that Israel armed forces will evacuate Bir 
Qattar pursuant to the 20 March 1950 decision oi the 
Special Committee, provided for in article X, para- 
graph 4, of the Egyptian-Israel General Armistice 
Agreement, and that the Israel armed forces will 
withdraw to positions authorized by the Armistice 
Agreement ; 

“Reminds Egypt and Israel as Member States of 
the United xations of their obligations under the 
Charter to settle their outstanding differences, and 
further reminds Egypt, Israel, and the Hashemite 
Kingdom of Jordan that the armistice agreements 
to which they are parties contemplate ‘the return of 
permanent peace in Palestine’, and, therefore, urges 
them and the other States in the area to take all 
such steps as will lead to the settlement of the 
issues between them ; 

“Recpests the Chief of Staff of the Truce Super- 
vision Organization to report to the Security Council 
at the end of ninety days, or before if he deems 
necessary, on the compliance given to this resolu- 
tion and upon the status of the operations of the 
various Mixed Armistice Commissions, and further 
requests that he submit periodically to the Security 
Council reports of all decisions made by the various 
Mixed Armistice Commissions and the Special Com- 
mittee provided for in article X, paragraph 4, of the 
Egyptian-Israel General Armistice Agreement.” 

Decision of 8 Alay 1951 (545th meeting): Calli?q for 
cessation of fi‘ghting in and around the demilitarized 
COHC established by the Syrian-Israel Gexeral Arm- 
istice itgrcrme~zt502 

The representative of Syria, by letters dated 6 
Apri1503 and 9 April 1951,“““ and the representative 
of Israel, by telegram dated 7 April 1951,~0~ requested 
the Council to include several complaints regarding 
violations of the Syrian-Israel General Armistice 
Agreement of 20 July 1949 in the agenda. The second 
Syrian letter held that the matters brought by it to 
the notice of the Council fell under Articles 34 and 
35 of the Charter. 

M12 For the preceding discussion concerning the applicabilitp 
of Articles 39 and 40, see chapter XI, Case 13. 

* S/207j, OX., 6th year, Suppl. for April-Juxe 1951, p. 38. 
M4S/2078, O.R., 6th gear, Supfil. for April-June 1951, pp. 

39-40. 
“‘S/2077, O.R., 6th year, Suppl. for April-Jzcnr 1951, pp. 

35-39. 
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Xt the 541st meeting on 17 npril 19.51, these con- 

c” 
plaints were included in the agenda, without objet- 
tion,““” in the following form: 

“The Palestine question : 
“(u) Violations of the General Armistice iigree- 

mcnt (Starting and continuing operations for drai11- 
ing the 13&h swamps within the demilitarized zont’ 
against the wishes of Syria, Arab landowners and 
Lnited Nations Supervisers, thus violating rcpeatetl- 
1~ the terms of the Armistice Agreement and defying 
the recommendation and advice of the United Na- 
tions Supervisers) (S/2075, S/2078) ; 

“(b) Military Occupation by Israel of demilitar- 
ized zones (Oxupation of demilitarized zones 1~ 
Israel forces anti deliberate attack against a Syr& 
post by lsrael police patrols ; Israel attempt to occupy 
Hammeh where they were repulsed with loss I 
(S/2075, S/2078) ; 

“(c) 1:iring on Syrian posts (Firing of automatic 
weapons and mortars on Syrian military posts I 
(S/2075, S/2078) ; 

C 

“(d) Evacuation of :jrab inhabitants (I-vacua- 
tion of the Arab inhabitants by force within th(. 
demilitarized zones) (S/2075, S/2078) ; 

“(e) Eombing and demolishing incidents ( liomb- 
ing of Syrian military posts and demolishing of 
Arab vill&es on Syrian territory on 5 Ylpril 1951 ) 
(S/2075, S/2078) ; 

“(f) Complaint of S yrian violation of the General 
ilrmistice Agreement between Israel and Syria In. 
persistent firing on civilian workers in the demilr- 
tarized zone in Israel territory near Banat \TakUtJ 

on 15 March 1951 ant1 between 25 and 28 March 
1951 (S/2077) ; 

“(9) Complaint of s . -~rlan violation of the Gcn- 
cral Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria 
by the entry of Syrian armed forces into the de- 
militarized zone in Israel territorv between El 
Hamma and Khirbeth Tewfig on ‘3 April 1951 
(S/2077) ; 

“(h j Complaint of Syrian violation of the General 
Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria b\- 
the action of Syrian armed forces in opening fire 
on Israel civilian policemen near El llamma in 
Israel territory oil iF April 1951, killing seven Israel 
civilian policemen and wounding three (S/2077) .” 

The Council considered the complaints at the 541st 
and 542nd meetings on 17 and 25 April and at the 
543th to 547th meetings between 2 and 18 May 1951, 

By telegram dated 6 May 1951,507 the permanent 
representative of Israel requested that the Council 1~ 
convened urgentlv to include in the agenda and tn 
discuss the follov&g item : 

“Israel complaint of Syrian aggression against 
Israel territory since 2 May 19.51 and p&istcnt 
Syrian attacks on the demilitarized zone.” 

At the 545th meeting on 8 May, the Council in- 
cluded the complaint in the agenda as subitem (i\ 
under “The Palestine qucstion”.SOR 

600541st meeting: p. 2. 
507 S/2121, O.R., 6th year, .%ppl. for Apr-it-Jwie 1951, PP. 

100-101. 
“OB545th meeting: p. 3. 
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At the same meeting, the representatives of France, 
Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States 
submitted a joint draft resolution:“‘” which was adopted 
by 10 votes in favour, with 1 abstention.;‘10 The reso- 
lution read as follows : 

“1. Recalling its resolutions of 15 July 1948, 11 
August 1939, and 17 Nowmlwr 1950, 

“2. No&g with concern that fighting has broken 
out in and around the demilitarized zone established 
by the Syriali-Israel General Armistice ;lgreement 
of 20 July 1949 and that iighting is continuing de- 
spite the cease-fire order of the Acting Chief of 
Staff of the l;nitcd Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization issued on 3 hlay 1951, 

“3. Ca1J.s zfpolz the parties or persons in the areas 
concerned to cease fighting, and brings to the atten- 
tion of the partic.s their obligations under ilrticle 
2, paragraph 4, of the Charter of the rnitctl ru’ations 
and the Security Council’s resolution of 15 July 
1948 and their commitments under the General 
Armistice Agreement, and accordingly calls upon 
them to comply with these obligations and commit- 
1llClltS.” 

The Council then continued consitleratinn of the 
complaints before it. 

At the 546th meeting on 16 May 1951, th- repre. 
sentatives of France, Turkey, the United Kingdom 
and the United States submitted a joint draft resolu- 
tion;‘” indicating measures to be taken by the parties 
in connesion with matters brought before the Council. 

At its 547th meeting on 1S May 1951, the joint 
draft resolution was adopted 1~ 10 votes in favour, 
with 1 al~stention.;” The rvsoluiion”‘:: red as follows : 

“Iiccalling its past resolutions of 15 July 1948, 
11 August 1949, 17 Sovembcr 19.50 and 8 May 
1951 relating to the (;eneral Armistice Agreements 
between Israel and the neighboring Arab States and 
to the provisions contained therein concerning mcth- 
ods for maintaining the armistice and resolving dis- 
putes through the Mixed Armistice Commission 
participated in by the partics to the General Armi- 
>tice Agreements, 

“Notilzg the complaints of Syria and Israel to 
the Security Council, statements in the Council of 
the representatives of Syria and Tsrael, the reports 
to the Secretary-General of the Ynited Nations hy 
the Chief of Staff and the Acting, Chirf of Staff of 
the United Nations Truce Superwsion Organization 
for Palestine and statements before the Council by 
the Chief of Staff of the TTnitetl Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization for Palestine, 

c*x) S/2130, 545th meeting: p. 4. 
610545th meeting: p. 25. 
‘I1 S/2152/Rev.l, 546th meeting: pp. 2-5. 
51a 547th meeting: p. 41. 
ma S/2157. 
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“Noting that the Chief of Staff of the Truce 
Supervision Organization in a memorandum of 7 
March 1951, and the Chairman of the Syrian-Israel 
Mixed Armistice Commission on a number of occa- 
sions have requested the Israel delegation to the 
Mixed Armistice Commission to ensure that the 
Palestine Land Development Company, Limited, is 
instructed to cease all operations in the demilitar- 
ized zone until such time as an agreement is arranged 
through the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Con- 
mission for continuing this project, and, 

“Noting further that article V of the General 
Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria gives 
to the Chairman the responsibility for the general 
supervision of the demilitarized zonr, 

“Endorses the requests of the Chief of Staff and 
the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission 
on this matter and calls upon the Government of 
Israel to comply with them; 

‘rDecZures that in order to promote the return of 
permanent peace in Palestine, it is essential that 
the Governments of Israel and Syria observe faith- 
fully the General Armistice Agreement of 20 July 
1949; 

“Arotes that under article VII, paragraph 8, of 
the Armistice Agreement, where interpretation of 
the meaning of a particular provision of the agree- 
ment, other than the preamble and articles I and 
II, is at issue, the Mixed Armistice Commission’s 
interpretation shall prevail ; 

“Culls upon the Governments of Israel and Syria 
to bring before the Mixed Armistice Commission 
or its Chairman, whichever has ,the pertinent re- 
sponsibility under the Armistice Agreement. their 
complaints and to abide by the decisions resulting 
therefrom ; 

“Considers that it is inconsistent with the objec- 
tives and intent of the Armistice Agreement to re- 
fuse to participate in meetings of the Mixed Armi- 
stice Commission or to fail to respect requests of 
the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission 
as they relate to his obligations under article V 
and calls upon the parties to be represented at all 
meetings called by the Chairman of the Commission 
and to respect such requests; 

“Culls upon the parties to give effect to the fol- 
lowing excerpt cited by the Chief of Staff of the 
Truce Supervision Organization at the 542nd meet- 
ing of the Security Council on 25 April 1951, as 
being from the summary record of the Syria-Israel 
Armistice Conference of 3 July 1949, which was 
agreed to by the parties as an authoritative comment 
on article V of the General Armistice Agreement 
between Israel and Syria: 

“ ‘The question of civil administration in villages 
and settlements in the demilitarized zone is provided 
for, within the framework of an Armistice Agree- 
ment, in sub-paragraphs 5 (b) and 5 (f) of the 
draft article. Such civil administration, including 
policing, will be on a local basis, without raising 
general questions of administration, jurisdiction, 
citizenship, and sovereignty. 

“ ‘Where Israeli civilians return to or remain in 
an Israeli village or settlement, the civil administra- 

-.-.. 

tion and policing of the village or settlement will 
be by Israelis. Similarly, where Arab civilians re- 
turn to or remain in an Arab village, a local Arab 
administration and police unit will be authorized. 

“ ‘As civilian life is gradually restored, admini- 
stration will take shape on a local basis under the 
general supervision of the Chairman of the Mixed 
Armistice Commission. 

“ ‘The Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission, in consultation and co-operation with the 
local communities, will be in a position to authorize 
all necessary arrangements for the restoration and 
protection of civilian life. He will not assume re- 
sponsibility for direct administration of the zone.’ 

“Recalls to the Governments of F-rria and Israel 
their obligations under Article 2, paragraph 4, of 
the Charter of the United Nations and their com- 
mitments under the Armistice Agreement not to 
resort to military force and finds that: 

“(a) Aerial action taken by the forces of the 
Government of Israel on 5 April 1951, and 

“(b) Any aggressive military action by either of 
the parties in or around the demilitarized zone, 
which further investigation by the Chief of Staff 
of the Truce Supervision Organization into the re- 
ports and complaints recently submitted to the Coun- 
cil may establish, 
“constitute a violation of the cease-fire provision 
provided in the Security Council resolution of 15 
July 1948 and are inconsistent with the terms of the 
Armistice Agreement and the obligations assumed 
under the Charter; 

“Noting the complaint with regard to the evacua- 
tion of Arab residents from the demilitarized zone; 

“(a) Decides that Arab civilians who have been 
removed from the demilitarized zone by the Govern- 
ment of Israel should be permitted to return forth- 
with to their homes and that the Mixed Armistice 
Commission should supervise their return and re- 
habilitation in a manner to be determined by the 
Commission ; and 

“(b) Holds that no action involving the transfer 
of persons across international frontiers, armistice 
lines or within the demilitarized zone should be 
undertaken without prior decision of the Chairman 
of the Mixed Armistice Commission. 

“Noting with concern the refusal on a number of 
occasions to permit observers and officials of the 
Truce Supervision Organization to enter localities 
and areas which were subjects of complaints in order 
to perform their legitimate functions, considers that 
the parties should permit such entry at all times 
whenever this is required, to enable the Truce Supcr- 
vision Organization to fulfil its functions, and should 
render every facility which may be requested by 
the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission 
for this purpose ; 

“Reminds the parties of their obligations under 
the Charter of the United Nations to settle their 
international disputes by peaceful means in such 
manner that international peace and security are 
not endangered, and expresses its concern at the 
failure of the Governments of Israel and Syria to 
achieve progress pursuant to their commitments 



-- 

under the Armistice Agreement to promote the re- 
turn to permanent peace in Palestine; 

“I?irrrts the C‘hi~f of Staff of the Trlice Super- 
vision 0rganizntion to take the ncccssary steps to 
give effect to this resolution for the purpose of rc- 
>toring pence in the area , and authorizes him to take 
such measures to witore peace in the area an(l to 
make such representations to the Governments of 
Tsrael and Syria as he Inay deem necessary ; 

“Calls rt/~on tllc Chief of Staif of thr Truce Super- 
vision Organization to report to the St.curitv Coun- 
cil on compliance given to the present resoi77tiOn : 

“12c~lrcsts the Secrctar!--(&era1 to furnish such 
additional personnel and assistance as the Chief oF 
Staff of the ?‘r77w Supervision Organization nix\ 
recliiest in cnrr\~iri~ o7it the present resolution at12 

the C4~7lrlcil’s &wlutions of 8 Mny 1951 and 17 

November 1950.” 

l)rfisioti of 1 .Scftcllrhr~r 1951 (558th mrcting) : Calliq 
~ifmz I?cy)‘pt to trrluinntc tl7cT restrictions 012 thr 
fO.L$-tl(Jr Of infrmntio7znl commrrdal 
tlrvolt~qll thr Sltcz Canal 

shipping 

1:~ letter dxte(l 1 I July 19.51,~” the lwrmanent rep- 
resentativc of Israel requested that the following item 
I)e placed on the agentIn of the Coimcil for urgent 

discussion : 

“Restrictions impoxd hy Egypt on the passage 
of ships through the Suez Canal.” 

.- Jle stated that the Government of Egypt. in contra- 
vention of international law, of the Suez Canal Con- 
vention of 1883 and of the Egyptian-Israel Armistice 
:\greement of 1919, continued to detain, visit and search 
ships seeking to pass through the Suez Canal on the 
grounds that their cargoes were destined for Israel. 
In his report to the Council.51” the Chief of Staff of 
the Truce Supervision Organization had characterized 
such interference as an aggressive and hostile xctiott 

contrary to the spirit of the Armistice Agreement. The 
Government of Israel was bringing the question to the 
Council as a matter endangering the peace and securit\ 
of the Middlr East. 

At the 539th meeting on 26 July 1951, the Council 
decided to include the complaint in the agenda under 
the general heading : “The Palestine question”.61c 

The q77estion ~~7s considered hy the Council at the 
519th to 553rd mcytings between 26 JLII~ and 16 

Ak7g77st 1951, 555th nweting on 27 August, 556th meet- 
ing on 29 August and 558th meeting on 1 Septemhel 

e 1951. 

The representative of Egypt contended at the 549th, 
550th and 553rd meetings that Egypt was not violating 
the Armistice Agreement, that the Egyptian-Tsraeli 
Special Committee established by the Armistice .4gwe- 
ment had matle a final decision on 12 Tune 1951”‘7 
denying the right of the Mixed Armistice’ Commission 
to demand from the Egyptian Government that it 

- 

“‘S/2241, O.R.. 6th par, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1951, pp. 9- 
10. 

““S/2194, O.R., 6th year, Suppl. for April-Jurtc 193’1, pp. 
162-164. 

“’ 549th meeting: p. 1. 
“*S/2194, 0.X., 6th ycau, Suppl. for April-June 1951, pp. 

162-163. 

~1707dtl llnt intcrf~w with the passage of goods to Israel 
through the Suez Canal , and that the Israel complaint 

Fvas tlr)n-receiv;tl)le. 

:\t the 55&d nic~ting 011 16 .\77gust. the representa- 
tives of I;rance, thr I’nitetl Kingdom antI the 1:nitcd 
States sulmiittetl a joint tlraft resolution, which was 
revised at the 553rd meeting on the same tlnv.51s 

At the Y&h meeting 011 1 .scl)teml)er, thr revised 
joint (II-aft resolution bx atloptetl 1)~ P votes in favour, 
none against, with 3 :ll,stc’iltiorls.~‘!’ The resoltltion”‘0 
read as follo\vYj: 

“The Srcuvity Cotrm-il. 

“1. IZrcnltin!g that in its resol77tion of 11 August 
1949 (S/1370) relating to the conclusion of Armi- 
stice r\greements Iwtween Israel and the neighhor- 
ing Arab States it tlrelv attention to the pledges in 
these i1greements ‘against any further acts of hos- 
tility between the Parties’, 

“2. Iicrulling filrther that in its resolution of 17 
Novcmher 1950 (S/1907) it reminded the States 
concerned that the Armistice Agreemellts to which 
they were parties contemplated ‘the return of perma- 
nent pence in I’alcstine’, antl thrrefore llrged ihem 
and the other States in the area to take all such 
steps as would lead to the settlement of the issues 
bctwc.en them, 

“3. Noting the report of the Chief of Staff of the 
Truce Supervision Organization to the Security 
Council of 12 June 1951 (S/2191), 

“4. FUY~~ZCY notitig that the Chief of Staff of the 
Truce Supervision Organization recalled the state- 
mult of the senior Egyptian delegate in Rhodes On 

13 -January 1939, to the effect that his delegation 
was ‘inspired with every spirit of co-operation, con- 
ciliation and sincere desire to restore peace in Pales- 
tine’, and that the Icgyptian Government has not 
complied with the earnest plea of the Chief of Staff 
made to the Egyptian delegate on 12 June 1951, 
that it desist from the present practice of inter- 
ferin_g with the passage through the Suez Canal of 
goods destined for Tsrael. 

“5. Considrrinq that since the armistice regime, 
which has been in existence for nearly two and a 
half years, is of a p(‘rmallcnt character, neither 
party can reasonably asset-t that it is activelv a 
helligerent or requires to esercise the right of &sit, 

search, and seizure for anq’ legitimate purpose of 
self-tlefcnce, 

“6. Finds that the mntntenance of the practice 
mentioned in paragraph 4 ahove is inconsistent with 
the objectives of a peaceful settlement between the 
parties and the establishment of a permanent peace 
in Palestine set forth in the Armistice Agreement; 

“7. l;inds fwthev that such practice is an abuse of 
the exercise of the right of visit, search and seizure; 

“8. Further finds that the practice cannot in the 
prevailing circumstances he justified on the ground 
that it is necessary for self-defrnce; 

518 S/2298/Rev.l, 558th meeting: pp. 2-3. 
“’ 558th mwting : p. 3. 
62o S/2322. For the preceding discussion concerning the appli- 

cability of Article 51, see chapter XI, Case 21. For objection 
to the draft resolution ac contrary to the Purposes and 
Princiglcs of the Charter, see Chapter XII, Case 24. 
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“9. And further noting that the restrictions on the 
passage of goods through the Suez Canal to Israel 
ports are denying to nations at no time connected 
with the conflict in Palestine valuable supplies re- 
quired for their economic reconstruction, and that 
these restrictions together with sanctions applied by 
Egypt to certain ships which have visited Israel 
ports represent unjustified interference with the’ 
rights of nations to navigate the seas and to trade 
freely with one another, including the :irab States 
and Israel ; 

“10. Calls z~pon Egypt to terminate the restric- 
tions on the passage of international commercial 
shipping and goods through the Suez Canal wherever 
bound and to cease all interference \vith such ship- 
ping beyond that essential to the safety of shipping 
in the Canal itself and to the observance of the 
international conventions in force.” 

The Palestine question remained on the list of mat- 
ters of which the Security Council is seized. 

THE INDIA.PAKISTAN QUESTION521 

On 1 January 1948, the Government of India re- 
ported to the Security Council details of a situation 
existing between India and Pakistan owing to the aid 
which invaders, consisting of nationals of Pakistan 
and tribesmen from the territory immediately adjoin- 
ing Pakistan on the north-west, were drawmg from 
Pakistan for operations against Jammu and Kashmir, 
a State lvhich, having acceded to the Dominion of 
India, the Government of India declared to he part 
of India. The Government of India considered the 
giving of this assistance by T’akistan to be an act of 
aggression against India, and likely to endanger the 
maintenance of international peace and security, since 
in self-defence India might be compelled to enter 
Pakistan territory in order to take military action 
against the invaders. The Government of India, being 
anxious to proceed according to the principles and 
aims of the Charter, brought the situation to the atten- 
tion of the Security Council under Article 35 of the 
Charter.622 

On 15 Januarv 1948 the Government of Pakistan 
emphatically denled that they were giving aid and 
assistance to the so-called invaders, or had committed 
any act of aggression against India. The Azad (Free) 
Kashmir Government was struggling for liberty, and 
was possibly being helped by a certain number of 
independent tribesmen and persons from Pakistan as 
volunteers. The complaint of India under Article 35 
of the Charter contained a threat of direct attack 
against Pakistan. Under Article 35 of the Charter the 
Government of Pakistan further brought to the attcn- 
tion of the Security Council a situation existing bc- 
tween India and Pakistan which had already given 
rise to disputes tending to endanger the rnaintcnance 
of international peace and security. The Pakistan 
Government had unsuccessfully tried over a period of 
many months to seek a solution of the dispute by the 

=‘For the claim of the right of self-defence in conformity 
with Article 51 in connexion with this question, see chapter 
XI, Case 20. 

“‘S/628, O.R., 3rd yrar, Suj$l. for Nov. 1948, pp. 139-144. 

methods described in Article 33 of the Charter. The 
main points of the charges concerned India’s action in 
the State of Jammu and Kashmir, the unlawful occu- 

pation of the State of Junagadh and other States by 
Indian forces, the mass destruction of Muslims in a 
prearranged programme of genocide, and failure to 
implement agreements between the two countries.“‘” 

The question was included in the agenda at the 
226th meeting on 6 January 1948 under the title “The 
Jammu and Kashmir question”.““4 

The Security Council considered the question at the 
22Gth-232nd, 234th-237th, 23Yth-246tl1, 250th-257th, 
26-ith-266th, 209th, 283th-287th, 289th, 290th, 304th, 
305th, 31 lth, 312th, 315th, 382nd, 399th, 457th, 458th, 
463rd-471st, 532nd-540th, 543rd, 564t’- and 566th meet- 
ings, betlveen 6 January 1948 and 31 December 1951. 

L)ecisim of 17 JarlltarV 1938 (229th weeti?zg): Re- 
quest ta the two parties nut to take any steps which 

Ijlight aggraetate t/cc silflation 

By cablegram dated 6 January 1948, the President 
(Belgium) asked the Governments of India and Paki- 
stand to refrain from any step incompatible with the 
Charter and liable to result in an aggravation of the 
situation, thereby rendering more difficult any action 
by the Security Council.sY4 

,%I the 227th meeting on 15 January 1948, the repre- 
sentative of India* declared that, having failed to 
achieve a settlement of the question through negotia- 
tions with the Government of Pakistan, the Govern- 
ment of India had to invoke the assistance of the 
Council to persuade the Government of Pakistan not 
to give direct or indirect aid to forces fighting in the 
State of Jammu and Kashmir.5’” 

-.1t the 22Sth and 229th meetings on 16 and 17 Janu- 
ary respectively, the representative of Pakistan*’ de- 
clared that it was impossible to appraise the issues 
referred to the Council under Article 3.5 of the Charter 
without direct reference to the background of the 
matter, which he proceeded to state in some detail. He 
declared that the Jammu-Kashmir Government had 
refused or ignored offers of friendly discussions and 
had called in Indian troops without informing Pakistan 
of its intended action. He called for the evacuation of 
all elements foreign to the State, including tribesmen 
and Indian army troops as the best step to a solution 
of the questiorLZZF 

At the 229th meeting on 17 January, the President 
submitted a draft resolutior? which, with one amend- 
ment to the preamble, was adopted by 9 votes in 
favour and none against, with 2 ahstentions.62s The 
resolution52Q read as follows : 

“The Sewity CounciZ, 

“Having heard statements on the situation in 
Kashmir from representatives of the Governments 
of India and Pakistan, 

“S/646, and Corr.1, O.K., 3rd year, Szrppl. for NOV. 1948, 
pp. 67-87. 

‘% S/636, 226th meeting: p. 4. 
=227th meeting : pp. 11-28. 
Wd228th and 229th meetings: pp. 90-120. 
G21 229th meeting: pp. 120-121. 
‘“229th meeting : p. 125. For the President’s consultation with 

the parties, see chapter I, Case 26. 
cm S./651. 
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“Recognizing the urgency of the situation, 

-. “Taking note of the telegram addressed on 6 
January by its President to each of the parties and 
of their replies thereto; and in which they affirmed 
their intention to conform to the Charter, 

“Calls upon both the Government of India and 
the Government ,of Pakistan to take immediately all 
measures within their power (including public ap- 
peals to their people) calculated to improve the 
situation, and to refrain from making any statements 
and from doing or causing to be done or permitting 
any acts which might aggravate the situation; 

“L4nd fz~tkcr rccllrrs/s each of those Governments 
to iniorm the Council immediately of any material 
change in the situation which occurs or appears to 
either of them to hc about to occur while the matter 
is under consideration by the Council, and consult 
with the Council thereon.” 

At the same meeting, at the suggestion of the repre- 
sentative ‘of the United Kingdom, it was further de- 
cided that discussion of the question be adjourned 
until 20 January 1948 and that, during the interim 
period, the President should hold joint discussions 
with the representatives of India and Pakistan.530 

Decision of 20 January 1938 (230th vneetiug): Estab- 
lishmel7t of the UGtrd Nations Comlnissiort 

At the 230th meeting on 20 January, the President, 
as the representative of Belgium, submitted a draft 

rC resolution53i which was adopted at the same meeting 
by 9 votes in favour and none against, with 2 absten- 
tions.532 The resolution read as follows: 

“The Security Council, 

“Considering that it may investigate any dispute 
or any situation which might, by its continuance. 
endanger the maintenance of international peace and 
security: that, in the existing state of affairs be- 
tween India and Pakistan, such an investigation is 
a mat,ter of urgency, 

“Adopts the following resolution: 

“A. A Commission of the Security Council is 
hereby established, composed of representatives of 
three Members of the IUnited Nations, one to be 
selected by India, one to be selected bv Pakistan, 
and the third to be designated by the two-so selected. 

“Each representative on the Commission shall be 
entitled to select his alternates and assistants. 

“B. The Commission shall proceed to the spot as 
quickly as possible. It shall act under the authoritv 
of the Security Council and in accordance with thk 
directions it mav receive from it. Tt shall keep the 
Security Council currently informed of its activities 
and of the development of the situation. It shall re- 
port to the Security Council regularly. submitting 
its conclusions and proposals. 

-229th meeting: pp. 12.5-128. See chapter X, Case 5. for 
LL these conversations in relation to Article 33. 

gQ S/654, 230th meeting : pp. 129-131. 
=230th meeting: p. 143. For discussion in relation to Article 

34? see chapter X. Case 16. On the working of the Com- 
mlssion, see Organization and Procedure of United Nations 
Commissions: XI. The United Kations Commission for India 
and Pakistan (United Nations publications, 19%X.1). See also 
chapter V, Case 6. 

“C. The Commission is invested with a dual 
function : 

34 
“( 1) to investigate the facts pursuant to Article 
of the Charter; 

“(2) to exercise, without interrupting the work 
of the Security Council, any mediatorv influence 
likely to smooth away difficulties; to ca;ry out the 
directions given to it by the Security Council; and 
to report how far the advice and directions, if any, 
of the Security Council have been carried out. 

“D. The Commission shall perform the functions 
described in clause C : 

“(1) in regard to the situation in the Jammu 
and Kashmir State set out in the letter of the Repre- 
sentative of India addressed to the President of the 
Security Council, dated 1 January 1948, and in the 
letter from the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Paki- 
stan addressed to the Secretary-General, dated 15 
January 1948 ; and 

“(2) in regard to other situations set out in the 
letter from the Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
Pakistan addressed to the Secretary-General, dated 15 
January 1948, when the Security Council so directs. 

“E. The Commission shall take its decision by 
majority vote. It shall determine its own procedure. 
It may allocate among its members, alternate mem- 
bers, their assistants, and its personnel such duties 
as may have to be fulfilled for the realization of its 
mission and the reaching of its conclusions. 

“F. The Commission, its members, alternate 
members, their assistants and its personnel, shall 
be entitled to journey, separately or together, where- 
ever the necessities of their ta’sks may require, and, 
in particular, within those territories which are the 
theatre of the events ‘of which the Security Council 
is seized. 

“G. The Secretary-General of the United Na- 
tions shall furnish the Commission with such per- 
sonnel and assistance as it may consider necessary.” 

Derisioll of 22 January 1948 (231st meeting): Adop- 
tion of agenda clzanginq the title to “India-Pakistan 
qz~estion” 

On 20 January 1948, the Government of Pakistan 
requested consideration of matters in the Pakistan com- 
plaint other than the Jammu-Kashmir question. At the 
231st meeting on 22 January 1948, the title in the 
agenda “Jammu and Kashmir question” was altered to 
the “In&a-Pakistan question”, with the understand- 
ing that the Kashmir question would be discussed 
first as a particular case of the India-Pakistan dispute, 
though this would not mean that consideration of the 
issues in the Pakistan complaint would be postponed 
until consideration of the Kashmir question had been 
completed. 533 The President (Belgium), after further 
negotiations with the parties,534 submitted draft resolu- 
tions at the 237th meeting. The request of India to 
adjourn proceedings was discussed at the 243rd-246th 
meetings, and the Council thereafter discussed other 
aspects of the question. 

bJa S/655, 231st meeting: pp. 143-168. See chapter II, Case 42. 
w See chapter I, Case 27. Draft resolutions submitted were 

S/661, S/662, S/667, S/671 and S/679. 
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Decision of 21 April 1948 (286th meeting): illodifica- 
tion of instructiom to the United Nations Conmis- 

sion for India and Pakistan 
On the return of the Indian delegation the Council 

continued consideration of the question. The draft 
resolutions submitted to the Council eventually 
were replaced at the 284th meeting on 17 April by a 
joint draft resolution submitted by the representatives 
of Belgium, Canada, China, Colombia, the United 
Kingdom and the United States,635 which was voted 
upon paragraph by paragaph and adopted at the 286th 
meeting on 21 April 1948.536 The resolution read as 
follows ?‘1 

“The Security Council, 
“Having considered the complaint of the Govern- 

ment of India concerning the dispute over the State 
of Jammu and Kashmir, 

“Having heard the representative of India in sup- 
port of that complaint and the reply and counter 
complaints of the representative of Pakistan, 

“Being strongly of opinion that the early restora- 
tion of peace and order in Jammu and Kashmir is 
essential and that India and Pakistan should do 
their utmost to bring about a cessation of all fighting, 

“AToting with satisfaction that both India and Paki- 
stan desire that the question of the accession of 
Jammu and Kashmir to India or Pakistan should 
be decided through the democratic method of a free 
and impartial plebiscite, 

“Considering that the continuation of the dispute 
is likely to endanger international peace and security, 

“Reafirms the Council’s resolution of 17 January, 
“Kesolves that the membership of the Commission 

established by the resolution of the Council Jf 20 
January 1948 shall be increased to five and shall 
include in addition to the membership mentioned 
in that resolution, representatives of and 

-, and that if the membership of the 
(Commission has not been completed within ten days 
from the date of the adoption of this resolution the 
President of the Council may designate such other 
Member or Members of the United Nations as are 
required to complete the membership of five; 

“Instructs the Commission to proceed at once to 
the Indian sub-continent and there place its good 
offices and mediation at the disposal of the Govern- 
ments of India and Pakistan with a view to facili- 
tating the taking of the necessary measures, both 
with respect to the restoration of peace and order 
and to the holding of a plebiscite, by the two Gov- 
ernments, acting in co-operation with one another 
and with the Commission, and further instructs the 
Commission to keep the Council informed of the 
action taken under the resolution, and to this end, 

“Recommends to the Governments of India and 
Pakistan the following measures as those which in 

=284th meeting: p. 2 ; s/726, OX., 3rd ycnr, StippZ. for 
April 1948, pp. 8-12. 

LL9B 286th meeting : pp. 9-40. 
6111 India and Pakistan communicated their views on the 

resolution itI ~/734/Corr.l and in S/735 respectively (0% 
3rd pw. Suppi. for ~Vov. 1948, p. 66, and for May 1948. pp. 
40-42). For communications between the Secretary-General and 
India regarding the plebiscite administrator, see S/756 (OX., 
3rd year, Suppl. for May 1948, PP. 92%). 

the opinion of the Council are appropriate to bring 
about a cessation of the fighting and to create proper 
conditions for a free and impartial plebiscite to de- 
cide whether the State of Jammu and Kashmir is 
to accede to India or Pakistan. 

“A. Restoration of peace and order 
“1. The Government of Pakistan should under- 

take to use its best endeavours: 
“(a) To secure the withdrawal from the State of 

Jammu and Kashmir of tribesmen and Pakistani 
nationals not normally resident therein who have en- 
tered the State for the purposes of fighting, and to 
prevent any intrusion into the State of such ele- 
ments and any furnishing of material aid to those 
fighting in the State; 

“(b) To make known to all concerned that the 
measures indicated in this and the following para- 
graphs provide full freedom to all subjects of the 
State, regardless of creed, caste, or party, to express 
their views and to vote on the question of the acces- 
sion of the Stat:, and that therefore they should 
co-operate in the maintenance of peace and order. 

“2. The Government of India should: 
“(a) When it is established to the satisfaction of 

the Commission set up in accordance with the Coun- 
cil’s Resolution of 20 January that the tribesmen are 
withdrawing and that arangements for the cessa- 
tion of the fighting have become effective, put into 
operation in consultation with the Commission a 
plan for withdrawing their own forces from Jammu 
and Kashmir and reducing them progressively to 
tne minimum strength required for the support of 
the civil power in the maintenance of law and order; 

“(b) Make known that the withdrawal is taking 
place in stages and announce the completion of each 
stage ; 

“(c) When the Indian forces shall have been re- 
duced to the minimum strength mentioned in (a) 
above, arrange in consultation with the Commission 
for the stationing of the remaining forces to be 
carried out in accordance with the following prin- 
ciples : 

“(i) That the presence of troops should not af- 
ford any intimidation or appearance of intimidation 
to the inhabitants of the State ; 

“(ii) That as small a number as possible should 
be retained in forward areas; 

“(iii) That any reserve of troops which may be 
included in t1.e total strength should be located with- 
in their present base area. 

“3. The Government of India should agree that, 
until such time as the Plebiscite Administration re- 
ferred to below finds it necessary to exercise the 
powers of direction and supervision over the State 
forces and police provided for in paragraph 8, they 
will be held in areas to be agreed upon with the 
Plebiscite Administrator. 

“4. After the plan referred to in paragraph 2 (u) 
above has been put into operation, personnel re- 
cruited locally in each district should so far as 
possible be utilized for the re-establishment and 
maintenance of law and order with due regard to 

-^_..-- - _ _ _....._ .__ 
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protection of minorities, subject to such additional 
requirements as may be specified by the Plebiscite 
Administration referred to in paragraph 7. 

“5. If these local forces should be found to be 
inadequate, the Commission, subject to the agree- 
ment of both the Government of India and the Gov- 
ernment of Pakistan, should arrange for the use of 
such forces of either Dominion as it deems effective 
for the purpose of pacification. 

“B. Plebiscite 

“6. The Government of India should undertake 
to ensure that the Government of the State invite 
the major political groups to designate responsible 
representatives to share equitably and fully in the 
conduct of the administration at the Ministerial 
level, while the plebiscite is being prepared and 
carried out. 

“7. The Government of India should undertake 
that there will be established in Jammu and Kash- 
mir a Plebiscite Administration to hold a plebiscite 
as SOOX~ as possible on the question of the accession 
of the State to India or Pakistan. 

“8. The Government of lndia should undertake 
that there will be delegated by the State to the 
Plebiscite Administration such powers as the latter 
considers necessary for holding a fair and impartial 
plebiscite including, for that purpose only, the direc- 
tion and supervision of the State forces and police. 

“9. The Government of India should, at the re- 
quest of the Plebiscite Administration, make avail- 
able from the Indian forces such assistance as the 
Plebiscite Administration may require for the per- 
formance of its functions. 

“10. (a) Th e xovernment of India should agree C 
that a nominee of the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations will be appointed to be the Plebiscite 
Administrator. 

“(b) The Plebiscite Administrator, acting as an 
officer of the State of Jammu and Kashmir, should 
have authority to nominate his assistants and other 
subordinates and to draft regulations governing the 
plebiscite. Such nominees should be formally ap- 
pointed and such draft regulations should be formally 
promulgated by the State of Jammu and Kashmir. 

“(c) The Government of India should undertake 
that the Government of Jammu and Kashmir will 
appoint fully qualified persons nominated by the 
Plebiscite Administrator to act as special magistrates 
within the State judicial system to hear cases which 
in the opinion of the Plebiscite Administrator have 
a serious bearing on the preparation for and the 
conduct of a free and impartial plebiscite. 

“(d) The terms of service of the Administrator 
should form the subject of a separate negotiation 
between the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
and the Government of India. The Administrator 
should fix the terms of service for his assistants and 
subordinates. 

“(e) The Administrator should have the right to 
communicate directly with the Government of the 
State and with the Commission of the Security 
Council and, through the Commission, with the 

Security Council, with the Governments of India 
and Pakistan and with their representatives with 
the Commission. It would be his duty to bring to 
the notice of any or all of the foregoing (as he in 
his discretion may decide) any circumstances arising 
which may tend, in his opinion, to interfere with 
the freedom of the plebiscite. 

“11. The Government of India should undertake 
to prevent, and to give full support to the Adminis- 
trator and his staff in preventing, any threat, co- 
ercion or intimidation, briberv or other undue in- 
fluence on the voters in the plebiscite, and the 
Government of India should publicly announce and 
should cause the Government of the State to an- 
nounce this undertaking as an international obliga- 
tion binding on all public authorities and officials in 
Jammu znd Kashmir. 

“12. The Government of India should themselves 
and through the Government of the State declare 
and make known that all subjects of the State of 
Jammu and Kashmir, regardless of creed, caste or 
party, will be safe and free in expressing their views 
and in voting on the question of the accession of 
the State and that thcrc: will be freedom of the 
Press, speech and assembly and freedom of travel 
in the State, including freedom of lawful entry and 
exit. 

“13. The Government of India should use and 
should ensure that the Government of the State also 
use their best endeavours to effect the withdrawal 
from the State of all Indian nationals other than 
those who are normally resident therein or who on 
or since 15 August 1947 have entered it for a law- 
ful purpose. 

“14. The Government of India should ensure that 
the Government of the State release all 
prisoners and take all possible steps so that: 

political 

“(a) All citizens of the State who have left it 
on account of disturbances are invited, and are free, 
to return to their homes and to exercise their rights 
as such citizens; 

“(b) There is no victimization; 

“(c) Minorities in all parts of the State are ac- 
corded adequate protection. 

“15. The Commission of the Securitv Council 
should at the end of the plebiscite certify to the 
Council whether the plebiscite has or has not been 
really free and impartial. 

“C. General P,ronisions 

“16. The Governments of India and Pakistan 
should each be invited to nominate a representative 
to be attached to the Commission for such assistance 
as it may require in the performance of its task. 

“17. The Commission should establish in Jarnmu 
and Kashmir such observers as it may require of 
any of the proceedings in pursuance of the measures 
indicated in the foregoing paragraphs. 

“18. The Security Council Commission should 
carry out the tasks assigned to it herein.” 
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Decision of 23 April 1948 (287th meeting): No?+ 
tion of m,elnbers of the United Nations Conwwszon 

At the 2S7th meeting on 23 April 1948, the Council 
added Belgium and Colombia s38 to the United Na- 
tions Commission for India and Pakistan. 

At the 289th meeting on 7 May the President 
(France) nominated the United States53Q as the fifth 
member of the Commission.540 

De&io?z of 3 June 1938 (312th meeting): Instructions 
to the Commission 

After further consideration, beginning at the 289th 
meeting on 7 May 1948, of other matters in the India- 
Pakistan question, the President (Syria) stated at the 
312th meeting on 3 June that the best solution would 
be to enlarge the Commission’s terms of reference to 
cover these matters, so that at a later date they could 
either be dealt with by the Commission or taken up 
again in the Council. He submitted a draft resolution 
which, with an amendment submitted by the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom, was adopted at the 
same meeting by 8 votes in favour and none against, 
with 3 abstentions.“41 The resolution54” read as follows : 

“The Security Council 

“Reufirnzs its resolutions of 17 January 1948, 
20 January 1948 and 21 April 1948; 

“Directs the Commission to proceed without de- 
lay to the areas of dispute witt a view to accom- 
plishing in priority the duties assigned to it by the 
resolution of 21 April 1948, 

‘And directs the Commission further to study and 
report to the Security Council when it considers it 
appropriate on the matters raised in the letter of 
the Foreign Minister of Pakistan, dated 1.5 January 
1948, in the order outlined in Paragraph D of the 
resolution of the Council dated 20 January 1948.” 

Derisioll of 8 JwIe 1948 (315th meeting): Explanation 
of Cow&‘s resolution of 3 June 1948 

At the 315th meeting on S June 1948, the President 
(Syria) stated that he had received a letter from the 
representative of India543 conveying a message from 
the Prime Minister of India expressing the surprise of 
his Government that the ,Council should have thought 
fit, in its resolution of 3 June 1948, to direct the 
Commission to study and report on matters other than 
the Jammu and Kashmir question. 

At the suggestion of the representative of China, 
the Council agreed that the President should reply to 
the Indian Prime Minister explaining that “what the 
Security Council did . . . was to tell the Commission 
to go ahead, to deal first with the Kashmir question, 
and then, when it deemed it appropriate, to study and 

bpB 287th meeting : p. 3. 
611p 289th meeting : b. 8. 
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report on the other three questions raised by the dele- 
gation of Pakistan”.544 

Decision of 25 November 1948 (382nd meeting): Ex- 
pression of support for the United Nations Com- 
mission and endorsement of its appeal to both parties 
to refrain from any prejudicial action 

The Commission proceeded to the sub-continent of 
India in July 19448 and submitted an Interim Report 
on 9 November 1948.545 The report was discussed at 
the 382nd meeting of the Council on 25 N,ovember 
1948. 

The representative of Pakistan* informed the Coun- 
cil that Pakistan forces, which had entered Kashmir 
during the previous six months, had taken a purely 
defensive action, but recent Indian military advances 
in Kashmir might force Pakistan to take new military 
counter measures. 

The Council agreed, on the suggestion of the Presi- 
dent (Argentina), that he convey to the Commission 
the following : “Firstly, it (the Security Council) de- 
sires to inform the Commission appointed to intervene 
in the dispute between India and Pakistan that it (the 
Commission) can count on the full support of the 
Security Council and that the Council wishes it to 
continue its work for the purpose of arriving at a 
peaceful solution. Secondly, it desires to bring to the 
attention of the Governments of India and Pakistan the 
need for refraining from an; action which might ag- 
gravate the military or the political situation and 
consequently prejudice the negotiations which are at 
present being carried on for the purpose of arriving 
at a final and peaceful understanding in the matter.“j40 

Decision of 13 January 1949 (399th meeting) : Instruc- 
tions to the United Nations Conzmission to return 
to the sub-continent of India 

The Commission obtained a suspension of hostilities 
in the state of Jammu and Kashmir, and the cease-fire 
order came into effect on 1 January 1949. 

By letter dated 10 January 1949, the Chairman and 
the Rapporteur of the Commission forwarded to the 
President of the Council the Commission’s Second 
Interim Report covering the period of the Commis- 
sion’s activities from 25 September 1948 to 5 January 
1949, when it adopted a resolution embodying the basic 
principles for a plebiscite in the state of Jammu and 
Kashmir.547 

At the 399th meeting on 13 January 1949, the 
Council considered the report and the President 
(‘Canada) expressed the view of the Council that the 
Commission should “return to the sub-continent of 
India, at its earliest convenience, in order to continue 
the work which it has already so far advanced”.548 

Decision of 17 December 1949 (457th meeting): Re- 
quest to the President of the Council to meet infor- 
mally -with the two partzes 

At the 457th meeticg on 17 December, the Third 
Interim Report of the United Nations Commission was 

“’ 315th meeting : pp. 2-7. 
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presented to the Council by the Chairman of the 
Commission.54Q The Commission considered that a 
single person could more effectively conduct further 
negotiations. He should be given broad authority to 
endeavour to bring the two Governments together on 
all issues and should have an undivided responsibility. 
The representative of Czechoslovakia on the Commis- 
sion submitted a minority report550 recommending the 
establishment of a new commission, composed of rep- 
resentatives of all States members of the Security 
Council, to carry out its mediation task without delay, 
at Headquarters, and the parties availing themselves 
of the opportunity to reach an understanding as to 
differences in connexion with the Commission’s reso- 
lutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949. 

At the same meeting, the Council by a vote of 9 
in favour and none against, with 2 abstentions, adopted 
a suggestion by the representative of Norway, that 
the President (Canada) should meet informally with 
the representatives of India and Pakistan, examine the 
possibilities of finding a mutually satisfactory basis 
and report to the Security Council551 

At the 458th meeting on 29 December, the Council 
heard from its President (Canada), General Mc- 
Naughton, an account of his talks with the representa- 
tives of India and Pakistan and agreed that he should 
continue his negotiations with the two parties. if 
necessary, even after the expiration of his term of 
office as President of the Council on 31 December 
1949.552 

DE&ion of 14 March 19.50 (470th meeting): Appoint- 
melrt of a United Nations Representative for India 
afzd Pakistan 
In response to an invitation agreed upon by the 

Security Council at its 462nd meeting on 17 January 
19.50,653 General McNaughton on 3 February 1950 
communicated a full report of his negotiations with 
the parties since 17 December 1949. 

At its 463rd meeting on 7 February, the Council be- 
gan consideration of General McNaughton’s report.564 

At the 467th meeting on 24 February, the repre- 
sentatives of Cuba, Norway, the United Kingdom and 
the United States submitted a joint draft resolution655 
which was adopted at the 470th meeting on 14 March 
by 8 votes in favour and none against, with 2 absten- 
tions.668 

The resolution read as follows: 
“Having received and noted the reports of the 

‘CJnited Nations Commission for India and Pakistan, 
established by the resolutions of 20 January and 21 
April 1948 ; 

“Having also received and noted the report of 
General A. G. L. McNaughton on the outcome of 
his discussions with the representatives of India and 

M0 S/1430/Rev.l, O.R., 4th ymr, Special Suppl. No. 7. 
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Pakistan which were initiated in pursuance of’ the 
decision taken by the Security Council on 17 Decem- 
her 1949; 

“Commending the Governments of India and 
Pakistan for their statesmanlike action in reaching 
the agreements embodied in the United Nations 
Commission’s resolutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 
January 1949 for a cease fire, for the demilitariza- 
tion of the State of Jammu and Kashmir and for 
the determination of its final disposition in accord- 
ance with the will of the people through the demo- 
cratic method of a free and impartial plebiscite and 
commending the parties in particular for their action 
in partially implementing these resolutions by 

“( 1) The cessation of hostilities effected 1 Janu- 
ary 1949 

“(2) The establishment of a cease-fire line on 
27 July 1949 and 

“(3) The agreement that Fleet Admiral Chester 
W. Nimitz shall be Plebiscite Administrator, 

“Considering that the resolution of the outstand- 
ing difficulties should be based upon the substantial 
mea.s+re of agreement on fundamental principles 
already reached, and that steps sh,ould be taken 
forthwith for the demilitarization of the State and 
for the expeditious determination of its future in 
accordance with the freely expressed will of the 
inhabitants ; 

“The Security Council, 
“1. Calls upon the Governments of India and 

Pakistan to make immediate arrangements, without 
prejudice to their rights or claims and with due re- 
gard to the requirements of law and order, to pre- 
pare and execute within a period of five months 
from the date of this resolution a programme of 
demilitarization on the basis of the principles of 
paragraph 2 of General McNaughton’s proposal or 
of such modifications of those principles as may be 
mutually agreed ; 

“2. Decides to appoint a United Nations Repre- 
sentative for the following purposes who shall have 
authority to perform his functions in such place or 
places as he may deem appropriate: 

“(a) To assist in the preparation and to super- 
vise the implementation of the programme of de- 
militarization referred to above and to interpret the 
agreements reached by the parties for demilitariza- 
tion, 

“(_b), To place himself at the disposal of the 
Governments of India and Pakistan and to place 
before those Governments or the Security Council 
any suggestions which, in his opinion, are likely to 
contribute to the expeditious and enduring solution 
of the dispute which has arisen between the two 
Governments in regard to the State of Jammu and 
Kashmir, 

“(c) To exercise all of the powers and responsi- 
bilities devolving upon the United Nations Commis- 
sion by reason of existing resolutions of the Security 
Council and by reason of the agreement of the 
parties embodied in the resolutions of the United 
Nations Commission of 13 August 1948 and 5 
January 1949, 
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“(d) to arrange at the appropriate stage of de- 
militarization for the assumption by the Plebiscite 
Administrator of the functions assigned to the latter 
under agreements made between the parties, 

“(e) to report to the Security Council as he 
may consider necessary submitting his conclusions 
and any recommendations which he may desire to 
make ; 

“3. Requests the two Governments to take all 
necessary precautions tc ensure that their agreements 
regarding the cease fire shall continue to be faith- 
fully observed, and cafls t4,bon them to take all pos- 
sible measures to ensure the creation and mainten-. 
ante of an atmosphere favourable to the promotion 
of further negotiations ; 

“4. Extends its best thanks to the members of 
the Ul,ited Nations Commission for India and Paki- 
stan and to General A. G. L. McNaughton for their 
arduous and fruitful labours ; 

“5. Agrees that the United Nations Commission 
for India and Pakistan shall be terminated, and de- 
cides that this shall take place one month after both 
parties have informed the United Nations Repre- 
sentative of their acceptance of the transfer to him 
of the powers and responsibilities of the United Na- 
tions Commission referred to in paragraph 2 (c) 
above.” 

At the 471st meeting on 12 April 1950, the Council 
appointed Sir Owen Dixon of Australia as United 
Nations Representative for India and Pakistan by 8 
votes in favour, none against, with 2 abstentions.557 

Decision of 30 March 1951 (539th meetin?): Appoint- 
m.ent of a United Nations Representatave for India 
and Pakistan in succession to Sir Owen Dixon: 
instructions to the United Nations Represelltative 

By letter dated 15 September 1950,658 Sir Owen 
Dixon, United Nations Representative for India and 
Pakistan, transmitted his report to the Council and 
requested formal termination of his position as United 
Nations Representative. 

At the 532nd meeting on 21 February 1951, when 
the Council took up for consideration the report of 
the United Nations Representative, the representatives 
of the United Kingdom and the United States sub- 
mitted a joint draft resolution which, as revised on 
21 March,55” was adopted at the 539th meeting on 
30 March 1951 by 8 votes in favour and none against, 
with 3 abstentions.560 The resolution read as follows: 

“The Security Council, 

“Having received and noted the report of Sir 
Owen Dixon, the United Nations Representative for 
India and Pakistan, on his mission initiated bv the 
Security Council resolution of 14 March 1950, - 

“Observing that the Governments of India and 
Pakistan have accepted the provisions of the United 
Nations Commission for India and Pakistan reso- 
lutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949, and 

-471st meeting: p. 5. One member was absent. 
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have reaffirmed their desire that the future of the 
State of Jammu and Kashmir shall be decided 
through the democratic method of a free and im- 
partial plebiscite conducted under the auspices of 
the United Nations, 

“Observing that on 27 October 1950 the General 
Council of the ‘All Jammu and Kashmir National 
Conference’ adopted a resolution recommending the 
convening of a constituent assembly for the purpose 
of determining the ‘future shape and affiliations of 
the State of Jammu and Kashmir’; observing fur- 
ther from statements of responsible authorities that 
action is proposed to convene such a constituent 
assembly and that the area from which such a con- 
situent assembly would be elected is only a part of 
the whole territory of Jamtnu and Kashmir, 

“Reminding the Governments and authorities con- 
cerned of the principle embodied in the Security 
(Council resolutions of 21 April 1948, 3 June 1948 
and 14 March 1950 and the United Nations Com- 
mission for India and Pakistan resolutions of 13 
August 1948 and 5 January 1949. that the final 
disposition of the State of Jammu and Kashmir will 
be made in accordance with tbe will of the people 
expressed through the democratic method of a free 
and impartial plebiscite conducted under the auspices 
of the United Nations, 

“Affirming that the convening of a constituent 
assembly as recommended by the General Council 
of the ‘All Jammu and Kashmir National Confer- 
ence’, and any action that Assembly might attempt 
to take to determine the future shape and affiliation 
of the entire State or any part thereof would not 
constitute a disposition of the State in accordance 
with the above principle, 

“Declaring its belief that it is the duty of the 
Security Council in carrying out its primary re- 
sponsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security to aid. the parties to reach an 
amicable solution of the Kashmir dispute and that 
a prompt settletnent of this dispute is of vital im- 
portance to the maintenance of international peace 
and security, 

“Observing from Sir Owen Dixon’s report that 
the main points of difference preventing agreement 
between the parties were: 

“(a) The procedure for and the extent of de- 
militarization of the State preparatory to the holding 
of a plebiscite, and 

“(b) Tlie degree of control over the exercise of 
the functions of goverrment in the State necessary 
to ensure a free and fair plebiscite, 

“1. Accepts, in compliance with his request, Sir 
Owen Dixon’s resignation and expresses its grati- 
tude to Sir Owen for the great ability and devotion 
with which he carried out his mission; 

“2. Decides to appoint a United Nations Repre- 
sentative for India and Pakistan in succession to 
Sir Owen Dixon; 

“3. Instructs the United Nations Representative 
to proceed to the sub-continent and, after consulta- 
tion with the Governments of India and Pakistan, 
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to effect the demilitarization of the State of Jammu 
and Kashmir on the basis of the United Nations 
Commission for India and Pakistan resolutions of 13 
August 1948 and 5 January 1949; 

“4. Calls upon the parties to co-operate with the 
United Nations Representative to the fullest degree 
in effecting the demilitarization of the State of JanI- 
mu and Kashmir; 

“5. Instructs the United Nations Representative 
to report to the Security Council within three months 
from the date of his arrival on the sub-continent * 
if, at the time of this report, he has not effected de: 
militarization in accordance with paragraph 3 above, 
or obtained the agreement of the parties to a plan 
for effecting such demilitarization, the United Na- 
tions Representative shall report to the Security 
Council those points of difference between the par- 
ties in regard to the interpretation and execution of 
the agreed resolutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 
January 1949 which he considers must be resolved 
to enable such demilitarization to be carried out; 

“6. Culls upon the parties, in the event of their 
discussions with the United N&ions Representative 
failing in his opinion to result in full agreement, to 
accept arbitration upon all outstanding points of dif- 
ference reported by the United Nations Represerlta- 
tive in accordance with paragraph 5 above, such 
arbitration to be carried out by an arbitrator, or a 
panel of arbitrators, to be appointed by the President 
of the International Court of Justice after consul- 
tation with the parties; 

“7. Decides that the military observer group shall 
continue to supervise the cease fire in the State; 

“8. Requests the Governments of India and Paki- 
stan to ensure that their agreement regarding the 
cease fire shall continue to be faithfully observed 
and calls upon them to take all possible measures to 
ensure the creation and maintenance of an atmos- 
phere favourable to the promotion of further nego- 
tiations and to refrain from any action likely to 
prejudice a just and peaceful settlement; 

“9. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the 
United Nations Representative for India and Paki- 
stan with such services and facilities as may be 
necessary in carrying out the terms of this resolu- 
tion.” 

At the 543rd meeting on 30 April 1951, the Coun- 
cil appointed Dr. Frank P. Graham as United Nations 
Representative for India and Pakistan by 7 votes to 
none, with 4 abstentions.661 

Decision of 29 May 1951 (548th meeting): Message 
from the President of the Security Council to the 
Governments of India and Pakistan concerning re- 
ports that a constituent assembly would be convoked 
in Kashmir 

By letters dated 4 and 10 May 1951,562 the repre- 
sentative of Pakistan brought to the attention of the 
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Council reports that the authorities in Jammu and 
Kashmir were convening a constituent assembly to 
decide the future of the state. The Council was re- 
quested to stop the course of action which would 
prejudice further negotiations between India and Paki- 
stan and create an explosive situation. 

At the 548th meeting on 29 May 1951, the President 
(Turkey) submitted to the Council a proposed text 
of the letter which various delegations suggested 
should be sent by him to the Governments of India 
and Pakistan. 

The text of the President’s letter read as follows:563 

“I have the honour to call your attention to the 
important principles regarding the India-Pakistan 
question restated in the Security Council resolution 
of 30 March 195i (S/2017/Rev.l). 

“Members of the Security Council, at its 548th 
meeting held on 29 May 1951, have heard with 
satisfaction the assurances of the representative of 
India that any constituent assembly that may be 
established in Srinagar is not intended to prejudice 
the issues before the Security Council or to come 
in its way. 

“On the other hand, the two communications to 
me, as President of the Council, from the represen- 
tative of Pakistan, set forth in documents S/2119 
and S/2145, contain reports which, if they are cor- 
rect, indicate that steps are being taken by the 
Yuvaraja of Jammu and Kashmir to convoke a con- 
stituent assembly, one function of which, according 
to Sheikh Abdulla, would be ‘a decision on the 
future shape and affiliation of Kashmir’. 

“It is the sense of the Security Council that these 
reports, if correct, would involve procedures which 
are in conflict with the commitments of the parties 
to determine the future accession of the State by a 
fair and impartial plebiscite conducted under United 
Nations auspices. 

“It seems appropriate to recall the request con- 
tained in the resolution of 30 March that the parties 
create and maintain ‘an atmosphere favourable to 
the promotion of further negotiations and to refrain 
from any action likely to prejudice a just and peace- 
ful settlement’. The Council trusts that the Govern- 
ments of India and Pakistan will do everything in 
their power to ensure that the authorities in Kash- 
mir do not disregard the Council or act in a manner 
which would prejudice the determination of the 
future accession of the State in accordance with the 
procedures provided for in the resolutions of the 
Council and of the ‘United Nations Commission for 
India and Pakistan. 

“AS President of the Security Council, I have 
attempted to summarize the general line of the 
Security Council’s discussion on this matter, a full 
record of which is attached.” 

At the same meeting, the text of the letter was 
adopted by 9 votes in favour and none against, with 
2 abstentions.564 

w 548th meeting: pp. 21-22. 
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De&&r of 10 November 1951 (566th meeting): In- 
struction to the United Nations Representative for 
India and Pakistan to continl$e his eflorts to obtain 
agreement on a plan for demilitarizing Janmu and 
KashuuLir, and to report to the Security Council 
within six weeks 

By letter dated 15 October 1951sfj” the United xa- 
tions Representative for India and Pakistan trans- 
mitted his first report to the Security Council. 

At the 566th meeting on 10 November, the repre- 
sentatives of the United Kingdom and the United 
States submitted a joint draft resolution which was 
adoptedsGF at the same meeting by 9 votes in favour, 
none against, wth 2 abstentions.5G7 The resolution read 
as follows : 

“The Security Council, 

“Having received and xoted the report of Dr. 
Frank Graham, the United Nations Representative 
for India and Pakistan, on his mission initiated by 
the Security Council resolution of 30 March 1951, 
and having heard Dr. Graham’s address to the 
Council on 1s October, 

“Noting with approval the basis for a programme 
of demilitarization which could be carried out in 
conformity with the previous undertakings of the 
parties, put forward by the United Nations Repre- 
sentative in his communication of 7 September 1951 
to the Prime Ministers of India and Pakistan, 

“1. Notes with gratification the declared agree- 
ment of the two parties to those parts of Dr. 
Graham’s proposals which reaffirm their determina- 
tion to work for a peaceful settlement, their will to 
observe the cease-fire agreement and their acceptance 
of the principle that the accession of the State of 
Jammu and Kashmir should be determined by a 
free and impartial plebiscite under the auspices of 
the United Nations; 

“2. Instructs the United Nations Representative 
to continue his efforts to obtain agreement of the 
parties on a plan for effecting the demilitarization of 
the State of Jammu and Kashmir; 

“3. Calls upon the parties to co-operate with the 
United Nations Representative to the fulIest degree 
in his efforts to resolve the outstanding points of 
difference between them ; 

“4. Instructs the United Nations Representative 
to report to the Security Council on his efforts, to- 
gether with his views concerning the problems con- 
fided to him, not later than six weeks after this 
resolution comes into effect.” 

By letter dated 18 December 1951, the United Na- 
tions Representative transmitted his second report568 
in accordance with the resolution. 

=S/23?5 and S/2375/Corr.l, O.R., 6th year, Special SZ@Pl. 
No. 2, pp. l-38. 

"S/2392. 
W5t6th meeting: p. 19. 
* S/24448, O.R., 7th year, Special Suppl. NO. 1, PP. I-37. 
se S/694, O.R., 3rd year, Suppl. for /an., Feb., Mar. 1948, 

pp. 31-34. 

THE CZECHOSLOVAK QUESTION 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 12 March 1948,560 Chile requested 
the Secretary-General, under Article 35 (1)) to refer 
to the Security Council the communication of 10 
March 1948 from Mr. Papanek, “permanent repre- 
sentative of Czechoslovakia”, alleging that the politi- 
cal independence of Czechoslovakia had been violated 
by the threat of the use of force by the USSR in 
violation of Article 2 (4). The representative of Chile 
requested that the Council, in accordance with Article 
34, should investigate the reported events which con- 
stituted “a threat to international peace and security”. 

At the 268th meeting on 17 March 1948 the Council 
included the question in the agenda.j?O In the debate 
on the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of 
the United Kingdom and the United States stresseds7’ 
that the question before the Council was essentially 
the complaint of recourse by the IJSSR to the threat 
of the use of force, contrary to Article 2 (4) .872 The 
representative of the USSR repudiated the allega- 
tion.573 

The Council considered the Czechoslovak question 
at its 268th, 272nd, 273rd, 276th, 27&h, 281st, 288th, 
300th, 303rd and 305th meetings between 17 March 
and 26 May. 

Decision of 24 May 1948 (303rd meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolzttion submitted by the represeytative 
of Chile and sponsored by the representattve of 
Argentina 

At the 281st meeting on 12 April 1948, the repre- 
sentative of Chile* submitted a proposal 574 providing 
for the Security Council “to appoint a sub-committee 
of . . . members” and instruct “this sub-committee to 
receive or to hear . . . evidence, statements and testi- 
monies and to report to the Security Council at the 
earliest possible time”. 

At the 288th meeting on 29 April, the representa- 
tive of Argentina proposed that a vote be taken upon 
the proposal made by the representative of Chile and 
that the sub-committee should consist of three metn- 
bers.575 

At the 303rd meeting on 24 May, the proposal was 
not adopted. There were 9 votes in favour and 2 
against (1 vote against being that of a permanent 
member) .576 

At the same meeting, the representative of Argen- 
tina submitted a draft resolution (S/782) to entrust 

6’0268th meeting: pp. 101-102. For consideration of the in- 
clusion of the question in the agenda, see chapter II, Case 32; 
on the claim of dotnestic jurisdiction, see chapter XII, Case 16. 

sn268th meeting : pp. 91, 99. 
Mz In the discussion at the 281st and 288th meetings, the 

representatives of the United States and Belgium referred in 
similar terms to Article 2 (4) in connexion with the question 
before the Council. See 281st meeting: pp. 25-26; 288th meet- 
ing: p. 18. 

6’,r281st meeting: pp. 3-4. 
6T4281st meeting: p. 2. For text, see chapter X, Case 17. 
&“288th meeting: p. 15. 
s”‘303rd meeting: pp. 28-29, For consideration of voting 

procedure and of the relation of Article 34 to the proposal, 
see chapter IV, Case 49; chapter V, Case 67; chapter X, 
Case 17. 



Part il. Question of the Free Territory of Trieste 353 

the Committee of Experts with the task of obtaining 
further testimonial evidence. 

- The Czechoslovak question remained on the list of 
matters of which the Security Council is seized. 

THE QUESTION OF THE FREE TERRITORY OF 

TRIESTE 

Letter dated 28 July 1948 from the representa- 
tive of Yugoslavia to the Secretary-General 
transmitting a Note from the Government of 
the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia 
concerning the Free Territory of Trieste (S/ 
927 ) 

Ih-ITIM, SROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 28 July 1948, Yugoslavia brought to 
the attention of the Security Council the “consistent 
acts of violations of the clauses of the Treaty of Peace 
with Italy regarding the Free Territory of Trieste on 
the part of the Allied Military Command”;577 by which 
“a situation is created likely to endanger the mainten- 
ance of international peace and security”, and re- 
quested the Council “to assure the respect by the 
Governments of the United States of America and 
the United Kingdom of their international obligations, 
thus guaranteeing the independence of the Free Terri- 
tory of Trieste”.578 

At the 344th meeting on 4 August 1948 the Security 
Council included the question in the agenda.579 

The Security Council considered the question at its 
C 344th to 346th, 34&h, 350th, 353rd and 354th meet- 

ings between 4 August and 19 August 1948. 

Derisions of I9 Aztgzcst 1948 (354th meeting): Rejec- 
tion of draft resollrtions submitted by the represen- 
tatices of Yugoslazia and the Ukrainian SSR 

At the 344th meeting on 4 August 1948, the repre- 
sentative of the United States stated that the charges 
made by the representative of Yugoslavia were “utterly 
devoid of substance”.5S0 

At the 348th meeting on 13 August 1948, the repre 
sentative of Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution to 
declare that certain agreements concluded between the 
Allied Military Command and the Republic of Italy 
were “incompatible with the status of the Free Terri- 
tory of Trieste” and to render them “null and void”.6B1 

At the 353rd meeting on 19 August 1948, the repre- 
sentative of the Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft 
resolution that it was “urgently necessary to settle the 
question of the appointment of a Governor of the Free 
Territory of Trieste”.5s2 

At the 354th meeting on 19 August 1948, the draft 
resolution submitted by the representative of Yugo- 
slavia was rejected by two votes in favour, none 
against, with nine abstentions.bs3 

by 
At the same meeting, the draft resolution submitted 

the representative of the’ Ukrainian SSR was re- 
jected by 4 votes in favour, none against, with 6 

- ;; OK, 3rd par, Suppl. for Aug. 1948, p. 79. 
O.R., 3rd year, Suppl. for Aug. 1948, p. 84. 

“‘344th meeting : p. 1. 
w344th meeting: pp. 8-9. 
m 348th meeting : p. 14. 
=‘353rd meeting: pp. 18-19. 
w 354th meeting : p. 36. 
w354th meeting: p. 37. 

abstentions, and 1 member not participating in the 
voting.6s4 

THE HYDERARAD QUESTION 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By cablegram dated 21 August 1948,585 Hyderabad 
informed the Security Council, under Article 35 (Z), 
that a grave dispute had arisen between Hyderabad 
and India, which, unless settled in accordance with 
international law and justice, was likely to endanger 
the maintenance of international peace and security. 
The letter stated that “Hyderabad, a State not a Mem- 
ber of the United Nations, accepts for the purposes of 
the dispute the obligations of pacific settlement pro- 
vided in the Charter of the United Nations”. By sub- 
sequent communications dated 12 and 13 September, 
Hyderabad informed the Council of the imminence 
and subsequently of the occurrence of invasion.586 

At the 357th meeting on 16 September 1948, the 
Security Council included the question in the agenda.s87 

The Security Council considered the question, or 
made reference to it, at its 357th, 359th, 360th, 382nd, 
383rd, 38&h, 425th and 426th meetings between 16 
September 1948 and 24 May 1949. 

At the 357th meeting on 16 September 1948, the 
representative of Hyderahad” urged that the situation 
demanded immediate action by the Security Council, 
not only under Chapter VI of the Charter, but also 
under Articles 39 and 40.58s 

By cablegram dated 22 September 1948j8” the 
Nizam of Hyderabad informed the Secretary-General 
that he had withdrawn the complaint, and that the 
delegation to the Security Council, which had been sent 
at the instance of his former Ministry, had ceased to 
have any authority to represent him or his State. 

At the 359th and 360th meetings on 20 and 28 
September 1948, discussion centered on three ques- 
tions: (a) the validity of the credentials of the Hydera- 
bad delegation; (b) whether the withdrawal of the 
case by the Nizam of Hyderabad had been made 
voluntarily or under duress ; and (c) what attitude 
the Council should adopt if the State and Government 
of Hyderabad were to disappear completely. 

By letter dated 6 October 1948,5go the head of the 
Indian delegation informed the Council that the com- 
plaint, “which Hyderabad never had the right to make, 
now stood expressly withdrawn”, and there existed no 
longer any reason for his Government to maintain a 
delegation in Paris for dealing with the question. 

At the resumption of the discussion during the 
425th and 426th meetings held on 19 and 24 May 
1949, the representative of Pakistan suggested that, 
with regard to the question of the competence of the 
Council to deal with the matter, an advisory opinion 
of the International Court of Justice under Article 
96 of the Charter might be sought.5g1 He further sug- 
gested that, as a provisional measure envisaged under 

M5 S/986, O.R., 3rd year, Suppl. for Sept. 1948, p. 5. 
‘@S/998, S/1000, 0.X., 3rd year, Suppl. for Sept. 1948. 

pp. 6-7. 
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M 357th meeting : pp. 12-13. 
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Article 40 of the Charter, the Council might cause to 

be ordered a general amnesty for certain persons and 
organizations, and that a plebiscite be taken under the 
guidance, supervision and control of the United Na- 
tions to decide whether Hyderabad should accede to 
India or remain independent. 

other occupying Powers from exercising their legiti- 
mate rights and discharging their legal and humani- 
tarian responsibilities”. The three Powers had, there- 
fore, brought the matter to the Security Council “as 
a clear threat to the peace within the meaning of 
Chapter VII of the Charter”. 

The Hyderabad question remained on the list of 
matters of which the Security Council is seized.5Q2 

IDENTIC NOTIFICATIONS DATED 29 SEPTEMBER 1948 
FROM THE GOVERNMENTS OF THE FRENCH REPUB- 
LIC, THE UNITED KINGDOM AND THE UNITED 

STATES OF AMERICA 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By identic notifications,sQ3 France, the United King- 
dom and the United States drew attention to the 
serious situation which they considered had arisen as 
a result of the unilateral imposition by the Govern- 
ment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of 
restrictions on transport and communications between 
the Western Zones of Occupation in Germany and 
Berlin. The notifications stated that this action was 
not only in conflict with the rights of the British, 
French and the United States Governments, but was 
also contrary to the obligations of the Soviet Govern- 
ment under Article 2 of the Charter of the United 
Nations, and created a threat to the peace within the 
meaning of Chapter VII of the Charter. The three 
Governments further stated that the Government of 
the USSR, by its illegal actions, had been attempting 
to secure political objectives to which it was not en- 
titled and which it could not achieve by peaceful 
means. The Government of the USSR was considered 
responsible for creating a situation in which further 
recourse to the means of settlement prescribed in 
Article 33 of the Charter was not possible in the 
existing circumstances, and which constituted a threat 
to international peace and security. 

After discussion at the 361st and 362nd meetings on 
4 and 5 October 1948, the Council included the ques- 
tion in the agenda.6Q4 

After the adoption of the agenda, the representatives 
of the USSR and the Ukrainian SSR stated that the 
decision represented a violation of Article 107 of the 
Charter and that they would not take part in the dis- 
cussion of the question. 

The Council considered the question further at its 
363rd, 36&h, 36&h, 368th, 370th and 372nd meetings 
between 6 October and 25 October 1948.6Q5 

The representatives of France, the United Kingdom 
and the United States contended that the restrictions 
on transport and communications established by the 
Government of the USSR in Berlin constituted, con- 
trary to its obligations under Article 2 (4) of the 
Charter, recourse to “threat of force to prevent the 

m For the retention of the question, see also chapter II, Case 
60. 

wS/1020 and Add.1, O.R., 3rd year, S@pl. for Oct. 1948, 
pp. 9-45. 

W362nd meeting: p. 21. For procedural discussion on inclu- 
sion in the agenda, see chapter II, Cases 23 and 34. 

m For statements regarding recourse to Article 33, see 
chapter X, Case 6; for the discussion regarding Article 107, 
see chapter XII, Case 30; for the invocation of Chapter VII 
of the Charter, see chapter XI, Case 14. 

The representative of the USSR contended that 
the allegation “that the situation which had arisen in 
Berlin constituted a threat to peace and security, was 
without any foundation whatsoever” and that the allega- 
tion of a threat to the peace had been devised in order 
to by-pass Article 107 and to make it appear that the 
Security Council was competent.596 

Decision of 25 October 1948 (372nd meeting): Rejec- 
tion of draft resolution submitted by the representa- 
tives of Argentina, Belgiu~~t, Ca,nada, China, Colo~m- 
bia. and Syria 

At the 370th meeting on 22 October 1948, the repre- 
sentatives of Argentina, Belgium, Canada, China, Cd- 
ombia and Syria submitted a draft resolution5g7 which, 
citing Article 40 of the Charter, called upon the four 
occupying Powers to prevent any incident of a nature 
to aggravate the situation in Berlin; “to put into 
effect, simultaneously” the steps required for immedi- 
ate removal of restrictions on transport and commerce 
and an immediate meeting of the four Military Gov- 
ernors, to arrange for the unification of currency in 
Berlin; and thereafter to reopen the negotiations in the 
Council of Fcreign Ministers on all outstanding prob- 
lems concerning Germany as a whole. 

At the 372nd meeting, on 25 October 1948, the 
draft resolution was not adopted.6Q8 There were 9 
votes in favour, and 2 against (1 vote against being 
that of a permanent member of the Council).600 

By letter dated 4 May 19449soo to the Secretary- 
General, the representatives of France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States stated that their 
Governments had concluded with the Government of 
the USSR an agreement on the question as indicated 
in a communiquP attached to the letter. 

The question remained on the list of matter of 
which the Security Council is seized. 

COMPLAINT OF AGGRESSION UPON THE REPUBLIC 

OF KOREA 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

On 25 June 1950, the Deputy Representative of the 
United States transmitted to the Secretary-General 
a report from the United States Ambassador to the 
Republic of Korea that North Korean forces had in- 
vaded the territory of the Republic of Korea at several 
points in the early morning hours of 2.5 June (Korean 
time) .601 

698362nd meeting: p. 22 ; 364th meeting : p. 35. 
W S/1048, 370th meeting : pp. 5-6. 
m 372nd meeting : p. 14. 
888 On 30 November 1948 the President of the Security COUP 

cil “in the exercise of his powers” instituted a Technical Com- 
mittee’on Berlin Currency and Trade from experts nominated 
by neutral members of the Security Council to study, and 
make recommendations within thirty days upon, the establish- 
ment of a single currency in Berlin (Press Release SC/908, 
Enclosure 1). On 27 December 1948 the President of the 
Council extended the life of the Committee which made public 
its report on 15 March 1949 (Press Release SC/908). 
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At the 473rd meeting on the same day, the mes- 
sage was included in the agenda under the title, “Com- 

- plaint of Aggression upon the Republic of Korea”, 
together with a cablegram from the United Nations 
Commission on Korea concerning the same question.@Jz 
In this cablegram the Commission, after describing the 
military situation in Korea, drew the attenticn of the 
Secretary-General to the “serious situation developing 
which is assuming character of full-scale war and may 

endanger the maintenance of international peace and 
security”. 

The question was considered at the 471rd to 490th 
492nd to 497th, 502nd to 50&h, 518th to 521st and 
523rd to 531st meetings between 25 June 1956 and 
31 January 19.51. 

At the 525th to 530th meetings, the question was 
discussed jointly with the “Complaint of Armed Inva- 
sion of Taiwan (Formosa)“. 

Decision of 25 June 1950 (473rd meeting): Deter- 
mining the action by North Korean forces a breach 
of the peace, and calling for immediate cessation of 
kostilities 

At the 473rd meeting on 25 June 1950, the Secre- 
tary-General stated 603 that the report he had received 
from the Commission, as well as reports from other 
sources in Korea, made it plain that military actions 
had been undertaken by North Korean forces. These 
actions were “a direct violation” of General Assembly 
resolution 293 (IV) of 21 October 1949, “as well as 

-- a violation of the principles of the Charter”, 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
States submitted a draft resolutionRo4 which, as 
amended after consultations among some of the repre- 
sentatives,sOfi was voted upon in parts and finally adopted 
as a whole by 9 votes in favour with 1 abstention, 
one member of the Council being absent.s0B 

The resolution read as follows:so7 

“The Security Council, 

its 
“Recallin the finding of the General Assembly in 
resolution of 21 October 1949 that the Govern- 

ment of the Republic of Korea is a lawfully estab- 
lished governments ‘having effective control and juris- 
diction over that part of Korea where the United 
Nations Temporary Commission on Korea was able 
to observe and consult and in which the great 
majority of the people of Korea reside; and that 
this Government is based on elections which were 
a valid expression of the free will of the electorate 
of that part of Korea and which were observed by 
the Temporary Commission; and that this is the 
only such government in Korea’; 

‘Mindful of the concern expressed by the General 
Assembly in its resolutions of 12 December 1948 and 
21 October 1949 of the consequences which might fol- 
low unless Member States refrained from acts de- 
rogatory to the results sought to be achieved by 
the United Nations in bringing about the complete 

m S/1496, 473rd meeting: p. 2. 
Oas 473rd meeting: p. 3. See chapter I, Case 40. 
(M S/1497, 473rd meeting: pp. 7-8. 
w S/1499, 473rd meeting: pp. 13-14. 
ms473rd meeting: up. 1.5-18. 
an s/1501. 

independence and unity of Korea; and the concern 
expressed that the situation described by the United 
Nations Commission on Korea in its report men- 
aces the safety and well-being of the Republic of 
Korea and of the people of Korea and might lead 
to open military conflict there; 

“Noting with grave concern the armed attack 
upon the Republic of Korea by forces from North 
Korea, 

“Determines that this action constitutes a breach 
of the peacr, 

“I. Calls for the immediate cessation of hostili- 
ties; and 

“Calls upon the authorities of North Korea to 
withdraw forthwith their armed forces to the 38th 
parallel ; 

“II. Requests the United Nations Commission 
on Korea 

“(a) To communicate its fully considered recom- 
mendations on the situation with the least possible 
delay ; 

“(b) To observe the withdrawal of North Korean 
forces to the 38th parallel ; and 

“(c) To keep the Security Council informed on 
the execution of this resolution; 

“III. Calls upon all Members to render every 
assistance to the United Nations in the execution 
of this resolution and to refrain from giving assist- 
ance to the North Korean authorities.” 

Decision of 2.5 June 1950 (473rd meetmg): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the representative 
0 f Yugoslavia 

At the 473rd meeting on 25 June 1950, the repre- 
sentative of Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolutionsoB 
to call for an immediate cessation of hostilities and 
withdrawal of forces, and to invite the Government 
of North Korea to state its case before the Security 
CounciLBoQ The draft resolution was rejected by 1 
vote in favour, 6 against, with 3 abstentions, one mem- 
ber of the Council being absent.610 

Decision of 27 June 1950 (474th meeting): Recom- 
mendation to Member States to furnish assistance 
to the Republic of Korea6’l 

At the 474th meeting on 27 June 1950, the Council 
had before it four cablegramP2 from the United Na- 
tions Commission on Korea submitted in response to 
the Council decision of 25 June. At the same meeting, 
the representative of the United States submitted a 
draft resolutiorP3 which was put to the vote and 

m S/1500, 473rd meeting: p. 15. 
-For the invitation to the representative of the Republic of 

Korea to participate, see chapter III, Case 53 and Case 93. 
For discussion on participation of the representative of the 
People_‘;s Republic of Korea, see chapter III, Case 64 and 
Case /A 
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adopted by 7 votes in favour, 1 against, with 2 mem- 
bers of the Council not voting, and 1 member being 
absent.B14 The resolution read as follows :‘lB 

“The Security Council 

“Having determined that the armed attack upon 
the Republic of Korea by forces from North Korea 
constitutes a breach of the peace, 

“Having called for an immediate cessation of hos- 
tilities, and 

‘[Having called upon the authorities of North 
Korea to withdraw forthwith their armed forces to 
the 3Sth parallel, and 

“‘Having noted from the report of the United 
Nations Commission for Korea that the authorities 
in North Korea have neither ceased hostilities nor 
withdrawn their armed forces to the 38th parallel, 
and that urgent military measures are required to 
restore international peace and security, and 

“Having noted the appeal from the Republic of 
Korea to the United Nations for immediate and 
effective steps to secure peace and security, 

“Recommends that the Members of the United 
Nations furnish such assistance to the Republic of 
Korea as may be necessary to repel the armed attack 
and to restore international peace and security in 
the area.” 

Decision of 27 June 1950 (474th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the representative 
of Yugoslavia 

At the 474th meeting on 27 June 1950, the repre- 
sentative of Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution616 
to renew the call for an immediate cessation of hos- 
tilities, to initiate a procedure of mediation between 
the parties involved, and to invite the Government of 
the People’s Republic of Korea to send immediately 
a representative to the United Nations with full powers 
to participate in the procedure of mediation. The draft 
resolution was rejected by 1 vote in favour, 7 against, 
with 2 members not participating in the voting and 
one member being absent.617 

Decision of 7 July 1950 (476th meeting): Establish- 
ment of a unified command 

At the 475th meeting on 30 June 1950 and at the 
476th meeting on 7 July 1950, the Council had before 
it communications from Member Governments con- 
cerning their attitudes with regard to the Council 
resolutions of 25 and 27 June 1950.s1* 

Q’474th meeting: pp. 16-17. At the 475th meeting on 30 Juye 
1950, the representative of Egypt, who had not participated m 
the voting, stated that, had he received instructions m time, he 
would have abstained. The President, speaking as the repre- 
sentative of India, who also had not participated in the voting, 
informed the Council that his Government had accepted the 
resolution. By cablegram dated 29 June 1950 (S/1517, O.R., 
5th year. Suppl. for June, July and Aug. 19.50, pp. 29-30), the 
USSR the Council member which had been absent, stated 
that th’e resolution of 27 June had no legal force since it had 
been passed in the absence of two permanent members, the 
Ugs”/l”;;“l China, the latter having not been duly represented. 
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aS/1515 to S/1586, O.R., 5th year, Suppl. for lune, July 
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At the 476th meeting, the representatives of France 
and the United Kingdom submitted a joint draft reso- 
lution6’0 which was adopted by 7 votes in favour, 
none against, with 3 abstentions, one member being 
absent. 

The resolution read as follows :620 

“The Security Council, 

“Having determined that the armed attack upon 
the Republic of Korea by forces from North Korea 
constitutes a breach of the peace, 

“Having recommended that Members of the 
Untied Nations furnish such assistance to the Re- 
public of Korea as may be necessary to repel the 
armed attack and to restore international peace and 
security in the area, 

“1. Welcomes the prompt and vigor,ous support 
which governments and peoples of the United Na- 
tions have given to its Resolutions of 2.5 and 27 
June 1950 to assist the Republic of Korea in de- 
fending itself against armed attack and thus to 
restore international peace and security in the area; 

“2. Noltes that Members of the United Nations 
have transmitted to the United Nations offers of 
assistance for the Republic of Korea; 

“3. Recommends that all Members providing 
military forces and other assistance pursuant to the 
aforesaid Security Council resolutions make such 
forces and other assistance available to a unified 
command under the United States; 

“4. Requests the United States to designate the 
commander of such forces; 

“5. Authorizes the unified command at its dis- 
cretion to use the United Nations flag in the course 
of operations against North Korean forces con- 
currently with the flags of the various nations par- 
ticipating ; 

“6. Requests the United States to provide the 
Security Council with reports as appropriate on the 
course of action taken under the unified command.” 

Decision of 31 July 1950 (479th meeting): Concerning 
Korean Relief 

At the 477th meeting on 25 July 1950, the repre- 
sentative of the United States informed the Council 
that, in pursuance of its resolution of 7 July 1950, the 
Unified Command had been established with Head- 
quarters in Tokyo. At the same meetinS, the Council 
had before it the first report, dated 24 July 1950, 
submitted by the Government of the United States 
on the course of action taken under the Unified Com- 
mand.s21 

At the 479th meeting on 31 July 1950, the Presi- 
dent, speaking as the representative of Norway, sub- 
mitted on behalf of his delegation. as well zs those 
of France and the United Kingdom. a joint draft 
resolution622 which was adopted at the same meeting 
by 9 votes in favour, with 1 absteniton, one member 
being absent. 

m” S/1587, 476th meeting : pp. 5, 8. 
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The resolution read as follows:e23 
“The Security Council, 
“Recognizing the hardships and privations to 

which the people of Korea are being subjected as 
a result of the continued prdsecution by the North 
Korean forces of their unlawful attack ; and’ 

“Appreciating the spontaneous offers of assistance 
to the Korean people which have been made by 
governments, specialized agencies, and non-govern- 
mental organizations ; 

“Requests the Unified Command to exercise re- 
sponsibility for determining the requirements for the 
relief and support of the civilian population of 
Korea, and for establishing in the field the pro- 
cedures for providing such relief and support; 

“Requests the Secretary-General to transmit all 
offers of assistance for relief and support to the 
Unified Command ; 

“Requests the Unified Command to provide the 
Security Council with reports, as appropriate, on its 
relief activities ; 

“Requests the Secretary-General, the Economic 
and Social Council in accordance with Article 65 
of the Charter, other appropriate United Nations 
principal and subsidiary organs, the specialized agen- 
cies in accordance with the terms of their respective 
agreements with the United Nations, and appropri- 
ate non-governmental organizations, to provide such 
assistance as the Unified Command may request for 
the relief and support of the civilian population of 
Korea, and as appropriate in connexion with the 
responsibilities being carried out by the Unified 
Command on behalf of the Security Council.” 

Decision of 6 September 1950 (496th meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of the United States 
At the 479th meeting on 31 July 1950, the repre- 

sentative of the United States submitted a draft reso- 
Iutionsz4 to condemn the North Korean authorities for 
their continued defiance of the United Nations, to call 
upon all States to use their influence to prevail upon 
the authorities of North Korea to cease this defiance, 
and to call upon all States to refrain from assisting or 
encouraging the North Korean authorities and to re- 
frain from action which might lead to the spread of 
the Korean conflict to other areas. At the 496th meet- 
ing on 6 September 19.50, the draft resolution was 
put to the vote and was not adopted. There were 9 
votes in favour and 1 against, with 1 abstention, the 
vote against being that of a permanent member.s26 

Derision of 7 September 1950 (497th meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of the USSR 
At the 484th meeting on 8 August 1950, in con- 

nexion with the alleged bombing by the United States 
Air Force of towns and other populated areas in 
Korea, the representative of the USSR submitted a 
draft resolutionBz6 to call upon the Government of the 
United States to cease and not permit in future the 

aa S/1657. 
=’ S)1653, 479th meeting: pp. 7-8. 
a 496th meeting : pp. 18-19. 
B(I S/1679, 484th meeting: p. 20. 

bombing by the Air Force, or by other means, of 
towns and populated areas and also the shooting from 
the air of the peaceful population of Korea. At the 
497th meeting on 7 September 1950, the draft reso- 
lution was rejected by one vote in favour, 9 against, 
with 1 abstentionBz7 

Decision of 30 September 1950 (508th meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of the USSR 
At the 503rd meeting on 26 September 19.50, the 

representative of the USSR submitted a draft resolu- 
tione2s similar to the one which had been rejected at 
the 497th meeting (S/1679). At the 508th meeting on 
30 September 1950, the draft resolution was rejected 
by one vote in favour, 9 against, with 1 abstention.629 

Decision of 30 Nbvember 1950 (530th meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolution submitted by the ‘repre- 
sentatives of Cuba, Ecuador, Frame, Norzway, United 
Kingdom an8 United States 

At the 518th meeting on 6 November 1950, the rep- 
resentative of the United States read to the Council 
a special report dated 5 November 1950 630, submitted 
by the United Nations Command, that the United Na- 
tions fighting forces were “in hostile contact with 
Chinese communist military units deployed for action 
against the forces of the Unified Command.” 

At the 519th meeting on 8 November 1950, the 
representative of the USSR objected to the Council 
considering the special report, on the ground that the 
resolution of 7 July establishing the United Nations 
Command had been taken in violation of the Charter.631 

At the 521st meeting on 10 November, the repre- 
sentatives of Cuba, Ecuador, France, Norway, the 
United Kingdom and the United States submitted a 
joint draft resolutiona32 to call upon all States and 
authorities to refrain from assisting or encouraging 
the North Korean authorities, to prevent nationals or 
individuals or units of their armed forces from giving 
assistance to the North Korean forces and to cause 
the immediate withdrawal of any such nationals, in- 
dividuals or .units which may presently be in Korea. 
At the 530th meeting on 30 November 1950, the draft 
resolution, as a whole, was not adopted, having received 
9 votes in favour and 1 against, (being that of a 
permanent member), with 1 member not participating 
in the voting.633 

Decision of 30 November 19% (530th meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of the People’s Republic of China and 
sponsored by the representative of the USSR 

At the 527th meeting on 28 November 19.50, the 
representative of the Central People’s Government of 

eST497th meeting: pp. 17-18. 
828 S/1812, 503rd meeting: p. 14. 
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the People’s Republic of China, taking part in the 
discussion under rule 39 of the rules of procedure, 
submitted a draft resolutionas which in part called 
for “the withdrawal from Korea of the armed forces 
of the United States of America and all other coun- 
tries, and to leave the people of North and South 
Korea to settle the domestic affairs of Korea them- 
selves so that a peaceful solution of the Korean ques- 
tion might be achieved ” 13~s . The draft resolution was 
sponsored by the representative of the USSR. 

At the 530th meeting on 30 November, the draft 
resolution was rejected by 1 vote in favour, 9 against, 
with 1 member not participating in the voting.686 

Decision of 31 January 1951 (53lst meeting): Removal 
of the item from the list of mutters of which the 
Council is seized 

At the 531st meeting on 31 January 1951, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom, recalling his letter 
of 29 January 1951 687 to the President of the Council, 
stated that, in order to avoid any technical doubts that 
might arise regarding an infringement of Article 12 
of the Charter, he proposed that the item be taken 
off the agenda of the Council. At tne same meeting, 
he submitted a draft resolution638 which was adopted 
unanimously.6*9 The resolution read as follows : 

“The Security Council, 

“Resolves to remove the item ‘Complaint of ag- 
gression upon the Republic of Korea’ from the list 
of matters of which the Council is seized.” 

COMPLAINT OF ARMED INVASION OF TAIWAN 
(FORMOSA) 

INITIAL <PROCEEDINGS 

By cablegram dated 24 August 1950,840 the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China 
stated that, on 27 June 1950, the President of the 
United States had announced the decision of his GOV- 
ernment to prevent with armed forces the liberation 
of Taiwan by the Chinese People’s Liberation Army. 
The United States 7th Fleet had moved toward the 
Straits of Taiwan and contingents of the United States 
Air Forces had arrived on Taiwan, in open encroach- 
ment on the territory of the People’s Republic of 
China. That action was a direct armed aggression on 
the territory of China and a total violation of the 
United Nations ,Charter. The Foreign Minister pro- 
posed to the Security Council, as the organ charged 
with the maintenance of international peace and security 
and the upholding of the dignity of the Charter, that 
it was its duty to condemn the United States Gov- 
ernment for its “criminal” act and to take immediate 
measures to bring about the complete withdrawal of 
all United States armed invading forces from Taiwan 
and from other territories belonging to China. 

6y S/1921, 527th meeting: p. 25. 
-For other parts of this draft resolution, see below: “Com- 
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In his statement to the Council, at the 527th meeting 
on 28 November 1950, the representative of the Peo- 
ple’s Republic of China contended that Taiwan was 
an integral part of the territory of China, of which the 
Central People’s Government was the “sole legal Gov- 
ernment”. The occupation of Taiwan by United States 
armed forces constituted “an act of open, direct armed 
aggression against China by the Government of the 
United States”. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Peo- 
ple’s Republic submitted a draft resolutiona41 whereby 
the Council would recognize the occupation of Taiwan 
by United States armed forces as “open and direct 
aggression against Chinese territory” and would con- 
demn the United States Government accordingly; and 
would demand the withdrawal of United States forces 
from Taiwan and from Korea. 

By letter dated 25 August,642 the representative of 
the United States replied, in part, that : 

1. The United States had not encroached on the 
territory of China, nor taken aggressive action against 
China. 

2. The action of the United States had been an im- 
partial, neutralizing action, addressed both to the 
forces in Formosa and on the mainland. It was an 
action designed to keep the peace and therefore was 
in full accord with the Charter of the United Nations. 
The United States had no designs on Formosa and 
the action was not inspired by any desire to acquire 
a special position. 

3. The action of the United States was expressly 
stated to be without prejudice to the future political 
status of the island. 

4. The United States would welcome United Na- 
tions consideration of the case of Formosa and would 
approve full United Nations investigation at Head- 
quarters or on the spot. 

At the 492nd meeting on 29 August 1950, the ques- 
tion was included in the agenda under the title “Com- 
plaint of Armed Invasion of Taiwan (Formosa)“.648 
The question was considered at the 49Oth, 493rd, 
503rd-507th and 525th-530th meetings,B44 held between 
25 August and 30 November 1950. 

Decision of 29 September 1950 (506th wzeeting): To 
defer consideration of the question and to invite a 
representative of the People’s Republic of China to 
attend the Council discussions on the question 

At the 504th meeting on 27 September 1950, the 
representative of Ecuador submitted a draft resolu- 
tion,646 in the form of an amendment to a pending 
Chinese proposal that the item be deleted from the 
agenda. Under the Ecuadorean amendment, the Coun- 
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cil would defer consideration of the question and would 
invite a representative of the People’s Republic of 

-. China to attend when the question was discussed. The 
Council also had before it a USSR draft resolution,*4g 
reintroduced at the 503rd meeting on 26 September 
1950, to invite a representative of the People’s Repub- 
lic of China to participate forthwith in the discussion 
on the question. 

At the 505th meeting on 28 September, the Council 
voted first on the Chinese proposal, which was rejected 
by 2 votes in favour, 6 against, and 3 abstentions. The 
Council then rejected the USSR draft resolution, as 
amended by the United Kingdom, by 6 votes in favour, 
3 against, and 2 abstentions. Finally, the Council voted 
on the Ecuadorean proposal, the operative part of 
which was rejected by 6 votes in favour, 4 against 
and 1 abstention. The Council member who abstained 
later explained his vote and stated that his vote should 
be considered as favourable to the operative part of 
the draft resolution. Objections to this procedure hav- 
ing been made, the Council meeting adjourned.647 

At the 506th meeting on 29 September, the repre- 
sentative of Ecuador reintroduced his draft resolu- 
tion048 which was put to the vote, paragraph by para- 
graph. The Council then voted on the draft resolution 
as .a whole, as amended, with the omission of the 
last paragraph of the preamble, and adopted it by 7 
votes in favour, 3 against, and 1 abstention.64s The 
resolution read as follows: 

“The Security Cozcncil, 

“Considering that it is its duty to investigate any 
situation likely to lead to international friction or 
to give rise to a dispute in order to determine 
whether the continuance of such dispute or situa- 
tion may endanger international peace and security, 
and likewise to determine the existence of any threat 
to peace ; [9 votes to none, with 2 abstentions] 

“Considering that, in the event of a complaint 
regarding situations or facts similar to those men- 
tioned above, the Council may hear the complain- 
ants; [8 votes to none, z&h 3 abstentions] 

“Considering that, in view of the divergencv of 
opinion in the Council regarding the representation 
of China and without prejudice to this question, it 
may, in accordance with rule 39 of the rules of 
procedure, invite representatives of the Central Peo- 
ple’s Government of the People’s Republic of China 
to provide it with information or assist it in the 
consideration of these matters; [7 votes to 2, with 
2 abstentions] 

‘Ha&g noted the declaration of the People’s 
Republic of China regarding the armed invasion of 
the Island of Taiwan (Formosa) ; [7 votes to 1, 
with 3 abstentions] 

“‘Decides : 

_ 

“(a) To defer consideration of this question until 
the first meeting of the Council held after 15 No- 
vember 1950 ; 

M S/1732, 492nd meeting: p. 15. 
u’ 505th meeting : pp. 20-29. 
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“(b) To invite a representative of the said Gov- 
ernment to attend the meetings of the Security 
Council held after 15 November 1950 during the dis- 
cussion of that Government’s declaration regarding 
an armed invasion of the Island of Taiwan (For- 
mosa) “.660 [7 votes to 41 

Decisions of 30 November 1950 (530th meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of the USSR and of draft resolution by 
the People’s Republic of China 

On 2 September 1950, the representative of the 
USSR submitted a draft resolutionsK1 to condemn the 
acts of the United States Government as an act of 
aggression and an intervention in the internal affairs 
of China, and to propose to the United States Gov- 
ernment the immediate withdrawal of all its air, sea 
and land forces from the island of Taiwan and from 
other territories belonging to ,China. 

At the 530th meeting on 30 November 1950, the 
USSR draft resolution and the draft resolution sub- 
mitted by the People’s Republic of China and spon- 
sored by the representative of the USSR were re- 
jected by 1 vote in favour, 9 against and 1 member 
not participating in the vote.s52 

The question remained on the list of matters of 
which the Security Council is seized. 

COMPLAINT OF BOMBING BY AIR FORCES OF THE 
TERRITORY OF CHINA 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By cablegram dated 27 August 1950,6j3 the People’s 
Republic of China charged that, on 27 August, mili- 
tary aircraft of the United States forces in Korea 
had invaded the air of the People’s Republic of China 
and caused material damage. He proposed that the 
Council condemn the United States forces in Korea 
for invading China’s air, and that the Council “take 
immediate measures to bring about the complete with- 
drawal of all the United States aggression forces 
from Korea” in order to avoid an aggravation of the 
situation and to facilitate the peaceful settlement of 
the Korean question by the United Nations. 

At the 493rd meeting on 31 August, the Council 
included the question in the agenda under the title, 
“Complaint of bombing by air forces of the territory 
of China”. 

The Council discussed the question at its 493rd, 
497th, 499th and 501st meetings, held between 31 
August and 12 September 1950. 

Decision of 12 September 1950 (501st meting): Re- 
jection of draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of the United States 
At the 5Olst meeting on 12 September 1950, the 

representative of the United States submitted a draft 

860 For discussion regarding participation, see chapter III, 
Case 54 and Case 65. 
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resolutionas* to establish a commission to investigate 
on the spot and report as soon as possible with regard 
to the allegations. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was not 
adopted. There were 7 votes in favour, 1 against (be- 
ing that of a permanent member), 2 abstentions, and 
1 member not participating in the vote.665 

Decision of 12 September 1950 (501st meeting): Re- 
jection of draft resolution submitted by the refire- 
sentative of the USSR 
The representative of the USSR submitted on 31 

August 1950 a draft resolutiona56 to condemn the 
“illegal acts of the ‘Government of the United States 
of America”, to place on that Government “full re- 
sponsibility” and to call upon the United States “to 
prohibit such illegal acts”. 

At the 501st meeting on 12 September 1950, the 
draft resolution was rejected by 8 votes in favour, 
1 against, with 1 abstention, and 1 member not partici- 
pating in the vote.B57 

The question remained on the list of matters of 
which the Security Council is seized. 

THE ANGLO-IRANIAN OIL COMPANY CASE’=* 

INITIAL (PROCEEDINGS 

By letter dated 29 September 1951,6”s the United 
Kingdom requested the inclusion of the following item 
on the provisional agenda of the Security Council: 

“Complaint of failure by the Iranian Government 
to comply with provisional measures indicated by 
the International Court of Justice in the Anglo- 
Iranian Oil Company Case.” 

The United Kingdom recalled that the International 
Court of Justice had notified the Council of the pro- 
visional measures indicated by the Court on 5 July 
1951 under Article 41 (2) of its statute.s60 The United 
Kingdom had accepted the findings of the Court, but 
Iran had rejected them and had ordered the expul- 
sion from Iran of all the remaining staff of the Com- 
pany, contrary to the provisional measures indicated 
by the Court. The letter continued: 

“His Majesty’s Government in the United King- 
dom are gravely concerned at the dangers inherent 
in this situation and at the threat to peace and 
security that may thereby be involved.” 

Appended to the letter of submission was a draft 
resolutionssl to call upon the Government of Iran to 
act in conformity with the provisional measures indi- 
cated by the International Court and to request it to 
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inform the Council of the steps taken to carry out the 
resolution of the Council. 

At the 559th meeting on 1 October 1951, after the 
Council had included the question in the agenda, the 
representative of the United Kingdom stated :662 

“The Council will, of course, bear in mind the 
position of the Court as the principal judicial organ 
of the United Nations; both Article 92 of the Char- 
ter and Article 1 of the Court’s Statute establish 
this. Its position in this capacity has been affirmed 
by the Court itself; I would direct representatives’ 
attention, for instance, to the Peace Treaties case. 
To act in conformity with the decisions and findings 
of the Court must, therefore, necessarily be to act 
in conformity with purposes and -x+inclples of the 
United Nations. This is a cardinal reason justifying 
both the present recourse to the Security Council 
on the part of the United Kingdom Government and 
its request for support, on the part of the other 
members of the Council, of the draft resolution which 
it has submitted . . .” 

The Council considered the question at the 559th 
through 563rd meetings between 1 and 17 October 
and at the 565th meeting on 19 October 1951.663 

Decision of I9 October 1951 (565th meeting): Ad- 
journment of debate 
At the 560th meeting on 15 October, the repre- 

sentative of the United Kingdom, in view of the 
changed situation, including the expulsion of the re- 
maining Anglo-Iranian Oil Company staff, submitted 
a revised draft resolution.6s* Amendments submitted 
jointly by the representatives of India and Yugo- 
slavia at the 561st meeting ‘on 16 October66S were 
accepted by the representative of the United Kingdom 
at the 562nd meeting on 17 October. The draft reso- 
lution, in its second revision6ss called for the resump- 
tion of negotiations in order to make further efforts 
to resolve the differences in accordance with the Pur- 
poses and Principles of the Charter and the avoidance 
of any action which would have the effect of further 
aggravating the situation or prejudicing the positions 
of the parties. 

At the 562nd meeti;lg on 17 October, the representa- 
tive of Ecuador submitted a draft resolution the opera- 
tive part of which read F7 

“The Security Council, 

“J&‘&out deciding on the question of its own 
competence, 

“‘Advises the parties concerned to reopen nego- 
tiations as soon as possible with a view to making 
a fresh attempt to settle their differences in accord- 
ance with the Purposes and Principles of the United 
Nations Charter.” 
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At the 565th meeting on 19 October, the repre- At the same meeting, the French motion WS 
sentative of France proposed that the Council adjourn adopted.BBg 

m its debate on the question until the International Court 
of Justice had ruled on its own competence in the 
matter.66* 

The question remained on the list of matters of 
which the Security Council is seized. 
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