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Pursuant to rule 11 of the provisional rules of procedure of the 3ecurity
Council, the Jecretary-General subiits the following statement on matters of
wvhich the Security Council is seized and on the stage reached in their

consideration on 20 September 1958,

l. THE IRANIAN UESTION

By a letter dated 19 January 194G (Official Records of the Security Council,
First Year, First Series, Supplement No. 1, page 16) addressed to the Executive

Secretary, the Head of the Iranian delegation stated that, owing to the _
interference of the Union of Soviet Socialist Fepublics, through the mediuﬁ
of its officials and armed forces, in the internal affairs of Iron, a situation
had arisen which might lead to international friction. He requested the
Executive Secretary, in accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Charter, to bring
the matter to the attention of the Security Council, so that the Council might
investigate the situation and recommend appropriate terms of settlement.

By & letter dated 24 January (Official Records of the Security Council,
First Year, First Series, Supplement No. 1, page 17), the Head of the USSR
delegation steted that the allegation made by the Irenian delegation was devoid

of any foundatipn.

At its second meeting (25 January), the Security Council included the item
in its agenda. . .

At the fifth meeting (30 January), the Security Council adopted a resclution
which after considering that both parties had affirmed their readiness to seek
a solution of the matter at issue by negotiation, and that such negotiations
would be resured in the near future, requested the parties to inform the
Council of any results achieved in such negotistions.

By a letter dated 18 barch (5/15), the Ircnian Armbassador to the
United States of America, in accordance with Article 3% (1) of the Charter,
brought to the attention of the Security Council a dispute between Iran arnd the
Soviet Union, the continuance of which was likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace end security. e stated that the Soviet Union had continued
to maintein its troops in Iranian territory after 2 March 1946, contrery to the

/Dll o
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express provisions of article V of the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance of

29 Jenuary 19L2, and that the Soviet Union was continuing to interfere in the
internal affairs cf Iran through the medium of Goviet agents, officials end
armed forces.

By a letter dated 19 bdarch (5/16), the representative of the USSR informel
the Secretary-General that negotiations were being conducted between the
Government of Iran and the Government of the Soviet Union, and suggested that
‘the meeting of the Security Council be postponed from 25 llarch to 10 April.

The above letters dated 18 and 19 larch, together with other communications
relating to the Iranian question, were included in the Council's agenda at its
twenty-sixth meeting (26 March).

After taking various prccedural decisious, the Security Council, at its
thirtieth meeting (U4 April), adopted a Araft resolution submitted by the
representative of the United Stetes, providing, inter alia, that further
proceedings be deferred until 6 May, at vhich time the USSR Government and the
Iranian Government were requested to report to the Council whether the withdrawal
of all Soviet Union troops from the whole of Iren had been completed, and at
which time the Council should consider what, if any, further proceedings orn the
Iranian appeel were required.

By & letter dated 6 April (S/30), the representative of the Soviet Unicn
proposed that the Iranian question be removed from the agends of the Council,
on the ground thet, under the understanding between the Government of Iran cnd
the Government of the Soviet Union, full evacuation of the UZUR troops frowm
Iran had been started on 24 Harch and would be concluded in five or six weeks.
As was known from the joint U33R-Iranian communiqué published cn 4 April, an
understanding on &ll peints hed teen reached between the two Governments.,

In a letter dated 9 April (3/33), the Iranian Ambassador steted that it
was his Government's desire that the questicn should remain cn the agenda =f ticz
Security Council, In a letter dated 15 April (5/37), the Iranian Arbassador
cemmunicated the text of a telegram from hic Government withdrawing its
complaint from the Council.

Pursuant to a suggestion made in the Council at its thirty-second reeting
(15 Aprii}, the Secretary-General on 16 April submitted & memorandum (3/57)
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concerning the legal aspects cf the question of the retention of the Irenien
question on the agenda. The Council referred the memorondum to the Committee
of Experts, which submitted its report (s/42) on 18 April.

At the thirty-sixth meeting (23 April), the Security Council rejected &
draft resolution submitted by the representative of France, vhich would have
noted the agreement reached between the Parties and requested the Secretary-
General to collect the necessary information in order to complete the Council's
report to the Assembly under Article 24, on the manner in which it had dealt
vith the case pleced on its agenda on 26 March at the request, subsequently
wvithdrawn, of the Government of Iran. Accordingly, the Council remained seized
of the Iranian question. The representative of the Soviet Union stated that
the decision to retain the Iranian question on the agenda was contrary to the
Charter and that, accordingly, his delegation did not consider it possible to
take any further part in the discussion of the question by the Council.

By a letter dated 6 May (S/53), the Iranian Ambassador reported on the
witndrawal of USSR troops from certaein Iranian provinces and promised a further
report promptly when the state of affairs in the province of Azerbaijan had
been ascertained by his Government.

At the fortieth meeting (8 May), the Security Council adopted a draft
resolution submitted by the representative of the United States, providing,
inter alia, that the Council should (a) defer further proceedings in order tnat
the Government of Iran might have time in which to ascertain through its official
representatives whether all USSR troops had been withdrawn from the whole of
Iran; and (b) request the Iranian Government to submit a complete report
irmediately upon the receipt of the information which would ensble it to do so.

By letters dated 20 :rd 21 lay (S/66 and $/68), the Iranien Ambassador
submitted additional informatics +iii »wuro-t to the matters brought to the
Security Council's attention by his Govern.::.-. itk the letter dated 21 Mey,
the Iranian Ambassedor communicated the text of a telegram feom 442 Ironian
Prime lLinister stoting that reports had been received to the effect fhiat

U33R troops had evacuated Azerbeijsn on & ifay.

/..'-
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At the forty-third meeting (22 lay), the Security Council adopted a draft
resolution submitied by the representative of the Hetherlands, providing that
the discussion of the Iranian question should be adjourned, the Council to be
called together at the request of any of its members.

By a letter dated 5 December 19U6 (S/204), the Iranian Ambassador forvarded
a report concerning the existing state of affairs in Azerbaijan.

Since the forty-third meeting, the Security Council has not discussed this

agenda item,

2, SPECIAL AGREEI'ENTS UNDER ARTICLE 473 AND THE ORGANIZATION OF
THE ARIED FORCES MADE AVAILABLE TO THE SECURITY COUNCIL

Article 47 of the Charter provides for the establishment of a Military
Staff Committee, consisting of the Chiefs of Staff of the permenent members of
the Security Council or their representetives, "to advise and assist the
Security Council on all. questions relating to the Security Council's military
requirements for the maintenance of international peace and security, the
employment and commend of forces placed at its disposel, the regulation of
armements, end possible disarmament."

At the twenty-third meeting (16 February 1946), the Council directed the
Milifary Staff Commitiee, as its first task, to examine from the militery point
of view, the provisions of Article 43 of the Charter and submit the results of
the study and any recommendations to the Council in due course.

At the one hundred %nd fifth meeting (13 Februsry 1947), the Council, in
its resolution (8/268/Rev.l/Corr.l) concerning the implementation of General
Assembly resclutions 41 (I) and 42 (I), requested the Militery Staff Committee
to submit its recommendations in pursuance of Article L3 as soon as possible,
and, es a first step, to submit not later than- 30 April 1947, its recommendations
with regsrd to the basic principles which should govern the orgenization of
- armed forces to be made available to the Security Council.

By letter dated 30 April (8/5%6), the dMilitery Staff Committee submitted
its-report on "General Principles governing the organization of the armed forces

‘4e aveilable to the Security Council by kember nations of the United Netions'.

[ooo
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Generel discussion of the report begen at the one hundred thirty-eighth
meeting (4 June). Replies to several questions raised during the discussion
on the articles of the report were received from the Military Staff Committee
(5/380, /394 and S/395). At the one hundred forty-sixth meeting, the Council
requested the Committee to submit an estimate of the over-all strength of the
armed forces to be made available to the Security Council, indicating the
strength and ccmposition of the separate components and the proportions that
should be provided by the five permanent members. At the one hunared forty-ninth
meeting, the Council considered the Committee's estimate (S/39L4) and decided to
request the Military Steff Commitiece's interpretation of the initial contribution
of armed forces referred to in erticles 10 and 11. The answer of the Military
Staff Committee was circulated as document S/L08. '

At the 1k2nd, 143rd, 145th end 149th meetings, the Council adopted
provisionally in first reading, subject to subsequent adoption of the report
es. a vhole, articles 1-6, 9, 10, 12-15, 18, 19, 22-24, 29, 30, 35-40, with
amendments to some of these erticles offered by the representatives of Australia
and Belgium, Agreement vas not reached on the remaining erticles. At the
one .hundred fifty-seventh meeting (15 July 1947), the Council discussed
article 11 of the report and proposals submitted by the representatives of the
United Kingdom and Australia. No agreement was reached on the text of the
erticle. Since then, the Council has held no further discussion of the report.

3. RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

The provisional rules of procedure adopted by the Security Council at its
first meeting (17 Januery 1946) ere contained, as amended to date, in document
8/96/Rev.lt published on 29 July 1952.

The Security Council has not discussed a letter dated 5 September 1947
(s/s540/Corr.1) from the representative of the United Kingdom suggesting several

additionsl rules of procedure concerning Coumeil meetings,

foes
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L, STATUTE AND RULES OF FRCCEDURE OF THE MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE

At its second meeting (25 January 1946) the Council approved & directive
to the Military Staff Committee which had been drafted for the Council by the
Freparatory Commission, asking the Committee to draw up and submit to the Council
proposals for its orgenizaetion and procedure.

At its twenty-thrd meeting (16 February 1946), the Security Council agreed
to postpone consideration of the report of the Millitary Staff Committee
concerning its statute and rules of procedure (S/10 as revised in S/115). The
Council instructed the Committee of Experts to examine the report. Pending
approval of the report by the Council, the Military Staff Committee was authorized
to carry out its business along the lines suggested in its report.

The report of the Committee of Experts was circulated on 17 July 1947
(8/421), but has not so far been placed on the Council *s agenda.

5. THE GENERAL REGULATION AND REDUCTION OF ARMALENTS ANDl/
INFORMATION ON THE ARMED FORCES OF THE UNITED NATIONS~
(a) Inclusion of the items in the agenda
By & letter dated 27 December 1946 (5/229), the representative of the USSR
transmitted £0r inclusion in the agenda of the Council e draft resolution having
to do with the implementation of General Assembly resolution k1 (I) concerning
the general regulation and reduction of ermed forces. The proposal was placed
on the agenda at the eighty-eight meeting (31 December) and consideration of it
was deferred. In the agenda of the ninetieth meeting (9 January 19L47), the
USSR proposal and a draft resolution (S/233) presented at the eighty-eight meeting
by the representative of the United States, appesred under the heading "Resolution

of the General Assembly on the principles governing the general regulstion and
reduction of armaments (document S/2%1) and proposals regarding its
implementation...".

At the ninetieth meeting, resolution 42 (I) of the General Assembly
concerning "Information on Armed Forces of the United Nations" was placed on the
agenda of the Council, At the 102nd meeting (11 February 1947) examination of
the two items was combined.

1/ See also item 18: Imternational Control of Atomic Energy. Jeve
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(b) Implementation of General Assembly resolution 41 (I)

(i) Establishment of the Commission for Conventional Armaments

At the ninetieth meeting, the Council formally accepted General Assembly
resolution b1 (I) and decided to proceed to consideration of its implementation.
Discussion began at the ninety-second meeting (15 January 19&7). Draft
resolutions were intrcduced by the representatives of France (3/243), Australia
(8/249), Colombia (S/251) and the United States (S/264). At the 105th meeting
(13 February), the Security Council resolved (S/268/Rev.l/Corr.l), inter alia,
to set up a Commission for Conventional Armaments composed of representaiives of
members of the Security Council to submit to the latter within not more than
three months proposals‘(a) for the general regulation and reduction of
armaments and armed forces; and (b) for practical and effective safeguards in
connexion therewith.

(ii) Plan of work and organization of the Commission for Conventional
Armaments -

By a letter dated 25 June 1947 (8/387), the Chairman of the Commission
transmitted a first progress report to the Council, attaching for approval of
the Council a proposed plan of work (S/387, Annex A) and for the information of
the Council a scheme for the organization of the Commission's work. At the
152nd meeting (8 July 1947), the Council adopted the plan of work adopted by
the Commission for Conventional Armaments. The Council also took note of the
Commission's scheme of organization of its work (3/587, Annex B).

(¢) Consideration of General Assembly resclution 192 (III)

(1) Transmission to the Commission for Conventional Armaments

By a letter dated il January 1949 (8/1216), the Secretary-General
transmitted to the Security Council General hAssembly resolution 192 (III). At
the LOTth meeting of the Council (8 February), the representative of the USSR
submitted a draft resolution (8/1246/Rev.1) dealing with the contents of the
General assembly resolution. At the 408th meeting (10 February), the
representative cf the United States submitted a draft resolution (3/1248)
recommending that General Assembly resolution 192 (III) be transmitted to the
Comuission for Conventional Armaments for action according to its terms. At the

, /oe.
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same meeting, the representative of the USSR proposed (S/1249) that his earlier
draft resolution (5/1246/Rev.l) and General Assembly resolution 192 (III) be
transmitted to the Commission for Conventional Armaments, and, separately to
the Atomic Energy Ccmmission.

The Council adopted the United States draft resolution (S/1248), and
rejected both USSR draft resolutions (S/1246/Rev.l and 5/1249).

(1i) Working paper of Commission for Conventional Armaments for

implementation of General Assembly resolution 192 (III)

By a letter dated 4 August 1949 (S/1372), the Chairmen of the Commission
for Conventional Armaments transmitted to the President of the Security Council
a working paper asdopted by the Commission at its nineteenth meeting on

1 August 1949, concerning implementation of General Assembly resolution 192 (III).

On 27 September the representative of France submitted a draft. resolution
(8/1399/Rev.1) calling for approval of the proposals contained in the working
peper end instructing the Secretary-General to transmit it, together with the
records of the Security Council's discussion, to the General Assembly.

The representative of the USSR submitted a draft resolution (S/1405)
calling for the submission by States of information on both conventional
armements and etomic weapons. A revision of this draft resolution (S/1405/Rev.l)
called for submission also of 1nformatiqn on armed forces., The representative
of France submitted a draft resolution (S/14C8/Rev.l) as an alternative to the
USSR draft resolution calling for the submission by States of full informaetion
on conventionsl armaments and armed forces under adequate procedures for
complete verification of such information. The French draft resolution recalled
that the submission of full information on atomic material and facilities,
including atomic weapons, wés an integral part of the United Nations plan,
approved by the General Assembly on 4 November 1948, to ensure the use of atomic
energy only for peaceful purposes and to ensure effective prohibition of atomic
WREDpONs .

The question was discussed at the 45Cth through k52nd meetings (11, 14 and
18 October 1949). The French draft resolution (5/1399/Rev.l) was not adopted,
as one of the negative votes was that of e permanent member. The USSR draft

/ubl
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_resolution (S/1405/Rev.1) was not adopted, and the alternative French draft
resolution (S/lhoe/gev.l) was also not adopted owing to the negative vote of
e permanent member. .

A draft resolution (S/1410) introduced by the representative of France
inviting the Secretary-General to transmit to the General Assembly the proposals
contained in the working paper adopted by the Commission for Conventional
Armements, together with the records of tho Council end the Commission
discussions was adopted.

(d) Second progress report of the Commission for Conventional Armaments

By a letter dated 4 August 1949 (S/1371), the Chairman of the Commission
for Conventional Armements transmitied to the frésident of the Security Council
two resolutions adopted by the Commiesion concerning items 1 end 2 of the
Comnmission's plen of work and an accompenying report. On 27 September, the
representative of the United States submitted a dreft resolution (8/1398) celling
for approvel end transmission to the General Assembly of the resolutions of the

Commission.

The question was discussed at the L450th meeting (11 October 1949)., The
United States draft resolution was not adopted, one of the negative votes being
that of a permanent member. The Council adopted a draft resolution (S/1403)
submitted by the representative of the United Kingdom to transmit to the
General Assenmbly the resolutions of the Commission and its report.

(e) Consideration of General Assembly resolution 300 (IV)

By & letter dated 6 December 1949 (S/1429), the Secretery-General transmitted
General Asserbly resolution 300 (IV) to the President of the Security Council.
A draft resolution (S/1445), submitted at the 46lst meeting (13 January 1950) by
the representative of France, proposing that General Assembly resolution 300 (IV)
be trensmitted to the Commission for Conventionel Armaments for further study in
sccordance with ite plan of work, was adopted at the 462nd meeting (17 January
1950).

By a letter dated 10 August 1950 (S/1690), the Cheirman of the Commission
for Conventional Arm:ements trunsmitted the third progress report of the Commission
to the President of the Security Council. The report has not been placed on
the egenda of the Security Council nor considered by it.

fove
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(f) Establishment of the Disarmement Commission and dissolution of the
Commission for Conventional Armements

The subject of effective reguletion and reduction of conventional armements
was discussed at the fifth session of the General Assembly in connexion with the
agenda item "International control of atomic energy". By resolution 496 (V)
the Assembly established a Committee of Twelve to report on means whereby the
work of the Atomic Energy Commission end the Conventional Armament Commission
wmight be co-ordinated and their functions merged. At the sixth session, the
Assembly, by resolution 502 (VI) of 11 Januery 1952, took note of the
recommendation of the Committee of Twelve (A/1922) and established under the
Security Council a Disarmament Commission and dissdlved the Atomic Energy
Commission. The Commission was, with the guidance of certain specified
principles and directives, to prepare proposals for "the regulation, limitation
and balanced reduction of all armed -forces and all armements, for the
elimination of all major weepons aedaptable to mass destruction, and for
effective internationsl control of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of
atomic weapons end the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only". In
" accordance with the Assembly's recommendstion in that seme resolution, the
Security Council, at its 571st meeting (30 Januery 1952), dissolved the
Commission for Conventional Armaments (S/2516/Corr.l).

Three reports covering the work of the Disarmament Commission during the
years 1952 and 1953 (DC/11, dated 29 May 1952; DC/20, dated 13 October 1952;
and DC/32, dated 20 August 1953) have been submitted to the Security Council and
the General Assembly. The Cenerasl Assembly, having considered them, adopted
resolutions 704 (VII) of 8 April 1953 and 715 (VIII) of 28 November 1953.

. (e) Esteblishment of the Sub-Committee of the Disarmement Commission
Pursuant to General Assembly resolution 715 (VIII), the Disarmament

Commission at its thirty-fifth meeting on 19 April 195k o2stablished a Sub-Commiter

composed of the representatives of Canada, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics, the United Kingdom and the United Stetes of America, The Sub-Corsni~r:
has thus far held eighty-six private meetings and has submitted three reports

to the Disarmament Commission (DC/53, dated 22 June 1954; DC/71, dated

7 October 1955; end DC/83, det.d 4 May 1956). The Commission, in turn, has

/occ
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transmitted the first two to the General Assembly and the Security Couacil by means
of its fourth rcrort (DC/55, dated % August 1954) and a letter from the Chairman,
dated 25 November 1955 (3/3463). The General Assembly, having considered them,
adopted resolutions €08 (IX) of 4 November 1954 and 914 (X) of 16 December 1953,
which suggested that the Disarmament Commission reconvene its Sub-~Ccmmittece. The
third report of the Sub-Committee (DC/8%) was considered by the Disarmament
Ccrmission during its meetings in July 1956, '

On 20 December 1956, the Disarmament Commission decided to take note of the
third rerort and to trancmit it to the General Assembly and the 3ecurity Council
for their conmsideration. On 1% February 1957 the General Assembly adopted
resolution 1011 (XI) vhich requested the Disarmament Ccmmission to reconvene its
Sub-Ccrmittee 2t an early date. Pursuant to that resolution, the Sub-Ccmmittee
was convened on 16 liarch 1957 and discussions were continued for seventy-one
meetings between 18 March and 6 September 1957. The Sub-Ccmmittce submitted two
rerorts to the Disarmament Commission: Fourth Report, 1 August 1957 (pc/112),
and Fifth Rerort, 11 September 1957 (DC/11%).

On 14 November 1957, in resolution 1148 (XII), the Gereral Assembly requested
the Disarmament Cocmmission to reconvene its Sub-Ccommittee as soon as feasible,
and on 19 December it decided (resolution 1150 (XII)) to enlarge the Commission by
the addition of fourteen lMember States. The Commission has held no meetings

since the adoption of those resolutions.

6. APFOINTHENT OF A GOVERNOR FOR THE FREE TERRITORY CF TRIESTEg/

(a) Introductory note
In a letter dated 12 Decemter 1946 (5/224/Rev.l), the Chairman of the Council

of Foreign liinisters transmitted those articles and amnnexes of the draft peace
treaty with Italy relevant to the establishment of a Free Territory of Trieste.
The letter was placed on the agenda of the Security Council at the eighty-ninth
meeting (7 January 1947). At its ninety-first meeting (10 January), the Council
formally accepted the resronsibilities devolving uron it under that text.

Article 11, paragraph 1, of the Fermanent 3tatute of the Free Territory (Annex VI
of the Treaty) provides that the Governor of the Free Territory shall be appointed
by the Security Council, after consultation with the Governments of Yugoslavia

and Italy,

- 2f --3ee also item 15: The Question of the Free Territory of Trieste, B A
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(b) Consideration by the Security Couneil (1947-1949)

By a letter dated 13 June 1947 (S/3T4), the representative of the
United Kingdom requested that an early date be fixed for the discussion by the
Council of the appointment of a Governmor for ﬁhe Free Territory of Trieste.

At its 143rd meeting (20 June 1947), the Council included the question in
its agenda. After discussion at its lhklth and 155th meetings held in private
(20 June and 10 July), the Council set up a sub-committee of three members,
composed of representatives of Australia, Colomble and Poland, to collect
information about the candidates for the post of Governor. After examination
of the Sub-Committee's report and further discussion at its 203rd and
223rd meetings (24 September and 18 becember) the Council decided to request the
Goveroments of Italy and Yugoslavia to consult with each other in an effort
10 reach agreement on a candidate.

The replies of the Govermments of Italy (S/644 and S/647) and of Yugoslavia
(s/648) indicated that no agreement had been reached.

The Council resumed the discussion at its 233rd and 265th meetings
(23 January and 9 March 1948), held in private, and agreed to postpone
consideration of the matter and to take up the question again at the request
of eny member of the Council,

On 20 March 1948, the Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom
and France, issued a joint declaraéion in which it was stated, inter alia, that,
in view of the evident impossibility of agreement on the selection of a Governor
and of developments in the Yugoslav-occupied zone of the Free Territory, the
three Governments had decided to recommend the return of the Free Territory to
Italian sovereignty as the best solution to meet the democratic aspirations of
the people and to make possible the re-establishment of peace and stability
in the area. The three Governments had proposed to the Qovernments .of the
. USSR and Italy that the latter join in an agreement on an additionmal Protocol
to the Treaty of Peace with Italy which would provide for such e solution. This
note was circulated among the members of the Security Council on 31 March 1948
(8/707). '

By a letter dated 8 February 1949 (S/1251), the representative of the USSR
requested that the question of appointment of a Governor of the ¥ree Territory
be considered by the Security Council in the near future. The Council resumed
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consideration of the matter at its 41lth meeting (17 February) at which the USSR
representative submitted a draft resolution (S/1260) providing that the Council
appoint Colonel Fliickiger as Governor of the Free Territory. After further

discussion at its 4l2th, 422rd and 42Ltr reetirgs, the U-. i ir=7t rezolutlon was

rejected.

(¢) Consideration by the Security Council (1953)

By a letter dated 12 October 1953 (S/3105), the representative of the USSR,
referring to the declaration made on 8 October 1953 by the Governments of the
United States and the United Kingdom on the question of Trieste, requested that
a meeting of the Counpil be convened to discuss the question of the appointment

of a Governor of the Free Territory of Trieste. A draft resolution enclosed with
the letter provided that the Council decide to appoint Colonel Flickiger as
Governor, .

At fts 625th meeting (15 October), the Council decided to include the
question in the agenda. At its 628th meeting (20 October), it decided to
postpone study of the matter until 2 November, on which date, at its
634th meeting, it decided to postpone the discussion for a further three weeks.
At 1ts 64lst meeting (23 November), the Council decided to postpone the
discussion until the week of 8-15 December, with the proviso that the date of
the meeting would be set by the President.

At its 647th meeting (14 December 1953), the Council decided to postpone
consideration of the question pending the outcome of current efforts to find a
solution to the Trieste problem.

7. THE EGYFTIAN QUESTION

By a letter dated 8 July 1947 (S/410), the Prime Minister and Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Egypt informed the Secretary-General that British troops were
being maintained in Egyptian territories against the ubanimous will of the
people, contrary to the letter and spirit of the Charter and to Genmeral Assembly
resolution 41 (I) adopted on 14 December 1946, Moreover, the occupation of the
Sudan by the British armed forces and the pursuance there of their hostile policy
had given rise to a dispute between the Egyptian Government and the Government
of the United Kingdom, the continuance of which was likely to endanger the

/



S/h098
English
Page 18

maintenance of international peace and security. Direct negotiations had been
attempted in conformity with Article 53 of the Charter, but %o no avail.
Consequently, the Egyptian Goverament brought its dispute to the Security Council
under Articles 35 and 37 of the Charter, requesting the Council to direct (a) the
total and immediate evacuation of British troops from Egypt, including the Sudan;
(v) the termination of the present administrative regime in the Sudan.

The Security Councii placed the question on its agenda at the 159th meeting
(17 July). Discussion started at the 175th meeting (5 August) and continued
through the 176th, 179th, 182nd, 189th, 193rd, 196th, 198th, 199th, 200th and
201st meevings (10 September 1947). At the 189th meeting (20 August), the
representative of Brazil submitted a draft resolution (S/507) recommending to
the Governments of the United Kingdom and Egypt (a) to resume direct negotiations
and, should such negotiations fail, to seek a solution of the dispute by other
peaceful means of their own choice; and (b) to keep the Security Council informed
of the progress of the negotiations,

At the 198th meeting (28 August), the Brazilian draft resolution as amended
by China (S/507/A4d.1), Belgium (S/507/Add.l) and Australia (S/516) was rejected.
In accordance with paragraph 3 of Article 27 of the Charter, -the United Kingdom
represéentative did not take part in the voting. At the same meeting, the
representative of Colombia submitted a draft resolution (S/530), calling upon
the Governments of the United Kingdom and Egypt to resume direct negotiations
with a view (a) to completing at the earliest possible date the evacuation of
all United Kingdom military, naval and air forces from Egyptian territory, mutual
assistance being provided in order to safeguard in time of war or imminept threat
of war the liverty and security of ﬁavigation of the Suez Capnal; and (b) to
terminating the joint administration of the Sudan with due regard to the
principle of self-determination of peoples and their right to self-government;
and to keep the Security Council readily infcrmed of the progress of their
negotiations,

At the 200th meeting (29 August), the Colombian draft resolution was voted
upon in parts and rejected.

At the 201st meeting {10 September), the representative of China submitted
& acaii ~esolution (8/547) recommending that the parties: (a) resuse negotiatious,
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and (b) keep the Security Council informed of the progress of these negotiations
and report thereon to the Council in the first instahce not later than
1 January 1948, At the same meeting, the Chinese draft resolution and the
Australian amendments (S/549) thereto were rejected, having failed to obtain
the affirmative votes of seven members.

The President stated that the Egyptian question would remain on the agenda
and that the Council would reconsider the question either at the request of any
member of the Council or at the request of either of tpe two parties.

’

8. THE INDONESIAN CUESTION

(a) Inclusion of the gquestion in the agenda

The Indopesian question was brought before the Council by two letters, dated
30 July 1947, from the Government of India and from the Government of Australia.
In its letter (S/447), the Government of India, under Article 35, paragraph 1,
of the Charter, drew the Council's attention to the situation in Indonesis, which
in its opinion endangered the maintenance of international peace and security.
The Council was requested to take the necessary measures to put an end to the
sltuation.

The letter from the Australian Government (S/449) stated that the hostilities
in progress in Java and Sumatra constituted a breach of peace under Article 39
and urged the Council to take immediate action to restore international peace
and security. ‘

The question was included in the Council's agenda at the 17lst meeting
(31 July 1947), when the representatives of India and the Wetherlands were invited
to participate in the discussion. The Security Couneil subsequently invited the
representatives of the Philippines, the Republic of Indonesia, Australia,é/
Belgium,é/Burma and Pakistan to participate in tne diseussion at various stages.
Members of the United Nations Committee of Good Offices and of the Cowmsission
for Indonesia were also invited to participate in the discussion during 1l-=or
slages.,

2/ Representatives of Auntraiia and Belgium were invited to participate in
the discussion of the question after these two countries ceased to be
members of the Security Council at the end of 1947 and 1948 respectively.
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(b) From the cease-fire resolution to the breakdown of the "Renville" Agreement
(August 194T-December 1948)

On 1 August 1947 (175rd meeting), the Seeurity Council adopted a resolution
(S/h59) calling upon the parties to cease hostilities forthwith, to settle their
disputes by arbitration or by other peaceful means, and to keep the Security
Council informed about the progress of the settlement.

By letters dated 3 and b August (S/466), the representative of the
Netherlands informed the Council that orders had been issued to the Netherlands
forces in the areas concerned to cease hostilities. By a cablegram dated
5 August (S/469), the Vice-Premier of the Republic of Indonesis informed the
Council thét his Government had decided to order a cessation of hostilities. He
requested that the Council appoint a.comnittee to secure effective implementation
of the cessation of hostilities,

On 25 August 1947, the Security Council adopted two resolutions ($/525).
The first provided for establishment of a commission composed of the consular
representatives in Batavia of members of the Security Council to report on the
situatién in Indonesia, In the other resolution, the Security Council tendered
its good offices to the parties and expressed its readiness, if the parties so
requested, to assist in the settlement of the dispute through a committee of the
Coﬁncil consisting of three of its members, each of the parties selecting one
member and the third to be chosen by the two so selected.

By letters dated 4 and 18 September 1947 (S/545 and S/56k), the reyp. eseptatives
of the Netherlands and of the Republic of Indonesia 1nforﬁed the Council that the
Governments of Belgium and Australia had accepted thelr respective invitations
to serve on the Council's Committee of Good Offices. By a letter dated

18 geptember (3/558), the representatives of Australia and Belgium informed the
- Council that the Govermment of the United States of America had agreed to be
+he third member.

After discussion in the course of further meetings, held during the month
of October 1947, when the Council discussed the interim report (S/573) and the
full report (5/586 and Addenda 1 and 2) of the Consular Commission at Batavia,

e Security Council, at its 219th meeting (1 Novemter), adopted a resolution
(s/597) which provided, inter alia, that the Committee of Good Offices should
assist the parties in reaching agreement on an arrangement which would ensure
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the observance of the cease-fire resolution. At its 224th meeting on 19 December,
the Council agreed thaf the Committee of Good Offices should continue with the
same membership after 31 December 1947, although Australia'a membership in the
Security Council ended on that date.

On 17 January 1948 (229th meeting), the President of the Security Council
read a cablegram (S/650) from the Chairman of the Committee of Good Offices
stating that the delegations of the Republic of Indonesia and the Netherlands
would sign a truce agreement on 17 January 1948 on board the USS "Renville" and
that, immediately thereafter, both parties would sign an agreement on twelve
political principles which were to form the agreed basis for discussion -
concerning the settlement of the dispute. On 19 January, six additional
political principles were accepted by the parties. The above documents came
to be known as the Renville Agreement.

On 28 February 1948 (259th meeting), the Security Council adopted a
resolution (S/678) in which it noted with satiefaction the first interim report
of the Committee of Good Offices (S/649 and Corr.l) and maintained itse offer of
good offices. The Council also adopted a resolution (S/689) requesting the
Committee of Good Offices to pay particular attention to political developments
in Western Java and Madura and to report thereon at frequent intervals.

In the course of 1948, the Security Council received various reports from
the Committee of Gcod Offices on devglopments in Indonesia and on the
negotiations between the parties, culminéting in the special reports which it
submitted on 12 and 18 December regarding the collapse of direct talks between
the representatives of the Netherlands and the Republic of Indonesia (8/1117
and 8/1129).

(e¢) From the resumption of military operations to the Round Table Conference at

The Hague (December 1948-December 19L49)

Opn 20 December, the Council convened in emergency session (387th meeting)

- -~ - .s 2V d mas —end am - P U - PR 4 laan\
at the request of the Australian and Usited States representatives (5/1128) to

consider the Indonesian question in the light of the resumption of military
operations in Indonesia on 18 December. The Committee of Good Offices submitted
a number of reports (3/1129/Add.1, S/1138, 8/1ibk, 5/1146, 5/1154, S/1156 and’
8/1166) concerning the outbreask of hostilities and later developments in -
Indonesia,

/oa'o
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At the 392nd meeting (24 December) the Council adopted a resolution (S/;lSO)
calling upon the parties to cease hostilities fcrthwith., The Govermment of the
Netherlands was called upon immediately to release the President of the Republic
of Indonesia and other political prisonmers arrested since 18 December. The
Council also instructed the Committee of Good Offices to report on events since
12 December and on the parties' compliance with the above directives. At the
395th meeting (28 December), the Council adopted a resolution (S/1165) requesting
the Consular Commission in Batavia to report fully on the situation in the
Republic of Indonesia, covering observance of the cease-fire oraers and
conditions in areas under military occupation or from which armed forces might
be withdrawvn. On the same date, the Council adopted a resolution (S/116h4)
noting that the Government of the Netherlands had not released the prisoners
as requested by the resolution of 24 December, and calling upon the Netherlands
Government to set them free forthwith and to report to the Council within
twenty-four hours.

After further discussion in the course of the month of January, the
Security Council, on 28 January 1949 (LOOth meeting), adopted a resolution
(s/1254) in which, inter alia, it once again called upon the parties immediately
to cease all military operatiomns, called for the release of all political
prisoners arrested by the Netherlands Government in the Republic of Indomnesia
since 17 December 1948, and recommended that the parties undertake negotiationms,
with the assistance of the Commission, for the establishment of a federal,
independent and sovereign United States of Indonesia at the earliest possible
dete. The transfer of sovereignty over Indonesia by the Government of the
Netherlands to the United States of Indonesia should take place at the earliest
possible date and in any case no later than 1 July 1950. Various other provisions
of the resolution concerned the return of the Republican Government to'Jogjakarta
and called for the progressive return to the administration of that Government

gas comtrolied Ly the Republic under tThe Reanville Agrecment,
The Committee of Good Offices was to be known as the United Nations Commission
for Indonesia.

On 1 March 1949, the United Nations Commission for Indonesia submitted a
report (5/1270 and Corr.l) which was followed by three supplementary reports
during the remainder of the month of March (3/1270/Add.1-3). The report stated

.
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that the Netherlands Government had not released the Republican pclitical
prisoners and had refused to permit the re-establishment of the Republican
Government at Jogjakarta, that there had been no negotiations under the
resolution, and that there had been no actual or complete cessation of
hostilities. The report alsc gave details of a propnsal by the Netherlands
Government to convene a round-table conference on the Indonesian question at

The Hague, a proposal viewed by the Commission as a counter-proposal or a
substitute for the 28 January resglution of the Security Council. The Commission
requested indications as to what its position should be towards the invitation.

After discussion in the course of a number of meetings, the Security Council,
on 23 Mareh (L21st meeting), approved a directive to the Commission gtating that
it was the sense of the Council that the Commission should assist the parties in
reaching agreement as to the implementation of the Council's resolution of
28 January and as to the time and conditions for holding the proposéd conference
at The Hague. If such an agreement was reached, the holding of such a conference
and participation in it by the Commission would be consistent with the purposes
and objectives of the resolution of 28 January.

The Commission reported on 9 May (S/1320) that both parties had accepted
its invitation to discussions pursuant to the Council's directive.

On 4 August, the Commission reported (S/1373) that a cease-fire had been
crdered by the two Governments on ) August, that the Government of the Republic
had been restored to Jogjakarta, and that the time and conditions for the
Round~Table Conference at The Hague had been settled.

On 8 Novemver 1949, the Commission submitted 2 special report (S/1417) on
the Round-Table Conference held at The Hague from 23 August to 2 November 1949,
Under the agreements reached at The Hague, the Netherlands was to transfer
sovereigﬁty unconditionally to the Republic of the United 3tates of Indonesia,
tihe transfer to ce effected Ly JO Decemver 1949 at the latest. The residency
5T hev Julnen, however, was exic 5 stalus wus o ve determined within
2 yeur of the transfer of sovereignty.

The Commission stated that it would continue to carry out its functiona in
accordance with its terme of reference and that, in accordance with the agreement
reached at the conference, it would ovserve in Indonmesia the implementation of
the deelsions reached at The Hague.,
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The Security Council commenced discussion of the special report of the
Commission at its 455th meeting (12 December), when the President of the Council
(the representative of Canada) submitted a draft resolution (S/1b31)
congratulating the parties on the successful conclusion of the Round-Table
Conference, welcoming the forthcoming establishment of the Republic of the
United States of Indonesia and commending the Commission. It requested the -
Commission to continue to discharge its responsibilities, including in particular
obsefving and assisting in the implementation of the agreements reached at the
Round-Table Conference.

The representative of the Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft resolution (S/1k35)
calling for withdrawal of Netherlands forces, the release of political prisoners
by the Netherlands Gcvernment and for the establishment of a United Nations
Cocmmission composed of representatives of States members of the Security Council
which would inquire into the activities of the Netherlands authorities and would
submit to the Couneil proposals for the settlement of the conflict between the
Netherlands and the Republic of Indonesia on the basis of recognition of the
independence and sovereign rights of the Indonesian people. This proposal
provided also for dissolution of the Commission for Indonesia.

At the 456th meeting (13 December), the Canadian draft resolution was voted
upon in parts and was not adopted. The Ukrainian SSR draft resolution was also
rejected. Following the vote, the President of the Jecurity Council stated
- that rejection of the Canadian draft resolution had no effect whatsoever onm the
previous decisions taken oy the Council which remained in full force and effect.
(d) From the transfer Sf sovereignty to the adjournment of the Commission

sine die (December 1949 - 3 April 1951)

The Tnited Nations Ccomission for Indomesia subuitted a number of reports
in the course of 1950 (S/14k9, S/1663, §/1842 ard 3/1875 and Corr.l). The
reports dealt with the implementation of the agreements reached at The Hague,

D? Nan~misam 1Ak

(a}
inelnding the transfer of sovereignty vhich hod token place on 27 December 1949,

........ trans rereipnte vhi n plac
the repatriation of Netherlands forces and the dissolution of the Royal
Netherlands Indonesian Army (KNIL), as well as with events which took place in
the South Moluccas, following the proclamation, on 25 April 1950, of a
"South Moluccas Republic" by a group of persons who had seized authority in the
tslands,

[eos
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On 5 April 1951, the Commission submitted a report (S/2087) on its
activities since the tramsfer of sovereignty. Among other things, the report
stated thet the withdrawal of Netherlands troops was progressing satisfactorily
and that observation by the Commission was no longer necessary. It summarized '
the developments which had led to the establishment, on 18 August 1950, of
the Republic of Indonesia as a unitary State, as well as related correspondence
with and between the parties in copnexion with the right of self-determination.

It also dealt with a special Union Conference held at The Hague on
4 December 1950 to deal with the question of the status of New Guinea. No
agreement had as yet been achieved on the status of that territory. Since the
military provlems were virtually solved, since no other matters had been
submitted by the parties, and since no items remained on its agenda, the
Commission hed decided that, while holding itself at the disposal of the parties,
it would adjourn sine die.

' The Security COunéil bas not so far discussed that report.

.9+ VOTING FROCEDURE IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL

- By a letter dated 2 January 1947 (S/237), the Secretary-General transmitted
to the Security Council the text of General Assembly resolution 4O (I) of
13 December 1946, which recommended to the Council "the early adoption of
practices and procedures, consistent with the Charter, to assist in reducing éhe
difficul%ies in the application of Article 27 and to ensure the promrt and
effective exercise by the Security Couneil of its functions”,

At 1ts 197th meeting (27 August 1947), the Council decided to refer the
matter to the Committee of Experts, which was instructed to submit to the
Council its recommendations oun the measures that the latter should adopt in
view of the Assembly's recommendations.

On 2 September, the United States representative on the Committee of Experts
submitted draft rules of procedure relating to voting in the Security Council
(S/c.1/160). The Committee has not so far discussed this question.

On 2 December, the Secretary~General transmitted to the Council the text
(3/620) of General Assembly resolution 117 (II) of 21 November 1947, under which
the Interim Committee was t0 consult with any committee which the Council might

/
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designate to co-operate with the Interim Committee in the study of the problem
of the voting procedure in the Council.

At its 224th meeting (19 December 1947), the Security Council decided that
the Secretary-General's letter conveying the Assembly's resolution should be
received by the Council.

0n 25 April 1949, the Secretary-General transmitted to the Council the
text (S/1512) of General Assembly resolution 267 (III) of 1l April 1949,
recommending to the members of the Council that a list of decisicns set forth in
an Annex to the resolution be deemed procedural, and to the permanent members
that they seek agreement upon what possible decisions of the Couneil théy
might forbear to exercise their veto. At the 452nd meeting (18 October 1949),
the President reported that agreement had not been possible as each permanent
member adhered to its position, but that they had agreed on the principle and
‘practice of consultation before important decisions were to be made.

10. REPORTS ON THE STRATEGIC TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANLS
FURSUANT TO THE RESOLUTION OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL OF
7 MARCH 1949 '

In a letter dated 17 February 1947 (8/281) the United States representative
gubmitted for the approval of the Security Council, in accordance with Article 83
of the Charter, the text of a draft Trusteeship Agreement for the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands. After discuseion st the 113rd meeting (26 Pebruary)
and subsequent meetings, the Couneil, at its 124th meeting (2 April) approved
the Agreement (S/318), which ceme into force on 18 July 1947.

The question of formulating procedures to govern the detailed application
of Articles 87 and 88 of the Charter to that strategic area was raised by the
Secretary-General in a letter dated 7 November 1947 (S/599). After discussion
of the matter by the Council, on the basis of a report of the Committee of
Experts dated 12 January 1948 (S/642), meetings were held between committees
appointed by the Security and Trusteeship Councils and the resulting agreement
was embodied in a resolution (8/1280) adopted by the Council at its b15th meeting
(7 March 1949). This agreement dealt with the respective functions of the two
Councils in respect of strategic areas in general,

/o-o
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The United Statecs Goverament and the Trusteeship Council have periodically
sutmiited reports to the Security Council in virtue of these agreements. The
United States Govermment has also given notice of periods when access to parts

of the Trust Territory has been restricted for security reasons.

11. APPLICATIONS FOR MEMBERSHIP

Up to its tenth session, the General Assembly, upon the recommendation of
the Seéurity Counecil, had approved the admission of: Afghanistan
(19 Novenber 1946), Iceland (19 November 1945), Sweden (19 November 1945),
Thailand (16 December 1946), Pakistan (30 September 1947), Yemen
(30 September 1947), Burma (17 March 1948), Israel (11 May 1949) =nd Indonesia
(28 september 1950).

In the course of its tenth session, on 8 December 1955, the General Assembly
adopted resolution 918 (X) by which it requested the Security Council to consider,
in the light of the general opinion in favour of the widest possiovle membership
of the United Nations, the pending applications for membership of 2ll those
eighteen countries about which no problem of unification arose. The Security
Gouncil considered this resolution, as well as a resolution adopted by the
Ascexbly at ite ninth session (resolution 817 (IX)) concerning reconsideration
of all pending applications, and the application of Spain (5/3441/Rev.l), at
a series of meetings in December 1955, As a result of this consideration,
the Security Council on 14 December recommended admission of the following
sixteen applicants: Albanisa, Jordan, Ireland, Portugal, Hungary, Italy,

Austria, Romania, Bulgaria, Finland, Ceylon, Nepal, libya, Cambodia, Laos and
Spain. All these States were admitted to membership by the General Assembly
on 14 Decemver 1955 (resolution 995 (X)).

In the course of 1956, the Security Council reccumended the admission of
the Sudan, Moroeco, Tunisia and Japan. These States were admitted to membership
by decisions taken by the General Assembly in the course of iﬁs eleventh session,
as wxss Ghana, vhose admission i'as recommended by the Security Council on
7 March 1957, .

On 5 September 195&, the Security Council decided to recommend to the
General fssembly the admiseion of the Federation of Malaya. The General
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Asgenmbly at its twelfth session admitted the Federation of Maleya to membership
in the United Natioms.

The following applications have so far failed to obtain the recommendation
of the Security Council: The Mongolian People's Republic, the Republic of Korea,
the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Viet-Nam and the Democratic Republic
« of Viet-Nam.

‘12, THE PALESTINE QUESTION

(2) Inclusion of the item in the agenda

In a letter dated 2 December 1947 (S/614) the Secretary-General transmitted
to the Security Council, General Assembly resolution 181 (II) concerning the
future Government of Palestine (Flan of Partition). At its 222nd meeting
(9 December), the Couacil took mote of that resolution and decided to postpone~
discussion of the matter.

At 1ts 253rd meeting (24 February 1948) the Council began its comsideration
of the question, and at its 263rd meeting (5 March) adopted a resolution (S/691)
callirg upon the permanent members to consult together regarding the situation
in Palestine and appealing to all Governments to act to prevent such disorders
as were occurring in Palestine. On 19 March (270th meeting), those permanent
members of the Council who had consulted together recommended that the Council
should make it clear to the parties concerned that the Council was determined
not to permit the existence in Palestine of any threat to the peace and that
it would take further action by all means available to it to bring about the
immediate cessation of violence agd the restoration of peace.

(b) Establishment on 23 April 1948 of the Consular Truce Commission

At its 27Tth meeting (1 April), the Council adopted two resolutions (S/71h);
the first one called for a truce in Palestine, and the second requested the
Secretary-General to convoke a special session of the General Assembly to
consider further the question of the future Government of Palestine,

In accordance with the terms of the first resolution, the representatives of
ﬁhe Jewish Agency and of the Arab Higher Committee met with the President in order
to agree upon a basis for the truce. Since no agreement was reached, the Council
adopted on 17 April (283rd meeting) a resolution calling for a truce and outlining

Joee
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the principles and machinery therefor (S/723). Subsequently, on 23 April, the
Council established a Truce Commission (S/T727) to assist in the implementation
ty the parties of the Council's truce resolution of 17 April and to be composed
of the representatives of thoge members of the Security Council, except Syria,

who had career consular officers in Jerusalem.
\

(¢) The Security Council truce resolution of 29 May 1948

Following the outbresk of hostilities on 14 May l9h§, the Council adopted at
its 302nd meeting (22 May) a resolution calling upon the parties to issue
cease-fire orders within thirty-six hours of the adoption of the resolution
(8/113).

The provisional Government of Israel communicated to the Council its
acceptance of the truce on 24 May (S/779), whereas the Arab States informed the
Council that the 17 April truce resolution should be first observed so that the
cease-fire might lead to a Jjust and lasting solution (S/792).

The Council at its 310th meeting (29 May) adopted a resolution (S/801)
calling, inter alia, for a cessation of hostilities for a period of four weeks,
and instructing Count Folke Bernadotte, the United Nations Medie.tor,-l-’/ to
supervise the cease-fire, in concert with the Truce Commission which was to
be provided with military observers, and to make contact with the parties with
a view to carrying out his functions as determined by the General Assembly.

The Arab States and the provisional Government of Israel advised the
Council of their acceptance of the resolution (8/80k4, $/810).

At its 313th meeting (3 June), the Council agreed that the Mediator should
be given full authority to interpret the terms of the cease-fire resolution.
Only if his interpretation was challenged should the matter be submitted to

the Council.

4/ 1In its resoiution 186 (5-2) adopted on i% May 1348, the Gemeral Assembly had
T empowered a United Nations Mediator to promote a peaceful adjustment of the.
future situation of Palestine, and relieved the Palestine Commission of
further responsibility under resolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947. The

Mediator was directed to conform with such instructions as the General
Assembly or the Security Council might issue. )

[ooo
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(4) The Security Council truce resolution of 15 July 1948

The first truce in Palestine went into effect on 11 June 1948. Since the
first truce was to expire on 9 July 1948, the Council addressed on 7 July
(351st meeting) an urgent appeal to both Jews and Arabs for the prolongation of
the truce (S/875). Nevertheless, fighting started again in Palestine.

At the 333rd meeting (15 July), the Mediator presented to the Council an oral
report supplementing his previous written report (S/888), wherein he called upon
the Council to order an immediate cease-fire. At 1its 358th meeting (15 July),
the Council adopted a resoluticn (S/902), describing the situation in Palestine
as a threat -to the peace within the meaning of Article 39 of the Charter, ordering
an indefinite cease-fire, and instructing the Mediator to supervise the truce and
to establish procedures for examining alleged breaches.

Since many alleged violations of the cease-fire order were brought to the
notice of the Council, especially in the Negev area, the Council took various
decisions to remedy the situation. These res¢lutions, which were taken at the
meetings of 19 October, 4 and 16 November and 29 Dccember (S/10kk4, 5/1070, S/1080,
8/1169), were concerned chiefly with calling upon both parties to cease fire and
to start negotiations for armistice agreements. On 17 September (S/1002), the
Security Council was informed of the assassination in Palestine of
Count Folke Bernadotte, the Mediator. The Council, at its 358th meeting
(18 september), approved the cablegram sent on the previous day by the Acting
Secretary-General empowering Dr. Ralph Bunche to assume full authority as '
Acting Mediator until further notice.

(e) Conclusion of the Armistice Agreements between February and July 1949

On 11 December 1948 (8/1122), the General Assembly established by
resolution 194 (III) e Palestine Conciliation Commission (France, Turkey and
the United States) which was, inter alia, to assume the function of the Acting
Mediator under resolution 186 (S-2) of 14 May 1948, and to take steps to assist
the Governments and authorities concerned to achieve a final settlement of all
guestions outstanding between them.

By letter dated 6 January 1949 (S5/1187), the Acting Mediator, Dr, Bunche,
informed the Security Council that the Government of Egypt and the provisional
Govermment of Israel had unconditionally accepted a proposal providing for a
cease~fire in the Negev area, to be immediately followed by direect negotiationms,
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under United Nations bhairmanship, on the implementation of the Council's
resolutions cf 4 and 16 November 1948, calling for the cenclusion of armistice
agreements.,

Between February and July 1949, Armistice Agreements were signed between
Israel on the one hand, and Egyot (5/1264/Rev.l), Lebanon (5/1296/Rev.l), the
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan (S/1302/Rev.l) and Syria (5/1355/Rev.l) on the other.
On 21 July, the Acting Mediator submitted his final report on the status of the
armistice negotiations and the truce in Palestine (5/1357)./

At the 457th meeting (11 August), the Council adopted two resolutions
(5/1576), the first paying tribute to Count Folke Bernadotte and, upon the
completion of their responsibilities,-expressing appreciation to the Acting
Mediator and the members of the staff of the Palestine Mission, and the second
which, inter alia, expressed the hope that the parties, by means of negotiations
conducted by the Palestine Comeiliation Commission, would soon achieve agreement
on a final settlement and, meanwhile, reaffirmed the cease-fire order contained
in the Council's 15 July resolution ($5/902); relieved the Acting Mediator of
any further.responsibility under Security Council resolutions; noted that the

Armistice Agreements were to be supervised oy Mixed Armistice Commissions under
the chairmenship of the United Nations Chief of Stalf of the Truce Supervision

Organization; and requested the Chief of Staff to report to the Council on the
observance of the cease-fire in Pale;tiné. Since then, the Chief of Staff has

periodically submitted reports on the work of that organization,

(£) The demilitarization of Jerusalem

The question of demilitarization of the Jerusalem area, with special reference
to General Assembly resolution 194 (III) of 11 December 1048, was placed on the
agenda of the 453rd meeting on 25 October 1949 at the request of the representative
of Egypt. The Council decided to adjourn further discussion of this matter
iodefinitely, pending discussion of the Palestine question by the General Assembly.
Yhile the Assembly has discussed various aspects of the Palestine question at
each subsequent session, the Council has not resumed discussion of this matter,

5/ Meanvwhile, at its 207th meeting (11 May 1949), the Genersl Assembly, upon the
recommepdation of the Security Couneil, had decided to admit Israszl to
membership in tre United Nations.

/



S/4098
English
Page 32

(g) Charges submitted by Egypt on 9 September 1950 of alleged violation of the
Egyptian-Israel Armistice Agreement

By letter dated 9 Septemver 1950 (8/1789 and Corr.l), Egypt drew to the
attention of the Security Council the expulsion by Israel of thousands of

Palestinian Arabs into Egyptian territory and alleged violations by Israel of
the Egyptian-Israel General Armistice Agreement.

At ite 524th meeting (17 November), the Council adopted a resolutionl(s/l907
and Corr.l), which called upon the parties to consent to the handling of the
present complaints according to therprocedures.estabiished in the Armistice
Agreements; requested the Israel-Egyptian Mixed Armistice Commission to give
urgent attention to the Egyptian complaints of éxpulsion of thousands of Palestine
Arabs and called upon both parties to give effect to any finding of the Israel-
Egyptian Mixed Armistice Commission fegarding the repatriation of any such Arabs
who, in the Commission's opinion, were entitled to return; and authorized the
Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization to recommend to Israel
and Egypt and other appropriate Arab States such steps as he considered necessary
to control the movement of nomadic Arabs across internmational frontiers or
armistice lines.

(h) Charges submitted by Syria in April 1951 of alleged violation of the

Armistice Agreement regarding the Huleh Marshes

At the 5klst meeting (17 April 1951), the Council considered the various
items concerning alleged violations of the Syrian-Israel General Armistice .
Agreements which had been suvmitted by the representatives of Syria and Israel
(see S/Agenda 541). The Council agreed to defer further consideration until
such time as General Riley, Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organizationm,
should be able to come before the Council for the purpose of providing it with

further information.

At the 5U5th meeting (8 May), the Council adopted a resolution noting that
fighting was continuing in the demilitarized zone and culling upon the parties
to cease fighting (S/2130).

At the 547th meeting (18 May), the Council adopted a resolution (5/2157)
which, inter alia, (1) called upon the Government of Israel to comply with the
request of the Chief of Staff and of the Chairman of the Israel-Syria Mixed

- /0!.
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Armistice Commission to ensure that the Palestine Land Development Company cease
all operations in the demilitarized zonme until such time as en arrangement was
made through the Chairman of the Israel-Syria Mixed Armistice Commission for

the continuation of the drainage project; (2) found that the aerial action
taken by Israel forces on 5 April and any future aggressive military action by
either barty in or around the demilitarized zone should be regarded as
constituting a violation of the cease-fire provision of the Security Couneil
resolution of 15 July 1948, and as inconsistent with the terms of the Armistice
Agreement and the obligations assumed under the Charter; and (5) decided that
Arab civilians who had been removed from the demilitarized ﬁone by Israel

should be permitted to return forthwith to their homes and that the Israel-Syria
Mixed Armistice COmmissioq should supervise their return and rehabilitation,

(i) Complaint submitted by Israel in July 1951 regarding the Suez Canal
By letter dated 11 July 1951 (S/2241), the representative of Israel
requested urgept- consideration of the following item; "Restrictions imposed

by Egypt on the passage of ships through the Suez Canal',

The Council began consideration of this question at the 549th meeting
(26 July) and invited the representatives of Israel, Egypt and Iraq to
participate without vote in the discussion.

At the 558th meeting (1 September), the Council adopted a resolution
(8/2%22) which found, inter alia, that the practice of interfering with passage
through the Suez Canpal of goods destined for Israel was incomsistent with the
objectives of a peaceful settlement and the establishment of permanent peace
in Palestine. The resolution called'upon Egypt to terminate the restricvions
on the passage of international commercial shipping and goods through the
Suez Canal wherever bound and to cease 211 interference with such shipping
beyond that essential to the safety of shipping in the Canal itself and to
the observance of the international conventions in force,

eve
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(§) cCompliance with and enforcement of the General Armistice Agreements, with
special reference to recent acts of violence, and in particular to the
incident at clbiya on 14-15 October 1953: report by the Chief of Staff
of the Truce Supervision Qrgantzation

In identical letters dated 17 October 1953, the representatives of France
(s/3109), the United Kingdom (S/3110) and the United States (S/5111) requested
an urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider the matter of the tension
between Israel and the neighbouring Arab States, with particular reference to
recent acts of violence and to compliance with and enforcement of the General
-Armistice Agreements.

The Council discussed this matter at ten meetings between 19 October and
25 November 1953, during which time Major General Vagn Bennike, Chief of Staff
of the Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine, presented a comprehensive
report concerning the activities and decisions of the four Mixed Armistice
Commissions, particularly regarding the Oibiya incident.

At the 642nd meeting (24 November), the Council adopted a resolution
(S/3139/Rev.2) which, inter alia (1) found that the retaliatory action at 0ibiya
taken by armed forces of Israel and all such actions constituted a violation of
the cease-fire provisions of the Council's resolution of 15 Jﬁly 1948 and were
inconsistent with the parties' obligations under the General Armistice Agreement
and the Charter; (2) expressed the strongest cenmsure of that action, calling
upon Israel to take effective measures to prevent all such actions in the future;
(3) took note of the fact that there was substantial evidence of crosesing of the
demarcation line by unauthorized persons often resulting in acts of violence
and requested the Govermment of Jordan to continue and to strengthen the measures
which they were already taking to prevent such crossings; (4) recalled to the
Government of Israel and Jordan their obligations under Security Council
resolutions and the General Armistice Agreement to prevent all acts of violence
on either side of the demarcation line; (5) reaffirmed that it was essential

Lo mandos &
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¢ achieve progress by peacc
issues outstanding betweer them that the parties abide by their obligations under
the General Armistice Agreement and the resolutions of the Security Council; and
‘") requested the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization to report
within {hree months to the Council, with such recommendationg ae he might

congider appropriate, on compliance with and enforcement of the General Armistice
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Agreements, with particular reference to the provisions of that resolution and

taking into account any agreement reached in pursuance of the request by the

Government of Israel for the convocation of a conference under Article XII of the

General Armistice Agreement between Israel and Jordan.

(k) Complaint submitted by Syria ageinst Isracl on 16 October 1953 concerning
work on the west bank of the River Jordan in the Demilitayized Zone

In a letter dated 16 October 1953 (S/3108/Rev.l), the representative of Syria
complained thet on 2 September 1953 Israel had started works in the Demilitarized
Zone to divert the Jordan River into a new channel with a view to making it flow
through its own territory. He charged that that action violated the provisions
of the Israel-Syrian Armistice Agreement, particularly erticle V thereof. He also
recalled that the Chief of Staff had requested Israel on 23 September to stop all
operations. '

Folloving a report by the Chief of Staff on the question (S/3122), the Council
started discussing the question at its 620th meeting (27 October). At the
6315t meeting (27 October) the Council adopted a resolution (S/3128) wherein it
deemed it desireble that the works started in the Demilitarized Zone should be
suspended pending the urgent examination of the question by the Council, and took
note with satisfaction of Israel's undertaking to suspend the works in question
'during the Council's examination of the dispute.

After further discussion of the question at subsequent meetings, France, the
United Kingdom and the United States submitted st the 648th meeting (16 Decenber)
8 Joint draft resolution (S/3151), under which as subsequently reviced
(s/3151/Rev.2) the Council would, inter alia, (1) endorse the request by the
Chief of Staff to the Government of Israel dated 23 September 1953; (2) call upon
‘the parties to the dispute tc comply with all the decisions and requests made by
the Chief of Staff in the exercise of his a:thority under the Armistice Agreement;
(3) request and authorize the Chief of Staff o explore poscibilities of
reconciling Israsel and Syrian interests involved in the dispute over tihe
diversion of Jordan waters at Banat Ya'qub, including full satisfaction of
existing irrigation rights at all seasons, while safeguarding the rights of
individuals in the Demiliterized Zone, and to take such steps in accordance with

Yy
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the Armistice Agreément as he might deem appropriate to effect a reconciliation;
(L) request the Secretary-General to place at the disposal of the Chief of Staff
e sufficient number of experts, in particular hydraulic engineers, to suppl.y him
on the technical level with the necessary data for a complete appreciation of the
rroject in question and of its effect upon the Demilitarized Zone; and (5) direct
the Chief of Staff to report to the Security Council within ninety days on the
measures taken to give effect to that resolution.

At the 656th mecting (22 January 1954), the Council failed to adopt the
revised joint draft recolution owing to the negative vote of a permanent member.

During the discussion of the question, the representative of Lebanon submitted
one draft resolution on 18 December 1953 (S/3152) and another draft resolution
(8/3166) at the 655th meeting (21 January 1954). The Council has not yet acted
on these resolutions. -

(1) Complaints received from Isrsel and Egypt in January and February 195k

In a letter dated 28 January 1954 (S/3168), the representative of Israel
requested that a compleint concerning restrictions placed by Egypt upon shipping
proceeding to Israel through the Suez Canal and the Gulf of Acasba be placed on
the Council's agenda for urgent consideration. The letter added that the acts
complained'of constituted violations of the Council's resolution of 1 September 1951
and of the Egypt-Israel Armistice, Agreement, '

In a letter dated 3 February (S/3172), the representative of Egypt requested
the inclusion of the following in the same agenda for urgent consideration:

"Complaint by Egypt against Israel concerning violations by Israel of the
Egyptian-Israel Armistice Agreement in the Demilitarized Zone of El-Auja".

At the 657th meeting (U4 February), the Ccuncil decided that the agenda should
consist of those two complaints and that they should be considered consecutively,
It discussed the complaint submitted by Israel at eight meetings from 4 February
(657th meeting) to 29 March (66L4th meeting),
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8 draft resolution (S/3188/Corr.1) providing, inter alia, that the Council should
(1) recall its resolution of 1 September 1951; (2) note with grave concern that
-+t had not complied with that resolution; (3) call upon Egypt, in accordance
with itc ~bligations under the Charter, to comply with it; and (L) consider that
without prejiudice to the provisions of the resolution of 1 ¢ _ewber 1951, the
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complaint concerning the alleged interference vwith shipping to Elath through
the Gulf of Aqeba should in the first instance be dealt with by the Mixed
Armistice Commission established under the Egypt-Israel Armistice Agreement.

At the 66Lth meeting (29 March), the New Zealand draft resolution was put
to the vote, and was not adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent member
of the Council. Since the 664th meeting, the Council has not considered those
complaints.

(m) Complaints received from Lebanon and Israel in March and April 1954

In a cablegram dated 30 March 1954 (5/5192) Jordan charged that on 28 March
large Isrgel military armed forces had attacked the Jordan village of Nahhalin,
killing nine persons and wounding eighteeh civilians, It was stated that on the
same date the Israel-Jordan Mixed Armistice Commission had adopted a resolution
condemning Israel in the strongest terms for that aggression and calling upon the

Israel authorities to take the most effective measures to.prevent such and other
aggressions against Jorden in the future and to apprehend and punish those
responsible,

In a letter dated 1 April (S/3195), the representative of Lebanon submitted
for urgent consideration a complaint regarding this incident on behalf of the
Hashemite Kingdom of the Jordan.

By a letter dated 5 April (5/3196), the representative of Isreel requested
wrgent consideration of four complaints concerning repudiation by Jordan of its
obligations under the Israel-Jordan Armistice Agreement, and an ermed attack on a
bus near Scorpioﬁ Pass on 17 March,

At the 665th meeting (8 April), the Council had before it a provisional
agende conteining the ccmpleinte received frcm Lebanon as sub-item (a) and the
complaints received from Israel as sub-item (b). At the G65th to 670th meetings
the Council considered the question of whether the twc sub-items should be
discussed consecutively or concurrently. At the 670th meeting (4 May), the

Counci] decided that 1t should (1) adopt the provicionsl agenda; {2) hold 5
general discussion in which reference might be made to any or all of the ccmplaints
on the agenda; and (3) not commit itself, at that stage, as to the separate or
Joint character of its eventual resolution or resolutions. Thereafter the
President invited the representatives of Israel and Jordan to take part in the

discussion. . /
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At the G7lst wmeeting (12 May), the representative of Lebanon submitted a
draft resolution providing that the Council should (1) find that the attack on
Nahhalin constituted a flagrant breach by Israel of the Council's resolution of
15 July 1948, of article III, poragraph 2, of the. Israel-Jordan General Armistice
Agreement, of Isroel's obligétions under the Charter and of the Council's
resolution of 24 November 1953; (2) exprese the strongest censure in condemnation
of that action and call upon Israel to take effective measures to apprehend and
punish the perpetrators; (3) request Israel to pay compensation for loss of life
and damage to property sustained in Nabhalin as a result of the action; and
(4) call upon the Members of the United Nations to apply, in accordance with
Article 41 of the Charter, such measures against lsreal as they deemed necessary
to prevent the repetition of such actions and the aggravstion of the situation,

In the course of the 670th weeting (4 May), the representative of Israel
inquired from the President whether, in inviting the representative of Jordan to
the Council for the purpose of presenting a complaint against Israel, the Council
had satisfied itself that the Government of Jordan had given or would give
assurances, under Article 35, paragraph 2, of the Charter, of its acceptance in
advance of the obligations of pacific settlement provided in the Charter.

By a letter dated 26 May ($/3219), the Ambassador of Jorden informed the
President of the Security Council that he was not empowered to represent his
Government before the Council or to take part in its current discussion,

Since the 671st meeting the Council has not ccnsidered those complaints,

On 19 June the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervigion Organization
transmitted two reports on the Jcorpion Pass (3/3252) and Mahhalin incidents
(s/3251).

(n) The incident of 28 Ceptember 195k concerning the $3. Bat Galim

In a letter dated 28 September 1954 (5/3296), the representative of Israel
informed the Council that, on thet dete, the Israel vessel 35, Bat Galim had
arrived at the southern entrance of the Suez Canel without incident but thet after

the routine inspection by the Egyptien authorities had taken place in a friendly
atmosphere, an Egyptian patrol vessel had approached the ship, and that wireless
communication, which had been maintained up to then with the Company's officee in
Haife, had cowme to an end., The letter sdded that the seizure of the vessel was

/ooo
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but the latest example of the Egyptian Government disregard for the Security
Council and its resolutions, especially that of 1 September 1951,

In a letter dated 29 September (5/3297), the representative of Egypt informed
the President that, on 28 September, the SS. Bat Galim had approached the habour
of Suez and, without any provocation, had opened fire with small-arms on Egyptian
fishing vosts within Egyptian territorial waters, The ‘Egyptian authorities had
taken the preliminary measures of arresting the crew of the ship and ordering an
immediate inquiry to determine responsibility for the incident,

The Council discussed the question at seven meetings from 14 October 1954 to
13 January 1955 (682nd to 688th meetings), .

In a report dated 25 November 1954 (5/3323), the Chief of Staff of the
Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine described the proceedings of the
Mixed Armistice Commission concerning the complaints by Isracl and Egypt. He
stated that the Commission had rejected an Egyptien draft resolution providing that
the Commission sbould (1) find tbat during the night of 27-28 September 195k,
the Israel vessel Bat Galim had entered Egyptian territorial waters; (2) decide
that that action was a violation of article II, paragraph 2 of the General
Aruistice Agreement; (3) éecide that that action was also a violation of the
shipping agreement signed by both parties and witnessed by the Chairman of the
Mixed Armistice Commission, which was considered.as complementary to the Generel
Armigtice Agreemenf; and () call upon Israel authorities to prevent such actions
in the future. ’

Thereefter, the Commission had adopted an Israel draft resolution providing
that the Ccmmission should find that the Egyptian complaint regarding the
23+ Bat Galim case was unfounded and that no provision of the Gzneral Armistice
Agreement had been violated by Israel.

In a letter dated 4 December (S/3326), the representative of Egypt stated
that, owing to insufficient evidence, the Egyptian judicial authorities had set
aside charges of murder, attempted murder and unlawful carrying of weapons
brought against the members of the crew of the S3., Bat Galim, The seasmen would
be released as soon as the necessary formaelities had been concluded and £h¢

Egyptisn Government was prepared to release the seized cargo immediately,

funn
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At the G88th meeting (13 Jenuary 1955), the President, in summing up the
discussion, stated that it was evident that most representatives vregarded the
resolution of 1 September 1951 as having continuing validity and effect, and it
vas in that context and that of the 1888 Convention that they had considered the
Bat Galim incident. 1In so far as steps had been taken by Egypt towerds a
settlement, such as the release of the crew on 1 January 1955 and the announced
willingness to release the cergo and the ship itself, those steps had been
welcomed by most of the representatives. Hope had been expressed that a continued
attitude of coneciliation on both sides would speedily bring about an agreement on
the arrangements for the release of the ship and cargo. On that note of hope and
expectation, he proposed to adjourn the meeting. )

, Since the 688th meeting, the Council has not considered this matter.
(o) - Egyptian and Israel complaints of March 1955 concerning incidents in the

Gaza area .

, I. In a letter dated 2 March 1955 (8/3367), the representative of Egypt
requested a meeting of the Council to consider the following complaint:
"Violent and premeditated sgeression committed on 28 February 1955 by Israel
armed forces against Egyptian ermed forces inside Egyptian-controlled territory
near Oaza, causing many casualties, including thirty-nine dead and thirty-t".wo
wounded and the destruction of certain military installstions in violation of,
inter alia, article I, paragraph 2, and article II, paragraph 2 of the
Egyptian-Israel General Armiestice Agreement”.

In a letter dated 3 March (S/3368), the rerresentative of Israel requested
consideration of his Government's complaint against Egypt for continuous
violations by Egypt of the Ueneral Armistice Agreement and of resolutions of

the Security Council by meens of, inter alia, attacks of regular and irregular
. Egyptian armed forces against Israel armed forces; assertion by BEgypt of the
existence of a state of war and the exercise of active belligerepcy sgainst
Israel, particulariy the maintenance and the enforcement of blockade measures:
and Egyptian refusal to seek agreement by negotiation for an effective transition
from the present armistice to peace. '

fooo
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In a report dated 17 March (S/3373), submitted orally to the Couneil, the
Chief of Staff stated that, on 6 March, the Egyptian-Israel Mixed Armistice
Commission had decided that the attack on Gaza constituted a violation of the
General Armistice Agreement. He added, however, that infiltration from
Egyptian-controlled territory was one of the main causes of the prevailing
tension. He suggested that, in order to decrease tension along the Demercation
Line the two parties should examine in an informal meeting the possibility of
agreeing on certaln measures which he had proposed.

On 28 March, France, the United Kingdom and the United States of America
submitted a joint draft resolution (S/3378) providing that the Council should
(1) condemn the attack on Geza as a violation of the cease-fire provisions of the
Council's resolution of 15 July 1948 and as inconsistent with the cbligations of
the parties under the Armistice Agreement and the Charter; (2) call again upon
Israel to take all necessary measures to prevent such ections; and (3) express its
conviction that the maintenance of the Armistice Agreement vas threetened by any
delibverate violations of that agreement by one of the parties to it, and that no
progress towards the return of permanent pesce in Palestine could be made unlecs
‘the parties complied strictly with their obligations under the Armistice Agreement
and the cease-fire provisions of its resolution of 15 July 1948.

On the same date, France, the United Kingdom and the United States of America
submitted a second joint draft resolution (S/3379), providing that the Council,
anxious that all possible steps should be taken to preserve security in the area,
should, inter alia, (1) request the Chief of Staff to continue his consultations
with the Governments of Egypt and Israel with e view to the introduction of
practical measures to that end; (2) note that the Chief of Staff had already made
certain concrete rroposals to that effect; and (3) call upon the Governments of
Egypt and Israel to co-operate with the Chief of Staff with regerd to his
proposals, bearing in mind that, in the opinion of the Chief of Staff, infiltration
could be reduced to an occasional nuisance if an agreement had been effected
between the parties on the lines he had prepased. i

The two draft resolutions were adopted unanimcusly at the 695th and 6,0th
meetings (29 and 30 March) respectively,

feoe
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II. In a letter dated b April (S/3385), the representative of Israel
requested the President to place on the Council's agenda a ccmplaint concerning
repeated attacks by Egypt against Israel, with special reference to (1) the
armed assault at Patish on 24 March; (2) frequent mining and firing on Israel
army units patrolling the Israel-Egyptian border at the Gaza strip between
26 March and 3 April and (3) the attack on Israel army patrol and on the village
of Nahal-Oz on 3 April.

In e report dated 1% April (S/3390), the Chief and Staff described the
incidents between Egypt and Israel since the Gaza incident on 28 February. He
believed that the most urgent step to be taken to improve the situation in the
Gaza ares was the institution of joint patrols along the Demarcation Line.

The Council discussed the question at the 69T7th and 698th meetings
(6 and 19 April). At the 698th meeting, the President stated that the consensus
of opinion was that there was no need for any new action by the Council at
presefit, inasmuch as the facts brought to the Council's notice and the possible
measures to avert frontier incidents in the area of the Demarcation Line between
Egypt and Israel had been fully covered in the resclutions adopted by the Council
during the month of March. He trusted that he was expressing the general views
of the members of the Council in appealing to both sides to give full effect
to the Security Council resolutions of 29 and 30 March, aimed at averting frontier
incidents.

(p) Egyptian and Israel complaints of August and September 1955 concerning
incidents ia the Gaza area

In letters dated 30 and 31 August 1955 (S/3L425, S/3426, §/3L427), the
representative of Israel informed the Security Council of new and grave outbresclks
of violence in the Gaza strip, starting on 22 August.

In a letter deted 6 September (S/3L431), the representative of Egypt informcs

the Security Council that since 22 August 1955 Israel armed forces had embarkcd

upon vaest military operationa culminating on 31 August in an ineident in the ar=n
of Khan Yunis.

In a repcrt dated 5 September (S/3430), the Chief of Staff stressed, among
other things, that e repetition of the incidents would only be avoided if the

forces of the opposing sides were separated by an effective physical barrier along
the Derarcation Line,

[eos
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The Council discussed the question at the 700th meeting (8 September 1955)
and unanimously adopted a draft resolution (S/3435), by which, among other things,
the Council (1) called upon both parties forthwith to take all steps necessary to
bring about order and tranquillity in the area; (2) endorsed the view of the
Chief of Staff that the armed forces of both parties should be clearly and
effectively seperated by measures such as those which he had proposed;

(3) declared that freedom of movement must be afforded to the United Nations
observers in the area; (4) called upon both parties to appoint'representatives
to meet with the Chief of Staff and to co-operate fully with him to those ends.

(q) Incidents of December 1955 on Lake Tiberias

In a letter dated 13 December 1955 (8/3505), the representative of Syria
informed the Council of a large-scale attack launched on the night of
11-12 December by Israel armed forces in the area lying to the east of
Lake Tiberias causing considerable loss of life and property.

The Council discussed the question at eight meetings from 16 December 1955
to 19 January 1956 (707th and 709th to 715th meetings).

In a letter dated 21 December 1955 (S/3518), the representative of Israel
informed the Council that evidence found on Syrian yrisoners proved thet Syrian
outposts off the northeastern shore of lLake Tiberias had been instructed to fire
upon Israel boats within a limit of 250-4C0 metres of the shore.

In a report dated 15 December 1955 (S/3516) end e supplement dated 30 December
(s/3516/Ad4.1), the Chief of Staff, after explaining the background of the incident,
mede certain suggestions to prevent further incidents arising from fishing
activities on Lake Tiberias. .

On 11 January 1956, the representatives of France, the United Kingdom and
the United States submitted a joint draft resolution (5/3530 and Corr.l), under
which, among other things, the Council would (1) remind Israel that the Counecil
hed already condemned militery action in breach of the General Armistice Agreements,
whether or not undertaken by way of retaliation, and had called upon Israel to
take effective measures to prevent such actions; (2) condemn the attack of
11 December as & flagrant violation of the ceese-fire provisions of its resolution
of 15 July 1948, of the terms of the General Armistice Agreement between Israel
and Syria, and of Israel's obligations under the Charter; (3) express its grave
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concern at the failure of Israel to comply with its obligations; (U4) cell upon
the Government of Israel to do so in the future, in default of which the Council
would heve to consider whet further measures were required to meintain or restore
peace; (5) call upon the parties to comply with their obligations under article 5
of the General Armistice Agreement; (6) request the Chier of Staff to pursue his
suggestions for improving the &ituation in the areas; and (7) call upon both
parties to co-operate with the Chief of Staff in this and all other respects.

The three-Power joint draft resolution was revised twice by its sponsors
(5/3530/Rev.2 and Rev.3), to include provisions by which the Council would
(1) hold that the Syrian interference with Israel activities on Lake Tiberias
reported by the Chief of Staff in no way justified tﬁe Israel action; and
(2) call upon the parties to arrange with the Chief of Staff for an immediate
exchange of all military prisoners. )

The Council also hed before it two other draft resolutions. There was
a Syrian draft resolution (5/3518) which was submitted on 22 December 1955 and
which was amended by the representative of the USSR on 9 Januery 1956; and a
Yugoslav draft resolution (S/3536) vhich was submitted on 18 January 1956.

At the T15th meeting (19 January 1956), the Council decided to grant priority
in the voting to the revised three-Power draft resolution (S/3530/Rev.3). At the
same meeting on 19 January, the three-Power draft resolution was adopted
unanimously.

~ (r) Resolution of U4 Aprdl 1956 concerning the status of compliance given to the
General Armistice Apreements and the resolutions of the Security Council

-3opted during the past year
J1 e letter dated 20 March 1956 (S/3561), the representative of the

United States requested a meeting of the Council to consider the status of
compliance given to the General Armistice Agreements and the resolutions of the
Security Council adopted during the pe-t year .

On 21 March 1956, the United States submitted a draft resolution (S/3562 and
Corr.l) according to which, among other things, the Council, after recalling itc
resolutions of 30 March 1955, 8 September 1955 and 19 January 1956, would
(1) consider that the situation prevailing between the parties concerning the
enforcement of the Armistice Agreements and the compliance given to the
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above-mentioned resolutions of the Council was such that its continuance was
likely to endanger the maintenance of internationel peace and security; (2) request
the Secretery-General to undertake, as a matter of urgent concern, a survey of
the various aspects of enfcrcement of and compliance with the four General
Arpistice Agreements and the Council!s resolution under reference; (3) request the
Secretary-General to arrange with the parties for the adoption of any measures
vhich after discussion with the parties and with the Chief of Staff he considered
would reduce existing tensions along the Armistice Demarcation Lines.

The Security Council discussed the question at six meetings held between
26 March aend 4 April 1956 (717th and 722nd meetings). On 3 April, the USSR
submitted a number of amendments to the United States draft resolution (S/357L).

On 4 April, the Council rejected these smendments end adopted unanimously
the United States draft resolution (S/3575).

Report of the Secretary-Generel pursusnt to the Security Council's
resolution of 4 April 1956

In.the course of his consultations in the Middle East with the countries
concerned, from 10 April to 3 May 1956, the Secretary-General transmitted to
the Security Council texts of communications relating to negotiations that passed
- between him and the authorities in Egypt and Israel (S/3584, S/3586 and 8/3587),
as well as a mrogress report (5/3594). On 9 May, he submitted his report (S/3596)
giving a full account of his mission, the unconditional assurances he had received
from the parties concerned regearding a cease-fire and agreements reached in
arrangements to ensure compliance with the Armistice Agreements,

Discussion of the report of the Secretary-General

The report of the Secretary-General was discussed by the Security Council at
six meetings from 29 May to 4 June 1956 (723rd to 726th meetings). On 25 May,
the remresentative of the United Kingdom had circulasted a draft resolution (S/3600)
which he revised on 29 May (S/3600/Rev.l). The revised draft resolution provided,
inter alia, that the Council, conscious of the need to create conditions in which
& peaceful settlement on a mutually acceptable basis of the dispute between the
parties could be made, would (1) commend the Secretary-General and the perties on
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the progress already achieved; (2) declare that the parties to the Armistice
Agreements should speedily cerry out the measures already agreed upon with the
Secretary-General, and should co-operate with the Secretary-General and the Chief
of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization to put into effect their further
practical proposals, pursuant to the resolution of 4 April, with a view to full
implementation of that resolution and full compliance with the Armistice Agreements;
(3) declare that full freedom of movement of United Nations observers must be
respected in all areas along the Armistice Demarcation Lines, in the Demilitarized
Zones and in the Defensive Areas as defined in the Armistice Agreements, to enable
them to fulfil their functions; (L) endorse the Secretary-General's view that
the re-establishment of full compliancé with the Armistice Agreements represented
a stage vhich had to be passed in order ic make progress possible on the main
issues between the parties; (5) request the Chief of Staff ﬁo continue to carry out
his observation of the cease-fire pursuant to the Security Council's resolution of
11 August 1949 and to report to the Security Council whenever any action undertaken
by one party to an Armistice Agreement constituted a serious violation of that
Agreement or of the cease-fire, vwhich in his opinion required immediate
consideration by the Security Council; (6) call upon the parties to the Armistice
Agreements to take the steps necessary to carry out this recolution, thereby
increesing confidence and demonstrating their wish for peaceful conditions; and
(7) request the Secretary-Oeneral to continue his good offices with the parties,
and to report to the Security Council, as appropriate.

On 1 June, the representative of Iran submitted an amendment (S/3602) deleting
the paragraph of the preamble that referred to the "need to create conditions
in which a peaceful settlement on a mutually acéeptable basis of the dispute
between the parties could be made". On the same day, the representative of the
United Kingdom introduced a second revision (8/3600/Rev.2) to his draft resolution,
and on & June, accepted the Iranian amendment. The draft resolution thus amended
vas unanimously adopted on 4 June (S/3605).

Pursuant to the Council's resolution of L June 1956, the Secretary-General
and the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization continued to exert
efforts to implement specific proposals designed to support the cease-fire, in
vhich connexion the Secretary-General again vieited the ares between 18 and 23 July,
They esubmitted a number of reports to the Council on the situation (8/3632
8/3638, 8/3658, 8/3659, 8/3660, 8/3670 and 5/3685).
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{s) Comwplaints received from Jordan and Israel in October 1956
In a letter dated 15 October 1956 (S/3678), the representative of Jordan
requested an early meeting of the Council to consider the situation arising

from an attack by Israel armed rorces on 1l October against the villages of
Qalgiliya, Sulin, Habla and Nabi Ilyas, as vell as a similar attack of
25-25 September ageinst the area of Husan.

In a letter dated 17 October (S/3682), the representative of Israel requested
that at its forthcoming meeting the Council consider the following complaint
against Jordan: '"Percictent violations by Jordan of the General Armistice
Agreenent and of the cease-fire pledge made to the Secretary-~General on
26 April 1956."

The Council considered these compleints at two meetings held on 19 and
25 October.

(t) Steps for the immediate cessation of the military action of Israel in Fgypt

In a letter dated 29 October 1956 (S/3706), the representative of the
United States of America informed the Fresident of the Council theat his Government
had received information to the effect that, in violation of the Armistice
Agreement between Israel and Egypt, the armed forces of Israel had penetreted deep
into Egyptian territory in the Sinai area that day. He requested that the Council
be convened as soon as possible to consider an item entitled: "The Palestine
question: steps for the immediate cescation of the military action of Israel in
Egypt."

The Security Council considered this question during three meetings held
cn 30 October.

At the 749th meeting (30 October), the United States introduced a draft
resolution which, as revised (S/3710), (1) called upon Israel and Egypt immediately
to cease fire; (2) called upon all Members, inter alia, to refrain from the use
or'threat of force in the area and to refrain from giving any military, economic
or financial assistance to Israel so long as it had not complied with the

resolution; and (3) requested the Secretary-General to keep the Council informed
on compliance and to make whatever recommendations he deemed appropriate. The
draft resolution was put to the vote at the same meeting and was not adopted owing
to the negative votes of two permanent menbers.
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The Council also failed to adept a USSR draft resclution (S/3713/Rev.l) to
call upca all the parties conceriied ii..ediately to cease fire and to call upoil
Israel liliediately to withdrav its ariied forces be..ind the established arnistice
liies,

Fclloving the voting on the USSR drait resolution at the 750th neeting
(30 October), the Council went on to concider the neit iten on the agenda of the
recting (see iteir 52 below - "Letter dated 30 October 195G frois the representative
of Egypt addressed to the President of the Security Council").

(1) Coanplaint submitted in May 1957 by Syria conceriing construction by Israel

of a bridgse in the Deuilitarized Zone

I a letter dated 13 May 1957 (S/3827), the representative of Syria requested
that the Council consider the situation arising froul the coinstruction of a bridge

i.. the Demilitarized Zone, which he charged would give Israel a nilitary advantage
and contravened the provisions of the Israel-Syrian General Arunistice Apreeuent,
He referred to a report on the subject (5/%815) subnitted on 20 April by the
Aeting Chiei of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization and
stated that he could not concur in the conclusions reached therein,

The Security Couicil considered this question in the course of three meetings
held between 23 and 28 May. Following discusscion by the uenbers of the Council
and the parties concerned, the President noted that all ceenied to agree that it
night be appropriate for the Acting Chief of Staff to subnit a supplenentary
report on the natter.

On 27 Juie 1957, the Acting Chief of Staff submitted a report (5/38ubL)
relating to the Penilitarized Zone established under article V of the
Israel-Gyrian General irnistice Agreeneitt, and on 7 August he subnitted an
addendu:; (S5/584k/Add.1).

(v) Cuaplaintc subiitted by Jordau and Israel ii: Septeiber 1957
In a letter dated L Ceptenber 1957 (5/3878), the representative of Jordan

subiiitted a cciplaint to the Council for its consideration, charging Israel with
viclatiuviic or tiie Israel-Jordair Geueral Aruictice spreewent by carrying out

di;zing cleraticis in ifv-bants=Land in the Jerusalei: sector.
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In a letter dated 5 September (5/5863), the representative oi' Isracl
requested that at its fortheouing teeting the Council consider charges by Tsrael
of violations by Jordan of the provisions of the Geuneral Arnistice Agreerent,
aud in particular of article VIII thereol,

The Security Council congidered these conplaints at tive neetings, ou
6 gepteiuber, 22 Novenber 1957, and 22 January 1958. It decided to hear lirst
the statenents of the two iuterested parties and to postpone until later a decicion
as to vhether the two cowplaints should be congsidered sinwultaneously or
consecutively. The President stated his understanding that the Couueil agreed
to request the Acting Chief of Stafl of the Truce Supervision Organization to
subuit to it two reports on the complaints before it; the {irst, coverins natters
raised in the ccplaint subnitted by Jordan, to be subuitted within a fortnight.
At its 806th neeting, held on 22 Noveuwber 1957, the Council renewed consideration
of the Jordanian conplaint.

In conpliance with the request of the Council, the Acting Chief of Staff of
the Truce Cupervision Organization submitted a report (5/3892 and Add.l and 2),
dated 23 September 1957, on the area between the lines (neutral zone) around the
Govermuient House area, and on 31 October he submitted a report (5/3G13) relating
to the Israel complaint against Jordan, which specifically referred to the
provisions of article VIII, articles I and III, and article XII of the General
Armistice'Agreement.Q/

At the 809th meeting on 22 January 1958, the United Kingdow and the
United States introduced a joint draft resolution (S/50L0) under whieh the Couieil,
noting that the status of the zone was affected by the provisions of the General
artidctice Apreerent and that neither Israel nor Jordan enjoyed sovereiginty cver
chy part of the zone (it being beyond the respective demarcation lines), would:
(1) direct the Chief of Jtail to re:ulute activites within the zone subjeet to
such arrasreents as night be made pursuant to tie :revigicrs of the General
Arnistice Agreenent and paragraph 3 of the resolution, bearing in . .i:iu ownership

of property there, it being understocd that, unlecs otherwise wutvally o poed,

9/ The 3ecurity Council aid oot consider Luri.er the iteii subnitted by Israel
ii. the period covered by this report.
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Israelis should not be allowed to use Arab-owned properties and Arabs should not
be allowed to use Isracl-cwned properties; (2) direct the Chief of Staff to
conduct a survey of property records with a view to determining property ownership
in the zone; (35) endorse the recommendations of the Acting Chief of Staff to the
end that: (a) the parties should discuss through the Mixed Armistice Comuission
civilian aetivities in the zone; (b) in order to create an atrisphere nore
conducive to fruitful discussion, activities in the zone, such as those initiated
by Israelis on 21 July 1957, should be suspended until such time as the survey
would have been coupleted and provisions made for the regulation of activities
in the zone; (c¢) such discussions should be completed within a period of two
ronths,

At its £10th meeting on 22 January 1958, the Council adopted the joint draft
reso_ution unanimously.
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13. THE INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION

(8) 1Inclusion of the question in the agenda

By a letter dated 1 January 1948 (s/623), the representative of India, under
Article 35 of the Charter, requested the Security Council to call on Pakistan to
stop immediately giving assistance to invaders in the State of Jammu and Kashmir,
since such assistance was an act of aggression against India. The matter was
included in the agenda of the Security Council at the 226th meeting on
6 January 1943. The representatives of India and Pakistan were invited to
participate in the discussion without vote, in accordance with Article L1 of the
Charter. At the request of the representative of Pakistan, further consideration
vas postponed until 15 January. By 3 letter dated 15 January (S/6k5), the
Foreign Minister of Pakistan submitted three documents replying to. Indiats charges
and levelling charges by Pakistan on which the Council was requested to talie action.

By'a letter dated 20 Janvary (S/655), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of

Pakistan requested consideration of matters in the Pakistan complaint other than
the Jammu and Kashmir question. In consequence, the Security Council decided, at
its 251st meeting (22 January), to change the title of the question, considered
until then as the "Jammu and Kashmir Question", to the "India-Pakistan Question".

(b) Establishment of the United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan
Security Council resolutiong of 17 January, 20 January, 21 April an

2 June 10LC)

At the 227th through 229th meetings (15-17 Jenuary), the Security Council
heard statements by the representatives of the two parties concerned. At the
220th meeting, a drait resolution submitted by the representative of Belgium
(3/651), calling upon the parties to take all meassurss to improve the situation,

was adopted as well as a proposal by the representative of the United Kingdom
that the President of the Council meet with the representatives of the two
Governments concerned so as to try to find common ground for a settlement.

Following his tallm with the parties, the President riportad o the Council
at its 230th meeting (20 January) and submitted a draft resolution (5/64%) which

had been drawn up as & result of the talks, establishing a commission of three
heméers to investigate and to exercise mediation. One member was to be selected
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by India, one by Pakistan, and the third was to be designated by the two so
selected. The resolution was adopted at the same meeting.

At its 2¢0th meeting (21 April), the Council considered and adopted a draft
resolution (S/726) submitted ,ointly by the representatives of Belgium, Canada,
China, Colombia, the United Kingdom and the United States, enlarging the
membership of the Commission established by the resolution of 20 January 1945 to
five and recommending to the Governments of India and Pakistan various measures
designed to bring about a cessation of the fighting and to create conditions for
a free and impartiasl plebiscite to decide whether the State of Jammu and Kashmir
wag to accede to India or Pakistan. At the 2.7th meeting of the Couacil (23 April),
Belgium and Colombia were nominated as the two additional members of the Commission,
the members named earlier being Argentina (chosen by Pakistan) and Czechoslovakia
(chosen by India).

After further discussion at the 289th meeting (7 May), the President designated
the United States as the third member of the Commission, in view of the failure
of Argentina and Czechoslovakia to agree upon a third member.

At the 312th meeting (% June), the Security Council adopted a modified version
of a Syrian draft resolution (S/.19), directing the commission of mediation to
proceed without delay to the area of dispute and to study and report to the Council,
vwhen it considered it appropriate, on the matters raised in the letter dated
15 January 19438 from the Foreign Minister of Pekistan in the order outlined in
paragraph D of the Council's resolution of 20 January 19h<.

(¢) 1Interim reports of the United Nations Commission for India and Palistan and
appointment of a United Hations Representative for —India and rakistan

On 22 November 1943, the United Nations Commission submitted to the Security
Council an interim report (5/11C0) dealing with its activities until
22 September 1945. £ second interim report (5/1190) was submitted by the
Commission on 15 January 194%9. In these reports the Commission informed the
Security Council of itc adoption, on 1, August 194i end 5 January 1949, of

. resolutions embodying a cease-Tire order and principles to serve as a basis for

= truce agreement between the parties, as well as measures relating to the holding
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of a plebiscite following implementation of the demilitarization process to be
established in the truce agreement. The Commission stated that the cease=fire
had become effective as of 1 January 19L9.

The United Nations Commission returned to the sub-continent on b February 1949
in order to work on the implementation of the agreement embodied in the tvo
resolutions. In presenting the Commissionts third interim report to the Security
Council (S/1430 a.d Add.l andla), submitted on 5 December 1949, its Chairman
reported that since the Commissiort's return to the sub-continent, despite constant
efforts, no substantial progress had been made in implementing part II of the
Commission's resolution of 13 August 19-3 which dealt with the truce and was
concerned principally with the withdrawal of troops. The Commission had therefore
deemed it advisable to refer the matter back to the Security Council with the
recommendation that the Couneil should designate, in lieu of the Commission, a
gsingle individual with bi'oad authority to endeavour to tring the two Governments
together on all unresolved issues.

On 16 December 19h9, the representative of Czechoslovakia on the Commission
submitted a minority report (5/1430/Add.3) eriticizing certain aspects of the work
of the Commission and calling for the esteblishment of & new United Nations
Commission for India and Pakistan, composed of representatives of all the States
members of the Security Council in order to guarantee the full independence of
the Commission. '

The Council considered these reports at its 457th meeting (17 December),
vhen it decided to request the President of the Council to meet informally with
the parties concerned and examine with them the possibility of linding a mutually
satislactory basis for dealing with the guestion at issue. No agreement was
reached as a result of the efforts made by the President, After further discussion,
on 1k March 1950 (L70th meeting), the Council adopted resolution s/1&69,
submitted by Cuba, Norway, the United Kingdom and the United 3tates, 'hich
rrovided for appointment of a United Nations Representative to asairt in the
yreparation and to supervise the implementaticn of the programme of
demilitarization to‘be agreed upon by the parties, and to exercise the powers
and responsibilities devolving upon the Commission. The Representative was
also empowered to explore other poesible solutions of the question., On
12 April 1950, the Security Council appointed Sir Owen Dixon, of Australis,
as United Nations Rﬁprascntstivo.
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(4) Report of the first United Nations Representative, Sir Owen Dixon, and
appointment of a successor, Mr. Frenk P. Graham

Sir Owen Dixon's report, submitted on 15 September 1950 (5/1791) 1ndicated
no further progress towards the demilitarization of the State or towards agreement

on other means for disposing of the State of Jammu and Kashmir. Sir Owen Dixon
wondered whether it might not be better to leave the parties to themselves in
negotiating terms for the settlement of the problem, and indicated that he was
not prepared to recommend any further course of action on the pert of the Council.

In a letter dated 1k December (5/1942), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Pakistan expressed concern over the delay in dealing with the report of the
United Wations Representative, and déclered that various steps were being taken
by the Government of India and the Maharajah's Government in Kashmir to prejudice
the holding of a free and impartiasl plebiscite to decide on the accession of
the State.

At the 505rd meeting (25 September), the President of the Security Council
had already expressed the Council's gratitude to the United Nations Representative
and had voiced the Couneil’s wish to relieve him of his mission in accordance with

" 8ir Owen Dixon's request. The Council undertook consideration of the report at
its 552nd meeting (21 February 1951). After considerable discussicn, a revised
Joint draft resolution submitted by.the United Kingdom and the United States
(s/2017/Rev.1) was adopted at the 539th meeting (30 March), inter alis, reminding
the Governments and authorities concerned of the principle embodied in various
Security Council resolutions that the final disposition of the State of Jammu and
Kashmir would be made in accordance with the will of the people expressed through
a free and impartial plebiscite conducted under the auspices of the United Nations,
providing for appointment of a United Nations Representative to succeed
Sir Owen Dixon and instructing that Representative, inter alia, to effect the
demilitarization of the State of Jammu and Keshmir on the basis of the two
UNCIP resolutions, At the 543rd meeting (30 April), the Council approved
the appointment of Mr. Frank P. Graham as United Natione Representative.
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(e) Reports submitted to the Security Council by Mr. Graham (1951-1953)

Five reports have been submitted to the Security Council by the United Nations
Representative, Mr. Graham (15 October 1951 - $/2575 and Corr.l and 2; '
13 December 1951 - S/2440; 22 April 1952 - §/2611 and Corr.l; 16 September 1952 -
$/2735 and Corr.l; and 27 March 1953 =~ S/2967). 1In his first report, the
United Nations Representative set forth a twelve-point draft agreement between
the Governments of India and Pakistan concerning demilitarization of the State of
Jammu and Kashmir. The United Nations Representative indicated that agreement had
been reached on the first'four points in the proposals and set forth the position
of the two parties on the remainder of the points. The Security Council began
consideration of the first report at 1ts.56hth'meeting (18 October 1951) and
continued at the 566th meeting (10 November) when a resolution (S/2392) submitted
by the United Kingdom and the United States requesting the United Nations
Representative to continue his efforts was adopted. .

In his second report (S/24l43), the United Nations Representative informed
the Council that agreement had been reached on four more of the points of the draft
agreement, but that the basic differences between the two Governments remained

essentially the same. After consideration of the report by the Security Council
at its 570th to 572nd meetings (17, 30 and 51 January 1952), the President of
the Council stated that the consensus of the Council was that the United Nations
Representative was empowered to comtinue his efforts to accomplish his migsion.

In his third and fourth reports (8/2611 and 8/2703), the United Nations
Representative informed the Security Council of acceptance by the two Governments
of other points in the twelve-point draft agreement which he had submitted to
them. Agreement had not been reached, however, on the number and character of
forces to remain on either side of the cease-fire line nor on the date by which
the FPlebiscite Administrator would be appointed to office. He had accordingly
proposed definite minimum figures for those forces, but it had not been possible
to securs sgrasment on the nunbers proposed. The Unitcd Naticns Reprosentative
set forth the views of the parties on an alternative draft presentation of
principles which would serve as the criterim for fixing the quentum of forces to
remain on either side of the cease~fire line at the end of the demilitarization
period.
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After discussion at the GO5th-61lth meetings (10 October, G November,
5, 8, 10 and 23 December 1952), the Security Council adopted a resolution (s/2633)
which urged the Governments of India and Pakistan to negotiate in order to reach
agreement on the specific number of forces to remain on each side of the cease~
fire line at the end of the period of demilitarization, the numbers to be arrived
at bearing in mind the principles or criteria submitted to the parties by the
United Nations Representative. The number of forces was to be between 2,000 and
5,000 on the Pakistan side and between 12,000 and 13,000 on the Indian side of the
cease=fire line. The United Nations Representative was requested to continue to
make his services available to the parties and to keep the Council informed of
any progress. .

In his fifth report (8/2957), the United Nations Representative informed
the Security Council of further meetings and conversatione with thg two

Governments. None of the proposals put forward had proved acceptable to both
parties.

(f) Consideration by the Security Couneil in 1957

On 2 January 1957, Pakistan requested that the Security Ccumecil should
be convened at an early date to consider the Kashmir question (S/3767). The
Couneil considered the question in a series of meetings held from 16 January
1957 to 21 February 1957 (76lst - 774th meetings). On 24 January (765th
meeting), the Security Council adopted, by 10 votes in favour, with 1 abstention
(USSR), a draft resolution submitted by Australia, Colombia, Cuba, the
United Kingdom and the United States of America (S/37/8). This resolution
provided that the Council, reminding the Governments and Authorities concerned
of the prineiple embodied in previoué resolutions of the Council and in the
UNCIP resolutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949, that the final disposition
of the State of Jammu and Kashmir would be made in accordance with the will of
tihe people expressed through the demccratic method of a free and impartial
plebiscite conducted under the auspices of the United Nations, reaffirmed its
resolution of 1y March 1951 and declared that the convening of a Constituent

Assembly and any action that had been or might be taken by that Assembly to
determine the future shape and affiliatjon of the entire State of Jammu and
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Kasl .ir o. any part thereof, or action Ly the parties concerned in support of any
such action by the Assenbly, would not constitute a disposition of the State ii
accordaiice with the above principle. The Council also decided to continue its
consideration of the dispute.

0n 20 February (77rd ueeting), a dralt resclution (o/3787) subnitted
Jointly by justralia, Cuba, the United Kinsdow and the Uuited States of iuerica,
as well as auendueuts (5/3789 and S/5791 aud Rev.l and Corr,l) to it, were put
to the vote. None of these proposals was adopted. A nev joint draft resolution
(5/5792 aixd corr.l) subuitted by Australia, the United Kingdon and the
United States ol Juierica was voted upon on 21 February and was adopted by

10 votes in favour, with <ne wiob e (0300), It provides, C_ior odds i

Council »c_ et its President, tic ropresentative of Sweden, Yo exXamine vith the
Goveriments of India and Pakistan any proposals which, in his opinion, were likely
to contribute towards the settlenent of the dispute, having regard to the previcus
rescolutions of the Couneil and of the UNCIP; tc visit the sub=-continent for that
purpose; and to rerort to the Council not later than 15 April 1957, The
Governnents of India and Pakistan vere invited to co~operate with the President
of the Council, and the SecretarysGeneral and the United Haticns Representative

vere requested to render such assistance as the President night request.

(3) Report of the President of the Security Council

On 29 ,pril, Mr. Jarring, President of the Security Council for the wuouth of
February 1957, submitted a report (5/3821) on the results of his mission. After
a review of the discussions conducted with the rarties, he coucluded that, while
he felt unable to report to the Council any coiicrete prepccals likely at that
tive to coutribute towards a settleent of the dispute, tctli parties wvere still
desirous of f{inding a sqlution to the prceble::,

(h) consiceration of the report by the Security Council

On 21 sugust 1957, Pakistan requested (3/3€08) that a wcetin: ol the
Security Couircil be held to discuss bir. Jurrin;fs report (5/5921) uid to consider
furtber actio:. 0O 27 Septenber 1957, the Couscil ..ot te ccuclder the report
aud ciscusced tie India-lariclas. questia: abt icurtec: Lceti:ng betuece:. then and

2 Lece.ter,

Y
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on 16 Noveuber 1957, a draft resolution (S/3911) was subuitted to the Council
by Australia, Colombia, the Philippines, the United Kinpdon and the United States.
It provided that the Council, (a) thanking Mr. Jarring, (b) observing that the
Governuents of India and Pakistan recognized and accepted the comituents
undertaken by then in the two UNCIP resolutions, which envisaged the determination
of the future status of the State of Janriu and Kashumir in accordance with the
will of the people through the deuocratic nethod of a free and impartial
plebiscite, and (c¢) considering‘the iuportance which it had attached to
denilitari:oat.cn of the State as one of the steps towards a settlenment; would:

(1) request the two Governuents to avoid aggravation of the situation and to
establish and naintain an atmcsphere favourable to the prorotion of further
negotiations; (2) request the United Nations Representative for India and
Pakistan to nake any recormendations to the parties for further action which he
considered desirable in connexion with Part I of the UNCIP resolution of

13 August 1948, having regard to his third and fifth reports and the report of
Mr. Jarring, and to enter into negotiations with the two Govermments in order to
inplement Part II of the 13 August 1948 resolution and in particular to reach
agreenent on a reduction of forces on each side of the cease-fire line to a
specific nurber, arrived at on the basis of the relevant Security Council
resolutions and having regard to Dr. Grahan's fifth report; and (3) call upon
the Governnents of India and Pakistan to co-operate with the United Nations
Representative in order to fornulate an early agreement on denilitarization
procedures, which should be implemented within three rnonths of such an agreement
being reached.

On 27 Noveriber, the representative of Sweden subnitted emendrents (S/3920)
which would replace (1) the reference in the preamble to "commitments” by a
reference to the Couneil's resolution of 17 January 1948, (2) replace operative
paragraph 2 by a new text requesting the United Nations Repres-:ntative to nake
ainy reccriendations to the parties for further appropriate action with a view
to rakine proagress towards the implenentation of the UNCIP resolutions and towards
peaceful settlement and (3) delete operative paragraph 3.

or. 2 Decenber, the auendrents and the draft resolution, as amended, were
each adopted by 10 votes in favour, with 1 abstention (USSR) (for text of adopted
resolution, see 3/3922).

Jeve
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(i) Report ol the United Nations Representative

on 28 liarch 1958, the United Nations Representative for India and Pakistan
submitted his report (5/3984) on his discussions with the Governments of India
and Pakistan in pursuance of the Security Council resolution of 2 Decenber 1957
(s/3922).

The India-Pakistan question has not been discussed by the Council since its
808th 1eeting on 2 Decenber 1957. A auuber of cormwunications have, however, been

received by the Council from the two Governnents bearing on this question.

14, THE CZECHOSLOVAK QUESTION

By a letter dated 12 March 1948 (5/694), the representative of Chile inforied
the Secretary-General that his Government had noted that, on 10 March 19h8,

Mr. Papanek, pernanent representapive of Czechoslovakia, had sent a conmunication
to the Secretary-General, alleging that the political independeiice of Czechoslovakia
had been violated by the threat of the use of force by the Unlon of Soviet Socialist
Republics. Ii accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Charter, the representative

of Chile, leaving aside the question whether Ms. Papanek had the status of a
private individual or of the legitinate representative of his Government,

requested the Secretary-General to refer to the Security Council the questicn
raised in pir. Papanek's letter. He further requested that the Council should
investizate the situation in accordance with Article 34, By a letter dated

15 March (5/695), the representative of Chile communicated to the Secretary-General
Mr. Papanekt's letter of 10 March.

At its 268th neeting (17 March), the security Council included the
cortaunication dated 12 March frem the repiresentative of Chile in its agenda and
invited that Governnent's representative to participate in its discussion.

At the 272nd meeting (22 March), the Security Council invited Mr. Papanek to
nake a statenent, in accordance with rule 39 of its provicional rules of procedure.
At the 278th n:eeting (6 April), the Security Council adopted a resolution

(5/711) baged on a linited States draft reaolution, inviting the Governnent of
Czechoslovakia to participate vithout a vote in the discussion of the Czechoslovak
question. In reply to that invitation the new representative of Czechoslovakia
stated (5/718) that his Governnent did not find it possible in any way to take part

[ooo
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in the discussioil. The matters involved were exclusively within the douestice
Jurisdiction of’ Czechoslovakia, which rejected the unfounded couplaint whieh had
Leen put before the Secﬁrity Council,

At the 201st neeting (12 April), the representative of Chile subuitted a draft
resolution proposing the appointnent of a sub-cornittee, with a neubership to be
detenained by the Security Council, to receive and hear evidence, stateuents and
testinonies and to report to the Couneil at the earliest possible tile. it
the 288th meeting (29 April) the representative of Argentina requested that the
Chilean proposal be put to the vote, and suggested that the sub-corniittee should
be couposed of three neubers of the Council.

At the 307rd meeting (24 May), the President put to the vote the question
whether the Chilean draft resolution should be considered as a natter of
procedure. The President interpreted the result as a decision to regard the draft
resolution as a natter of substance, since a perumenent nerber had voted negatively
on the preliminary question. Several representatives opposed that ruling, and
after submitting it to a vote, the President stated that his ruling stood. The
Chilean draft resolution, as corpleted by the representative of Argentina, was then
put to the vote and was not adopted, since a pernanent nerber had voted against it.

At the same meeting, the representative of Argentina submitted a draft
resolution (5/782), stating that the Security Council considered it advisable to
obtain further oral and written evidence regarding the situation in Czechoslovakia
and entrusting the Council'!s Cormjittee of Experts with the task of obtaining such
evidence. .

Since the 305th neeting (26 May 1948), the Sectrity Council kas not discussed
this agenda iten.

15. THE QUESTION OF THE FREE TERRITORY OF TRIESTE

(a) Yuposlav request
By letter dated 28 July 1948 (5/927), the rcpresentative of Yugoslavia

g a o ek 0 Lle AMoasmssend Low Masen ALl & mmar o B man bl mermm 4+t oen A —~
requestea une Seturity Councii to consider the gquestion of the independence 2nd

inteprity of the Free Territory of Trieste, and in particular to cxanine the
lezality of certain apreerents concluded by the adiiinistration of the Britishi-
United States zone of the Free Territory with the Goveriment of Italy.

[oee
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lle further requested the Council to declare the above-mentioned agreerents to be
violations of provisions of the Treaty of Peace with Italy pertaining to the
independence of the Free Territory of Trieste; to undertake the measures which
the Yugoslav Governmient considered necessary and sufficient to nullify the
agreements; and to assure that the Governwents of the United States and the
United Kingdow respected their international obligations, thus guaranteeing the
independence of the Free Territory of Trieste.

The Council included this question in its agenda under the title: "The
question of the Free Territory of Trieste" at its 3hlith meeting (4 August 1048),
when it invited the representative of Yugoslavia to participate in the discussion,
The Council considered the question in the course of eight meetings in the month
of August 198:8. Cn 13 August, the representative of Yugoslavia subisitted a draft
resolution (5/968) by which the Council would determine that a series of agreements
concluded between the Allied Military Command and the Governmwent of Italy were in
contradiction to certain obligations undertaken by the Allied and Associated Powers
and Italy under the Treaty of Peace with Italy; would declare these agreements
incompatible with the status of the Free Territory of Trieste and therefore null
and void; and would call upon the Governments of the United Kingdom and the
United States to avoild any future action contrary to the Treaty,

on 19 August, the representative of the Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft
resolution (3/980) to the effect that the Lecurity Council considered it urgently
necessary to settle the question of the appointment of the Governor of the Free
Territory of Trieste.

At the 354th reeting (19 August), the Yugoslav draft resolution and the

Ukrainian draft resolution were put to the vote and were not adopted.

(b) USSR note

In a communication dated 3 July 1952 (5/2892), the USSR delezation requested
circulation of the texts of notes sent by the USSR Governizent to the Governments
of the United 3tates of America and the United Kingdom. These notes dealt with
the understanding bLetween the Governments of the United Gtates of jwerica, the
United Kingdow cod Italy, puivlished on 10 iay 1252, concerning particination by
Ttaly in tic aduinistration of the hnglo-imerican zone of the Free Territory of

Trieste.

1/ See item O above entitled Appointuent of a Governor for the Free Territory
of Trieste. : /
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(¢) Meworandun of Understanding
By letter dated 5 October 1954 (5/3301 and Add.l), the Observer of Italy
and the represeatatives of the United Kingdom, the United States and Yugoslavia

transnitted to the Security Council the text of a Memorandwa of Understanding

and its - s concerning practical arraingements tor the Free Territory of Triecte,
initialled at London on the same date by representatives of their Governuents.
On 12 Qctober (5/33505), the representative of the USSR informed the Council that
his Government took cognizance of that agreement.

In a letter dated 17 January 1955 (5/5351), the Observer of Italy and the
representatives of the United Kingdom, the United States and Yugoslavia reported

that the necessary steps had been taken to carry out the arrangements provided
for in the Mermorandun of Understanding.

16. THE HYDERABAD QUESTION

By a cable dated 21 August 1958 (S/986), confirmed by a letter of the saue
date, the Secretary-General of the Department of External Affairs of the
Government of Hyderabad cormunicated to the President of the Security Council
his Governmentfs request that the dispute which had arisen between Hyderabad
and India be brought to the Councilts attention in accordance with frticle 35,
paragraph 2, of the Charter. On 8 September 1948, he cormunicated a deeision
(5/996) by the Government of Hyderabad to become a party to the Statute of the
International Court of Justice.

By cable (S/998) dated 12 Septenber 1948, the Government of Hyderabad
requested that its complaint be put on the agenda as scon as possible in view
of Indian preparations for an imminent invagion of Hyderabad. [inother cable
(8/1C00) of 15 September stated that the invasion was taking place and hostilities
had broken out in various parts of Hyderabad. On 15 September, tue Goveriient of
Hyderabad subnitted a memoranduii ($/1001) in support of its application to the
Cou ¢il,

Tiie cormunications of 21 fLugust and 12 and 13 Gepterber (5/9¢0, 6/,98 and
5/16C0) were included i: the agenda at tie 357th ueeting (15 Jepteiber) neld in
Paris. Several representatives rmade the reservation that this acticy. did aot

prejudge the Council's ccnpetence or any of the uerits of tie case. Having teen

/.O.
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invited to take places at the Cowiicil table, the representatives of Hyderabad and
India iade statcuents at that weeting. The discussion continued at the
359th neeting (20 Septeiber).

By cciuvilcations dated 22 Septenber (5/1011 and Addll), che Nizan of
Hyderabad requested the Secretary-General to note that the couplaint uade by his
Govermu:en” -+~ the Security Council had been withdrawn by hin and that the deleiation
to the Sz¢.oity CGouncil bad ¢zused to have any authoriby to represent .im or his
State.

By note date: . Septusber (S5/101Y), the Hyderabad delegation gave its views
on the situation in ayderabad and stated that it was iuperative that the Security
Council should neet to review the situation.

The Ccui.cil considered these comrnwunications at the 7.4l iccting
(28 Septerber) and beard statements by the representatives of Hyderabud and
India.

.y letter dated 11 Qctober (S/1051), the Head of the lyderabad dclegation
inforried the President of the Council that he did not propose to ask that the
delegation be represented at the next Couneil neeting on the question.

on 24 Noveriber, the leader of tl-e Indian delegation inforned the President
of the Council that the Indian delegation dealingz with the Hyderabad question,
which on & October in & cormunication to thée then President had requested that
the iten be reroved froi: the agenda, had been withdrawn (5/1089).

By letter cated 10 Deceuber (S/1115), the Governuent of India infoiiled the
gecurity Counc.r that conditions in Hyderabad were peaceful and nori:al. In the
circunigtances, India did not propose to send a representative to the Council to
discuss the Hyderabad questioi,

In a letter dated 12 Decerber (5/1118), the Head of the Hyderabad delegation
gtated that it was clear that the Hizhm was virtuolly a prisoner of the Iidian
wilitary authorities. Under the circunstances, his delepation considered it to
be its duty to reassert its authority as cripinally appointed.

I: a letter (3/1124) dated 1% December, the representative of India,
trancriitted to ti:e Presidesnt of the Council a report on the situation 1 Hyderabad.

The report wes made without prejudice to thie question of the Council's coupetence.
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At the Jchth meeting (15 Deccubes), the representative of rakistan, pursuant
tc a request of O Qctober (8/1627} . was invited to participate iii the discucsion
of this question. Further consideration was postponed ortili after the (Ccuncilts
retuits vo Lake Success,

The representative ci India, in a letter dated 18 May 1949 (S/132h) submitted

aat the question ghould be reuoved fron the agenda and requested an opportunity
to state hisc Goverinient's views nore fully on the question of cciipetence.

The Council neard statenents by the representatives of India and Pakistan at
the h2ith and 420th reetings (19 and 2k liay). To date, no further :eeting has
been held concerniiy the question.

By letter dated 19 sugust (35/1580), the representative of Hyderabad subnitted
charges oif  isircat-wet of Hyderabad offices, which he desired to present to the

Council upon resuipticil of the debate on this question.

17. IDENTIC NCOTIFICATIONS DATED 29 SEFTEMBER 1948 FRCM THE GOVERNMENTS
OF THE FPENCH REFUBLIC, THE UNITED KINGCOM AND THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA TO THE SECRETARY~GENERAL

On 29 Septeuber 1948, the Secretary-General received identic notifications
(5/1020 and Add.1l) fron the Governments of France, the United Kingdon and the
United States of Anlerica drawving attention to the serious situation which had
arisen as a result of the impositior, by the Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republies, of restrictions on transport and caswnications between the
tJestern Zones of Occupation in Germany and Berlin. The notificaticns stated that
tihis acticn by the Governi.ent of the Union of Soviet Jocialist Republies was
contrary to its obligations under Article 2 of the Charter and created a threat to
the peace within the uieaning of Chapter VII of the Charter. The three Governnents
requested that the Security Council consider this question at the earliest
opportuiiitye

The identic notifications were placed cn the provisional arenda of the
351st meetinz (b Octcber 1948), but the adoption of the azenda was cppesed by the
representatives of the Usnion of Joviet 3ccialist Republice aid the Ukrainian Joviet
Scecialist Republic. fter further discussion at the 302nd ueetii; (5 9ctober)
the agenda ww.i adopted, whereupon the representatives of the USSR aud the
Ukrainian JoR stated that the Council majority!s adoption of this question for

ene
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consideration constituted a violatioir of fArticle 107 of the Charter and that
accordingly their delezations would not participate in the consideration of the
question in the Security Couacil.

The Couieil contiiued its concideration cf the natter at the 363rd and
5Chth ieetings (6 October) aud at the 306th neeting (15 October). The President
requested certain additional inforuation, and the Council adjcurned until 19 October
to allow an opportunity for the representatives concerned to prepare the
inforuation, which was furnished at the 308th neeting (19 October) by the
representatives of France, the United Kingdon and the United States.

At the 370th Leeting (22 October), a draft resolution (S/1048) was subnitted
by the representatives of Argentina, Belgiun, Canada, China, Coloiibia and Syria,
whieh would call on the four occupyi.y Powers to prevent ainy incident which would
aggravate the situation in Berlin, reunove all restrictions applied since
1 Mareh 1948, and hold an imnediate neeting of the four military governors to
arrange for the unification of currency in Berlin. The Council adjourned the
discussion until 25 QOctober.

At the 372nd neeting (25 October) the joint draft resolution (5/1048) was
put to the vote. It was rejected owins to the negative vote cast by a per: ancut
rmetiber of the Council. No further neetings have been held on this subject.

By letter dated 4 May 1949 (S/1315), the representatives of France, the
United Kingdoix and the United States informed the Security Couneil that their
respective Governuents had concluded an agreenent with the Governnent of the
USSR providing for the lifting of restrictions on coununications, transportation
and trade with Berlin.

18. IiTERISTICHNAL CCHIROL OF ATCMIC ENERGYg/

(a) 1Introductory iote

Generaol Assenbly resoiution 1 (I) of 24 Jonuary 1vh6, which established the
Atasic Energy Coraidssion, directed tie Cailiission to suvhit its repcris and
reccrziendations to the Council and stated that the Council should issue directicons

to the Corsiission in matters aflecting security.

§/ gee also itein 5: The Geveral Regulation and Reduction of Aruanents and
Inforiation on the Arned Forcec of the United MNations.

[ooe
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(L) Pirst report of the Ccuuission

By letter dated 31 Pecenber 104G (5/239) the Chairian or the atordic Energy
Cc.avissicn transuitted the Canissionts rirst report to the Council. On
13 pebruary 1o4T (LOYth weeting), the Cow:eil i ite consideratios of the
reporte Cn LG rebruary (108th .:eeting), the representative of the USSR subodticed
acenduents and additions ($/283) to the report. Io substantive decisicons were
reached by the Council uvpon either the report or the proposed aienduents and
additions, but it was agreed wnanincusly (5/296) cn 10 Mareh (117th teetin:) to
return the whele problen to the Corinigssion with a request for the ror:ulatic: of

tihe specific preopcsals provided for in the General .isseibly vesclution.

(¢) Second report of tiie CoLnission

By letter dated 11 Septewber 1947 (5/957) the Chairnas of the Conidssion

:,.

transiiitted to the Council the Cormissionts second report. The Couiicil did uot

place the cousideraticn of that report ca its agenda.

(8) Third report of tne Commission

By letter dated 20 ijay 1948 (3/812) the Chairian of the Coriiiscion transuitted
the Comnission’s third report tc the Council, which considered it at three ieetings
between 1l and 22 Juce. At the H18th seetiny the United states subniitted a draft
resolution (53/8)0) under which the Ccuncil would have accepted the three reports
of the Coraiission and proved tie jenieral findings and recoruendations of the
first repert, tihwe specific propcsals of the second report and the "report and
recciziendations” of' the third report. 0u 22 Juze (525th meetin;:) the Uiited States
dral't resoluticn wac put to the vote, ut ac a pernarent ierber voted in the
ne;ative tie resclutici: wag oot auwpted, It was ihen resclved (5/8L,2) to divect
the Decretary-Geieral to tra.s..it t: the General ,sserlly, as a uatter of o:we”
ceneers:, tie Conrdssion's taree roinivte forebier witi. thoe records of the Couwncil's

deliverations.

L0611, Te roecclutlong CF 2 July aid the gouncllis resolutics: of
.LJ weptener .L‘-j‘-r‘_}

By letter daved 20 July Lok (3/1577) tie Chair:an or the Cermission
srangiitted te the Couscil the texts of twe resolutions (AiC/U2 and AEC/43)
4o’ b the Cornisgion on 29 July, which questioned the usefulness of further

n

discuscic. 1.0 ‘e Coziission in the absente of a :uui:. for apreelent atong the
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six permanent members, When the Council consicdered the watter at itz LLUGth and
L4Ttl meetings (15 and 16 September), two draft resoluticns weie introduced: a
Canadian draft resolution (S/1386) proposing that the Commission's resolutions
be transmitted to the General Assembiy and a USSR draft resolution (5/1391/Rev.l)
requesting the Commission to continue its work with a view to fulfilling the tasks
entrusted to it by the General Assembly's resolutions of 2k January and
14 December 1946, The Cancdian draft resolution, as amended by the Ukrainisn 3SR
vas adopted and the USSR draft resolution was rejected.
(f) Dissolution of the Atomic Energy Commission and creation of the

Disaymament Commission

Since 16 September 1949 the Council has not discussed the international
control of atomic energy. The subject, however, has been considered in

consultations among the six permanent members of the Commission, between

9 August 1949 and 19 January 1950; at the fifth session of the General Assembly;
in the Committee of Twelve (established by resolution 496 (V)); and at the

sixth session of the General Assembly particularly in a sub-committee consisting
of the President as Chairman and the representative of France, the USSR, the
United Kingdom and the United Statee. At that session by resolution 502 (VI)

of 11 January 1952, the General Assembly, noting the recommendation of the
Committee of Twelve that the Assembly should establish a new Commission to

carry forward the task originally assigned to the Atomic Energy Commission and
the Commission for Conventional Armaments, established under the Security Council
8 Disarmament Conmission. The Commission has the same membership as the
previous commissions and reports periodically to the Security Council and the
General Assembly,

2/ For account of the proceedings and reporte of the Disarmament Commizzi-n
and its Sub-Committee, which was establisned on 19 April 195k, see above
5 () and 5 (g), The General Regulation and Reduction of Armaments and
Information on the Armed Forces of the United Nations,
/n.!
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19, COMPLAINT OF ARMED INVASION OF TAIVAN (FORMOSA)

In a cable dated 24 August 1950 (S/1715), addressed to the President of the
Security Council, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Central People's
Government of the People's Republic of China stated that on 27 June
President Truman had announced the decision of the Government of the
United States of America to prevent by armed force the liberation of Taiwan by
the Chinese People's Liberation Army. The fact that Taiwan wes an integral part
of China wes based on the history end confirmed by the Cairo Declaration of
1943 and the Potsdam commaniqué of 1945. It was the Council's duty to take
imnediate measures to bring sbout the complete withdrawal of all the United States
invading forces from Taiwan and Irom other territories belonging to China. The
representative of the United States replied to these charges in a letter dated
25 August (S/1716),

At the 530th meeting (30 November), the Security Council rejected the
following twa dra.ft resolutions:

(a) a draft resolution submitted on 2 September (8/1757) by the

representative of the USSR, providing, inter alia, that the Council

should (1) condemn the action of the United States Government as an

act of aggression and as an intervention in the internal affairs of

China, and (i1i) propose to the United States Government that it

immgdiately withdraw all its air, sea and land forces frcm the

island of Teiwan and from other territories belonging to China;

(b) & draft resolution submitted on 28 November (8/1921) by the

representative of the Central People's Government of the People's

Republic of China and sponsored by the representative of the

Soviet Union, providing, inter alia, that the Council should ({) condemn

the United States Government for its criminal acts of armed aggression

against the Chinese territory of Taivan; and (ii) demand the complete
withdrdwal by the United States Government of its forces of armed
aggression from Taiwan, in order that peace and security in the Pacific
and in Asia might be ensured,

Since the 530th meeting the Security Council has not discussed this agendo
1tem. | [oee
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20, COMPIAINT OF BOMBING BY AIR FORCES OF THE TERRITORY OF CHINA

By a cable dated 28 August 1950 (S/1722), the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of the Central People's Government of the People's Republic of China informed

‘the Secretary-General that, on 27 August, military aircraft of the United States

forces in Korea had flown over Chinese territory on the right bank of the
Yalu river, had strafed buildings, railway stations and railvay carriages and
had killed or wounded a number of people.

By a letter dated 29 August (S/1727), the representative of the
United States of Americe informed the Secretary-General that the instructions
under vhich aireraft were operating under the Unified Command in Korea
strictly prohibited them from crossing the Korean frontier into adjacent
territory. No evidence had been received to indicate that those instructions
had been violated, but the United States would welcome an ixivestiga.tion on the
spot by a Commission appointed by the Security Council,

By e cable dated 30 August (8/1743), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
the Central People's Government of the People's Republic of China charged that

United States military aireraft had again flown over Chinese territory, on

29 Auguet, and had killed or wounded a number of people,

At its 493rd meeting (31 August), the Security Council included the question
in its agends under the title "Complaint of bombing by air forces of the
territory of China".

At its 499th meeting (11 September) the Council rejected a USSR proposal
(8/1759) that a representative of the Chinese People's Republic be invited to
its meetinges and considered the following draft resolutions:

(a) a USSR draft resolution submitted on 31 August (8/1745), which, after

revision (S/1745/Rev.1l), provided that the Council should, inter alia,

condemn the illegal acts of the United States Government referred to in

the above cables dated 28 and 20 August, and call upon the United States

Government to prohibit such acts;

(b) & United 3tates draft resolution submitted on 1 September 1950 (8/1752),

providing, inter alia, for the establishment of a& Commission composed of two

reprosentatives, one appointed by the Govermment of India and one by the

-/'.’ CoT
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Government oi Sweden, to investigate the allegations contained in the

above cables duted 28 and 30 August.

The two dralt resolutions were put tc the vote at the 501lst meeting
(12 3eptember). The United States draft resolution was not adopted, owing to
the negative vote of a permanent member. The USSP draft resoclution was also
rejected.

By a letter dated 2 October 1950 (8/1832), the representative of the
Urited States informed the Secretary-~General that a detailed inQestigation of
the charges in the ccmmunications dated 28 and 30 August had disclosed that
two aireraft of the United Nations Command had by mistake flowm over the
territory of China and fired on an airstrip neér Antung, The investigation had
corroborated none of the other alleged violations.

Further communications from the Central People's Government of the People's
Republic of China concerning élleged violations of China's territorial air space
vere received on 2 September (5/1808), 18 October (5/1857), 26 October (S/1870)
and 28 October (35/1876).

5ince tie 50Lst meeting the Security Council has not discussed this agenda
item,

21, CCHPLAINT OF FAILURE BY THE IRANIAN GOVERNMENT TO COMPLY WITH
PRCVISIONAL MEASURES INDICATED BY THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF
JUSTICE IN THE ANGLO-IRAMIAN OIL COMPANY CASE

(a) 1Inclusion of the item in the agenda

Cn 26 ifay 1951, the United Kingdcm instituted proceedings in the
International Court of Justice against Iran in connexion with the application
of the Agreement of 1933 between the Imperial Government of Persia and the
Anglo-Persian 0il Company, Limited. A court order dated 5 July 1951 (S/2239),
issued at the request of the United Kingdom, sranted interim measures of
1an 4n nopopdance with Artisle b1 of the SBtatute of the Court. The order
stated, inter alia, that the indication of such measures in no way prejudged the
question of tile jurisdiction of the Court to deal with the merits of the case but
was intended to preserve the respective rights of the parties pending the
Court’s decision.
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In o leiter dated 28 September (S/2357), the representative of the
Unlted Kingdom requested the President of the Security Council to place the
item on the provisional agendo. He enclosed a draft resolution (8/2358),
providing, inter alia, that the Council (1) call upon the Govermment of Iran
to act in all respects in conformity with the provisional measures indicated
by the Court and in particular to permit the continued residence at Abadan of
the staff affected by the recent expulsion orders or the equivalent of such
staff, and (2) request the Government of Iran to inform the Council of the
steps taken by it to carry out the resoluiion.,

At the 559th meeting (1 October), the Council decided to include the
question in its agenda, The representative of Iran was then invited to
participate in the discussion.,

(b) Discussion by the Security Council

The Security Council discussed the question in a series of meetings held
during the month of October 1951, In the course of the discussion, the
representative of the United Kingdom submitted in turn two revisions
(8/2358/Rev.1 and 2) of the draft resolution sponsored by his delegation, the
second revision incorporating amendments (5/2379) submitted jcintly by India
and Yugoslavia. Under the second revision, the proposal called for (1) the
resumption of negotiations at the earlies® practicable moment in order to make
further efforts to resolve the differences between the parties in accordance
with the purpcses and p.inciples of the Charter; and (2) the avoidance of any
action aggravating the situation or prejudicing the positions of the parties.

On 17 October (562nd meeting), the representative of Ecuador submitted a
draft resolution (5/2380) under which the Council, without deciding on the
question of its own competence, would advise the parties concerned tc reopen
negotiations as soon as possible with a view 1o making a fresh attempt to
settle their differences in accordance with the purposes and principles of the
Chartez,

After further discussion, the Security Council at its $65th meetin,;

- (19 pctober) adopted a French motion to adjourn the debate until the Court
had ruled on its own competence in the matter,
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(c) Judgement of the International Court of Justice

On 19 August 1952 the Secretary-General communicated to the members of the
Security Council for +heir information a copy of the judgement of the
International Court of Justice, given 22 July 1952, in which the Court by
9 votes to 5, found that it had no Jurisdiction in the case (S/2746). It was
noted that the Court's order of 5 July 1951 indicating provisional measures of
protection in the Angio-Iranian 0il Company case (3/2239) ceased to be
operative upon delivery of this Judgement and that the provisional measures

lapsed at the same time,

22, QUESTION OF AN APPEAL TO STATES TO ACCEDE TO AND RATIFY
THE GENEVA PROTOCOL OF 1925 OR THE PROHIBITION OF THE
USE OF BACTERIAL WEAPONS

On 1 June 1952, the repreeenta.tivé of the USSR submitted a draft
resolution (8/2663) calling on the Security Council to appeal to all States,
Members and non-members of the United Nations, which had not ratified or
acceded to the Protocol for the prohibition of the use of bacterial weapons,
siged at Geneve on 17 June 1925, to accedes to and ratify the Protocol.,

The Council included the item in its agenda at the 577th meeting (18 June).
At trat meeting the representative of the United SBtates proposed that the USSR
draft resolution be referred to the Disarmament Commission,

At the 583rd meeting (26 June) the USSR draft resolution (8/2663) failed
of adoption, the vote being 1 in favour (USSR), with 10 abstentions.

In view of this decision, and noting that the question of the control and
elimination of weapons of mass destruction was under discussion in the
Disarmament Commission, the representative of the United States withdrew his
proposal,

Since the 583rd meeting the Council has not discussed this item,

23, QUESTION OF A REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATION OF ALLEGED BACTERIAL WARFARE

On 20 June 1952, the representative of the United 3tates submitited o draft
resolution (8/2671) under the terms of which the Security Council, noting,
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inter alia, the concerted dissemination by certain Governments and authorities
of grave accusations charging the use of bacterial warfare by United Nations
foreces and recalling that the Unified Command had immediately denied the
charges and requested that an impartial investigation be made of them, would
request the International Committee- of the Red Cross to investigate the charges
and to report the results to the Security Council, .

The Council included the item in its agenda at the 581lst meeting (25 June).

At the 585th meeting (1 July) a USSR draft resolution (s/267h/Rev.1)
calling for invitations to representatives of the People's Refpublic of China and
a representative of the Korean People's Democratic Republic to attend the
meetings of the Council at which the .item was discussed, was rejected.

At the 587th meeting (3 July) the United States draft resolution (S/2671)
was put to the vote but was not adopted owing to the negative vote of a
permanent member. '

At the same meeting ‘the representative of the United States submitied a
_draft resolution (8/2688) under the terms of which the Security Council, noting,
inter alia, that by reason ol the negative vote of the USSR the Council was
prevehted from arranging for an impartial investigation of the charges in question,
would (1) conclude that these charges must be presumed to be without substance
and false and (2) condemn the practice of fabricating and disseminating such
false charges. ) .

At the 590th meeting (9 July) the United States draft resolution (8/2688)
was put to the vote and was not adopted since a negative vote was cast by a
permanent member of the Council.

Since the 590th meeting the Council has not discussed this item,

24, LETPER DATED 29 MAY 1954 FROM THE ACTING REPRESENTATIVE OF THAILAND TO
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL
In a letter dated 29 May 1954 (8/3220), the acting representative of
Thailand requested that a meeting of the Security Council e held to consider a
situation vhich, in the view of his Government, represented a threat to the
security of Theiland, the continuance of vhich was 1ikely to endanger the
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maintenance of international peace and security. Referring to large-scale
fighting which had repeatedly taken place in the immediate vicinity of Thai
territory, and to the dangerous potentialities of the tension in that area which
made it essential for the United Nations to have authentic and objective
observation and reports, he stated thut he was bringing the situation to the
attention of the Council to the end that the Council might provide for
observation under the Peace Observation Commission.

At the 672nd meeting (3 June), the Councii included the item in its agenda
and invited the representative of Thailand to participate in the discussion in
"accordance with rule 37 of the provisioria; rules of procedure.

At the 673rd meeting (16 June), the representative of Thailand submitted
' a draft resolution (8/3229), the operative part of which provided that the
Council should request the Peace Observation Commission to establish a sub-
commission with authority to despatch to Thalland as soon as possible such
observers as it deemed necessary, to vieit Thailand if necessary, to consider
such date as might be submitted to it by its members or observers, and to make
such reports and recommendations as it deemed necessary to the Peace Observation
Commission and to the Security Council. The draft resolution further provided
that i1f the sub-commission considered that it could not accomplish its mission
without observation or visit also in States contiguous to Thailend, it should
report to the Peace Observation Commission or to the Security Council for the
necessary instruction. '

At the 67h4th meeting (18 June), the draft resolution of Thailand (8/3229)
wae put to the vote at the request of the representative of the United States.
Since a negative vote was cast by a permanent member, the draft resolution was
not adopted.

Since the 674th meeting, the Security Council has not considered the item
further.
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25. CABLEGRAM DATED 19 JUNE 195k FRCM THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL RELATIONS
OF GUATEMALA ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

In a ceblegram dated 19 June 1954 (S/3232), the Minister for External
Relations of Guatemala requested +he President of the Security Council to
convene a meeting urgently in o: <r that, in accordance with Articles 34, 35
and 39 of the Charter, the Councii might take the measures necessary to
prevent the disruption of peace and international security in Central America
and also to put u stop to the aggression in progress against Guatemala,

At the 675th meeting (20 June), the Council included the cablegram in its
agenda, after which the President, under Article 32 of the Charter, invited the
_representatives of Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua to participate in the
discussion.

The representotives oa Brzzil and Colcmbia introduced a joint draft
resolution (8/3236) which provided that the Council should refer the complaint
to the Crganization of American States for urgent considerstion and should
request that Crganization to inform the Council as soon as possible, as
appropriate, on the measures it had been able to teke in the matter,

The representative of France proposed that a final paragraph should be
added to the draft resolution whereby the Council, without prejudice to such
measures as the Crganization of American Btates might take, would call for the
immediate termination of any actions likely to csause further bloodshed and
vould reguest all Members of the United Nations to abstain, in the spirit of
the Charter, from giving assistance to any such action., The amendment was
accepted by the sponsors of the Jjoint draft resolution (8/3236/Rev.l),

The joint draft resolution as amended was put to the vote but was not
adopted, since a negative vote was cast by a permanent member.

The representative of France reintroduced his amendment to the joint draft
resolution as a separate draft resolution (S/3237), which was unarimously
adopted.

it the 676th meeting (25 June), convened at the request of the
representative of Cuatemala (8/3241 and 8/324k) and of the representative of
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the Union of Soviet Socialist Republice (S/3247), the Security Council had
before it, amongst other documents, a cablegram dated 23 June (8/3245) from the
Inter-American Peace Committee informing it that the representative of ‘
Niceragua, supported by the representative of Honduras, had proposed that a

‘ conmittee of inquiry of the Inter-American Peace Committee should be set up

and immediately proceed to Guatemals, Honduras and Nicar-gua and that the
Committee had unanimously decided to inform the Guatemalan Government of the
decision, expressing the hope that it would agree to that procedure.

The provisional agenda for the 676th meeting read "Cablegram dated
19 June 1954 from the Minister for External Relations of Guatemala addressed
to the President of the Security Council and letter dated 22 June 1954 from the
representative cf Guatemala addressed to the Secretary-General". , After
discuseion, the Council voted on the adoption of the agenda for the meeting,
and failed to approve it.

Three communications, dated 27 June, 5 July and 8 July were later
veceived from the Chairman of the Inter-American Peace Committee (8/3256,
8/3262 and 8/3267): the first one related to the despatch of a fact-finding
committee to Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua; the second stated that the
three countries had informed the Committee on 2 July that the dispute between
them had ceased to exist; and the third transmitted the report of the Inter-
American Peace Committee. '

By a cablegram dated 9 July (8/3266), the Minister for Exteral Relations
of Guatemala informed the President of the Security Council that peace and order
had been restored in his country and that the Junta de Qobierno of Guatemala
saw no reascn why the Guatemalar question should remain on the agenda of the
Council,

26, LETTER DATED 8 SEETEMBER 1954 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE
SECURITY COUNCIL
In a letter dated 8 Ssptember 1954 (8/3287), the representative of the
Unlted States of America requested that an early meeting of the Security Council

pe called to consider an incident which had taken place on L September vhen a
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United States Navy aircraft on a peaceful mission over internationel high seas
had been attacked and destroyed by two alrcraft with Soviet markings.

At the 679th meeting (10 September), the Council included this item in its
agenda. Introductory statements were wmade by the representatives of the
United States and the USSR. A letter from the USSR representative was
circulated (5/3288) transmitiing copies of the notes which his Governuent had
 addressed to the United States Government on 5 and 8 Beptember in connexion
with the incident of 4 September,

At the 680th meeting held on the same day, the Security Council continued
its general debate on the question raised in the letter dated 8 September from
the United States representative. At the close of the meeting, the President
stated that the list of speakérs had betn exhausted and that the Council would
reconvene if and vwhen any delegation so requested. There has been no further
discussion of this item.

27. LETTER DATED 28 JANUARY 1955 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF NEW ZEALAND
' ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING THE
QUESTION OF HOSTILITIES IN THE AREA OF CERTAIN ISLANDS OFF THE COAST
OF THE MAINLAND OF CHINA, LETTER DATED 30 JANUARY 1955 FROM THE
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ADDRESSED
TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING THE QUESTION OF
ACTS OF AGGRESSION BY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AGAINST THE
PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA IN THE AREA OF TAIWAN AND CTHER YISLANDS
OF CHINA -
In a letter dated 28 January 1955 (8/3354), the representative of
New Zealand brought to the attention of the Zacurity Council the occurren : of
armed hostilities between the People's Republic of China and the Republic .{
Chine in the area of certain islands off the coast of the mainland of China,
stating that those hostilities had made it clear that there existed a situation
the continuance of which was likely to endanger the maintenance of international
peace and security. ’
In a letter dated 30 January (8/3355), the representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics charged that the intervention of the United States
of America in the internal affairs of China and the recent extension of acts of

aggression by the United States against the People's Republic of China in the
[eos
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area of Taiwan (Formosa) and other islands of China were aggravating tension in
the Far East and increasing the threat of a new war. A draft resolution was
attached, the operative paragreph of which provided that the Security Council
should (1) condemn the acts of aggression by the United States against the
reople's Republic of Chinaj (2) recomnend that the United States Government
should take immediate stebs to put an end to those acts of aggression and to
intervention in the internal affairs of Chine; (3) recommend that the

United States Government should immediately withdraw all its naval, air and land
forces from the island of Taiwan and other territories belonging to China; and
(4) wurge that no military action should be permitted in the Taiwan area by
either side, so that the evacuation from the islands in that area of all armed
forces not cqntrolled by the People's Republic of China might be facilitated.

On 31 January (S/3356), the representative of the USSR submitted a draft
resolution providing that the Security Council should decide to invite a
representative of the Central People's Government of the People's Republie of
China to attend its meeting in order to participate in the discussion of the

item submitted by the USSR,
' At the 689th and 690th meetings (31 Jenuary), the Council considered the
question of including the two letters in its agenda, and took the foliowing
decisions upon a procedural motion by the representative of the United Kingdom:
(1) the item proposed by New Zealanéd was included in the agenda; (2) the item
proposed by the USSR was included in the agenda; (3) an amendment by the USSR
providing that the Council should include the USSR item as the first item in
its agenda was rejected; and (4) the consideration of the New Zealand item
would be concluded before the Council would take up the USSR item.

Upon the motion of the representative of New Zealand, the Council then
decided to invite a representative of the Centiral People's Government of the
People's Republic of China to participate in the discussion of the New Zealand
iten and to request the Secretary-General to convey that invitation to the
Central Paoplets Qovernment. '

on 4 Pebruary (8/3358), the Becretary-General circulated an exchange of
cablegrams between himself and the Prime Minister of the State Council and
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China regarding the
invitation of the Council.
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At the 691lst meeting (14 February), the Security Council continued its
consideration of the New Zealand item in the light of the fact that the People's
Republic of China had declined its invitation to be represented. A number of
statements were made with regard to a suggestion that in the circumstances the
Council could best proceed by adjourning consideration of the item pending further
study and consultation on ways to secure the cessation of hostilities. The
representative of the USSR moved that since it appeared that consideration of
the item had bveen completed, the Council should prcceed to the consideration of
the USSR item. The USSR motion was rejected, and the Council adjourned for the
time being its consideration of the New Zealand item.

28. SITUATION CREATED BY THE UNILATERAL ACTION OF THE EGYPTIAN
GOVERNMENT IN BRINGING TO AN END THE SYSTEM OF INTERNATIONAL
OPERATION OF THE SUEZ CANAL, WHICH WAS CONFIRMED AND COMPLETED

BY THE SUEZ CANAL CONVENTION OF 1888

In a letter dated 23 September 1956 (S/3654), the representatives of France
and the United Kingdom requested the President to convene a meeting on
26 September to consider this item, and referred to their letter of
12 September (S/3645) which had drawn the attention of the President of the
Council to the situvation created by the action of the Egyptian Government in
attempting unilaterally to bring to dn end the system of international operation
of the Suez Canal, which had been confirmed and completed by the Suez Canal
Convention of 1888, fThe letter had added that since the action of the Egyptian
Government had created a situation which might endanger the free and open passage
of shipping through the Canal, a conference had been called in London on
16 August 1956. Of the twenty-two States attending that conference, eighteen,
representing over ninety per cent of the useir interest in the Canal, had put
forward proposals to Egypt for the future operation of the Canal. The Egyptian
Government had refused to negotiate on the bvasis of those proposals, whicﬁ, in
the opinion of the French and United Kingdom Governments, offered means for a just
and equitable solution. The two Governments considered that the Egyptian refusal
was an aggravation of the situation which, if allowed to continue, would
constitute a manifest danger to peace and security.
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At its 734th meeting (26 September) the Council included this item on its
agende and rejected & proposel to consider it simultaneously with an Egyptian
item also relating to the Suez Canal (see item 29 below).

.The Council continued its discussion of this question at its 735th through
738th meetings (5, 8 and 9 October), and then continued its consideration in the
course of its T39th through Thlst meetings, held in private on 9, 11 and
12 October.

Following further consideration at its Ti2nd and Th?rd meetings (13 October),
the Council unanimously adopted & resolution (S/3675) agreeiné that any
gsettlewent of the Suez question should meet the following requirements: (1) there
should be free and open transit through the Canal without discrimination, overt
or covert - this to ecover both political and technical aspects; (2) the
sovereignty of Egypt should be respected; (3) the operation of the Canal should
be insulated from the politics of any country; (U4) the manmer of fixing tolls and
. charges should be decided by agreement between Egypt and the users; (5) a fair
proportion of the dues should be allotted to development; and (6) in case of
disputes, unresolved affairs between the Suez Canal Company and the Egyptian
Government should be settled by arbitration with suitable terms of reference and
suitable provisions for the payment of sums found to be due. The principles set
out in the resolution had been agreed to in the course of private meetings of the
Ministers for Poreign Affairs of Egypt, France and the United Kingdom, held in
the office of the Secretary~General.

At the same time the Council, owing to the negative vote of a permanent
member, failed to adopt four other operative paragraphs which had followed the
adopted part of the resolution as originally submitted by France and the United
Kingdom (S/367L). The Council did not vote on a draft resolution of Yugoslavia
(8/3672), or on the joint draft resolution submitted previously by France and the
United Kingdom (S/36606).

With a letter dated 24 April (S/3818), the Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Egypt transmitted a Declaration on the Suez Canal and the arrangements for its
operation, made on 24 April by the Government of Egypt "in fulfilment of their
participation in the Constantinople Convention of 1888, noting their understanding
of the Security Couneil resolution of 13 October 1956 and in line with their
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statements relating to it before the Council", and requested that the Declaration,
with the obligations therein, which constituted an international instrument,
should be received and registered accordingly by the Secretariat.

" In the light of ‘this Declaration, the Security Council gave further
consideration to this question at its 776th and 777th meetings (26 April 1957),
convened at the request of the United States (S/3817 and Rev.l), and at its
778th and T79th meetings (20 and 21 May), convened at the request of France
(s/3829). ' A

With a letter dated 18 July (S/3818/Add.l), the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of Egypt, in pursuance and for the purposes of paragraph 9 (b) of the Egyptian
Declaration, transmitted a declaratiop on the compulsory jurisdiction of the
International Court of Justice, in accordance with Article 36, paragraph 2, of
the Statute.

29.  ACTIONS AGAINST EGYPT BY SCOME POWERS, PARTICULARLY FRANCE AND
THE UNITED KINGDOM, WHICH CONSTITUTE A DANGER TO INTERNATIONAL
FEACE AND SECURITY AND ARE SERIOUS VIOLATIONS OF THE CHARTER OF

THE UNITED NATIONS

In a letter dated 24 September 1956 (8/3656) the representative of Egypt
recalled his letter of 17 September (S/3650) concerning the Suez Canal and
requested that the Council be urgently convened to consider this item. In that
letter the representative of Egypt had stated, inter alia, that on 26 July 1956,
the Covernment of Egypt had enacted a law nationalizing the Suez Canal Company,
an action taken by Egypt in the full exercise of its sovereign rights and without
challenge to or infringement of the rights of any nation. It had been met by
daclarationﬁ by France and the United Kingdom conveying threats of force, by
nmeasures of mobilization and movement of armed forces, by hostile economic
measures, énd by incitement to the employees and pilots working in the Canal to
abandon their work in an attempt to sabotage the operation of the Canal. Several

offars by the Government of Egypt to enter inte negotiations at o conference for
reviewing the Convention of 1888 had been made to no avail, and instead certain
Governments had created a "Users Association", which Egypt considered incompatible

with its dignity and sovereign rights. Being determined to spare no effort to
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reach a peaceful solution of the Suez Canal question on the basis of the
recognition of the legitimate and sovereign rights of Egypt and in accordance
with the Charter of the United Nations, Egypt considered it indispenssble that
an end be put to acts such as those ccmplained of, which were a serious danger to
international peace and security and were violations of the Charter.

At its T34th meeting (26 Septemter) the Council included the Egyptian item
in its agenda, end rejected a proposal that it be considered simultaneously with
the item on the Suez Canal submitted by France and the United Kingdom (see
item 28 above).

Following the adoption by the Council of a resolution relating to the
complaeint of France and the United Kingdom, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Egypt addressed a letter to the President of the Council on 15 October (S/3679)
in which he stéted that as a contribution by the Government of Egypt to the
provision of a proper atmosphere for future negotiations, he had not pressed for
the immediate consideration of the item on the Council's agenda which had Leen
submitted by Egypt. '

30, THE SITUATION IN HUNGARY

On 27 Qctober 1956, the representatives of France, the United Kingdom and
the United States of Americe requested (S5/3690) a meeting of the Council to
consider an item entitled "The sitGation in Hungary" pursuant to the provisions
of Article 3k. They stated that foreign military forces im Hungary were
violently repressing the rights of the Hungarian people, which were secured by
the Treaty of Peace to which Hungary and the Allied and Associated Powers were
parties. On 28 October 1956, the representative of the Hungarian People's
Republic transmitted (S/3691) a protest against the calling of a meeting to
consider questions regarding the events in Hungar& which stated that the events
of 22 October 1956 and thereafter, and the measures taken in the course of those
events, were exclusively within the demestic jurisdiction of Hungary.

On 28 October (T4b6th meeting), the Council decided, by 9 votes to 1 (USSR)
with 1 abstention (Yugoslavia), to include the question in its agenda. The-item
was discussed at that meeting and three further meetings (752nd, 753rd and 75hth)
on 2, 3 and 4 Ncvember 1956.
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During consideration of the matter by the Security Council, a number of
communications were received from the President of the Council of Ministers of
Hungary and Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs, addressed to the Secretary-General
(A/3251, S/3726 and S/3731). In the second of these communications, the Hungarian
Govermnment requested the Secretary=-General to call upon the great Powers to
recognize the declared neutrality of Hungary and to ask the Security Council to
instruct the Soviet and Hungarian Governments to start negotiations immediately.
These communications also referred to Soviet military movements in Hungary and to
proposals for the withdrawal of Soviet troops stationed in that country.

On 3 November, the United States submitted a draft resolution (S/3730) under
which, inter alia, the Council would: (1) call upon the USSR to desist forthwitlL
from any intervention, particularly armed intervention, in the internal affairs
of Hungary; (2) exbress the hope that the USSR would withdraw its forces from
Hungary without delsy; (3) affirm the right of the Hungarian people to a
governnent responsive to its national aspirations and dedicated to its
independence and well-being; (4) request the Secretary-General, in consultation
with the heads of appropriate specialized agencies, to expiore on an urgent
basis the need of the Hungarian people for food, medicine and other similar
supplies, and to report to the Council as soon a8 possible; and (5) request all
Menbers, and invite national and international humanitariasn organizatioms, to
co=operate in making available such supplies as might be required by the
Bungarian people.

On Sunday, 4 November 1956, the Council was urgently summoned to meet
at 3 a.m. to consider reports of a new and viclent attack by Soviet troops in
Budapest and elsewhere in Hungary.

The Council had before it a revised United States draft resolution
(8/3730/Rev.1) by which, in addition to the nkove-mentioned provisions, the
Council would call upon the USSR to cease .the intrcducticn »f additional armed
forces into Hungary and to withdraw all its forces from that country without
delay, It received 9 votes in favour to 1 against (USSR), and was not adopted
owing to the negative vote of a permanent member of the Council.
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The United Jtates represeatative then submitted a draft resolution (S/3733),
which the Council adopted by 10 votes to 1, by which the Council decided to call
an emergency special session of the General Assembly, as provided for in
Ceneral_Assembly resolution 377 (V) entitled "Uniting for peace", to consider the
situation in Hungary.

31. MILITARY ASSISTANCE RENDERED BY THE EGYFTIAN GOVERNMENT
TO THE REBELS IN ALGERIA

In a letter dated 25 October 1956 (S/3689 and Corr.l) addressed to the
Secretary-General, the representative of France requested inclusion of the item
"Military assistance rendered by the Egyptian Goverument to the rebels in Algeria"
in the agenda of a forthcoming meeting of the Security Council. In aniaccompanying
memorandum, the French Government gave details of the seizure, on 16 October, of a
ship loaded with arms and ammunition destined for the Algerian Maéuis. It was
stated .that the ship had been loaded in Alexandria by Egyptian military personnel
in uniform, and had been carrying clandestine passengers who had taken military
training courses in Egypt.

At the TWTth meeting on 29 October 1956, the representative of France repeated
‘the charges made in the above commnication and requested the Courcil to take up
the matter immedistely in order 4o put an end to a situation which,if it
continued, was likely to threaten the maintenance of international peace and
gecurity. The Security Council decided without a vote to include the item in
the agenda. The Egyptian delegation was then invited to participate in the debate
and the meeting was adjourned to give it time to make its preparations. The
Council has not so far resumed consideration of the matter., A further
communication on this matter from the representative of France (S/3783) was
transmitted to the President of the Security Council on 4 February 1957.

32. LETTER DATED 30 OCTOBER 1956 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF
EGYPT ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

By a letter dated 30 October 1956 (5/3712), the representative of Egypt
transmitted to the President of the Council a letter from the Egyptian Minister for
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Foreign Affairs stating that the United Kingdom Government on that date had handed
the Government of Egypt an ultimatum to stop all warlike actions by land, sea and
air, withdraw all Egyptian military forces ten miles from the Suez Canal, and
accept temporary occupation of Egyptian territory by Bri?ish and French forces of
key positions at Port Said, Ismailia and Suez. Egypt requested that the Security
Council te convened immediately to consider the British«French act of aggression.

The Council considered the Egyptian complaint at its 75Cth and 75lst meetings
(30 and 31 October), following its completion of consideration of the item:

"The Palestine question: steps for the immediate cessation of the military action
of Israel in Egypt" (see item 12 (t)).

Following rejection of a motion to declare a Yugoslav draft resolution
(8/3719) out of order, the Security Council adopted a resolution (S/3721) which,
considering that a grave situation had been created by action undertaken against
Egypt and taking into account that the lack of unanimity of its permanent members
at the 7h9th and 750th meetings of the Council had prevented it from exercising
its primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and
security, decided to call an emergency special session of the General Assembly
as provided in the General Assembly's resolution 377 (V) in order to make
appropriate recommendations.
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LT DATED 13 FERRUARY 1958 FRCM THE PERMANERT REPRESENTATIVE OF
TUNISIA TO TILS PRESIDERT OF THE SICURITY COUNCIL CONCERNIUG:
"COUPLAILT BY TUNISIA IN RESIPECT OF AN ACT OF AGGRESSION CCOMMITTED
AGAINST IT DY FRANCE ON 8 FEBRUARY 1958 AT SAKIET-SIDI-YCUSSEF!

o
(¥
.

34.  LETTER DATZD 1 FERRUARY 1958 FROi THE PLRMANENT REFPRESENTATIVE OF
FRANCE TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCEIWILG:
"STTUATION RESULTING FRCH THE AID FURNISHED RY TUNISIA TO REBELS
ENABLIKNG THEM TO CONDUCT OPERATIONG FROM TUNISIAN TERRITORY DIRECTED
ACAINST THE INTEGRITY OF FRENCH TERRITORY AND THE SAFETY OF THE

PERSOHNS Ai*D PROPERTY OF FREMCH NATIONALS' (see item 39 (a) velow)

In a letber dated 13 Febrrary 1958 to the President of the Security Council
(5/3952), the representative of Tunisia requested him to convenc the Council for
the purpose of considering the complaint by Tunisia (item 33)s On 17 February,
he addressed a letter (8/3957) to the Fresident of the Security Council in respect
of tie request contained in document S/3952.

In 2 lettor doted 14 February 1958 to the President of the Security Council
(57395 ), the representative of France requested that at its next meeting the
Council consider tie complaint by France against Tunisia (item 34),

At its 811th meeting (18 Fetruary 1958), the Sccurity Council included these
tuo questions in its agenda. After having invited the representative of Tunisia
to prarticipate in tiwe discussion and hearing statements by members of the Council
and the parties concerned, the Council decided to adjourn under rule 33, in the

light of the elTorts ot conciliation vhich had bLeen reported to it.

35. LETTER DATED 20 FEBRUARY 1958 FRCH THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SUTAN
ADDRESSED TO THE SiCRETARY-GENERAL

By a letter dated 20 February 1953 (H/J)63), the permanent represcntative of
the Sudan requested nn wrgent meeting of the Security Coureil to discuss "the
srave situation oxisting on the Sudan-Egypt btorder, rosulting I'vem the massead
concentration of Dpyvtion troops voving towards the Sudanese fronticrs,”

The Council congidored the questiose nt its 812th mecting on 21 February 1958,
and invitad the rvervesontative of the rartics concerned to purticipate in the
discussion,

Aftor clatenents iy tie rartics concesnoed ard by mentors o thwe Couneil,

the President concluded the meetings vy o0 it up the views or the Council to
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the elfect that it took note of the azusuronces of the ieprescrtative of Fgynu
rezarding the postponement of the scttlecent of the fronticr question until

arter the Sudanese clections.

36. COMIIAINT OF THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE USSR IN A LETTER TO THE
PRESIDELT OF THE SECURITY CCUMCIL DATED 18 APRIL 1958 ELTITLLD:
"URGELT MEASURES TO PUT AN ElID T0 FLIGHTS BY UNITED STATES
MILITARY AIRCRAFT ARMED WITH ATCLIC AND HYDRCGLI! LCHRS TP THE

DIRECTION OF THE FRONTIERS OF THE SOVIET UNIOW"

By u letter dated 18 April 1958 (5/3990), the representative of the USSR
requested the President to convene an urgent meeting of the Jecurity Council to
consider the question of "Urgent measures to put an end to flights by United
States military aircraft armed with atomic and hydrogen bouls in the direction of
the frontiers of the Soviet Union". On the same day, he tronsmitted a statement
(5/3991) on this question made by the iinister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR.

At its 813th meeting (21 April 1958), the Security Council included the item
in its agenda, The representative of the USSR introduced o draft resolution
(3/3993) providing that the Security Council, having examined the questions
sutmitted by the Soviet Union and consideriug that the practice of making such
flights increased tension in internationali relations, constituted o threat to
the security of nations and, if continued, might lead to a bLrezch of world peace
and the unleashing of an atomic war of annihilation, should call upon the United
States to refrain frcm sending its military sircraft carrying atemic and hydrogen
Lombs towvards the frontiers of other States for the purrpose of creating a threat
to their sccurity cor staging military deroanstrations.

The representatives of the USSR, the United Statec, Canada, Thina, France,
the United Kingdcm, Japan, Irag, Colcmiia ornd Tancna rade statements concerning

the questicn., A motion by the reprezentolive of the USSE to adjcurn further

congideration of tne matter urtil the altermoen of the fallovins day, 22 April,

vas rejected vy 4 votes to 2, with 5 aistentionz., Following further discussion,

the Council reested another UZSGR motiorn to 2djcurn consideration unde:r the
wornine of 22 “pril, by O votes to 2, viti ; cestentions. The vepresectative of

the USSR, after maxing a statenmcnt, declarved that his delegation vould not press

its dratt recolution to the vote, and withdrewv it.
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The Security Council continued its consideration of this question at its
81kth through 817th mectings, held on 29 April and 2 May 1958, The Council had
the following proposals before it for consideration:

(1) A draft resolution submitted by the United States on 28 April (5/3995)

providinz that the Security Council, inter alia, should (1) recommend that

there be promptly estavblished the Northern zone of international inspection
against surprise attack, comprising the area north of the Arctic Circle with
certain exceptions and additions, that was considered by the United Nations

Disarmament Sub-Ccmmittee of Caaada, France, the USSR, the United Kingdom

and the United States during August 1957; (2) call upon the five States

mentioned, together with Demmark and Norway, and any other States having
territory north of the Arctic Circle which desired to have such territory
included in the zone of inspection, at once to designate representatives

to participate in immediate discussions with a view to agreeing on the

technical arrangements required; and (3) decide to keep the matter on its

agenda for such further consideration as might be required.

(2) A draft resolution submitted by the USSR on 28 April (S/3997) identical

to the draft resolution (S/3963) withdrawn at the previous meeting, with the

addition of a new paragraph providing that the Security Council, mindful of
the necessity for taking steps as soon as possible to avert the threat of
atomic warfare and ease international tension, should note with satisfaction
that prelimirary ta’ks were in progress between the interested States with

a view to the convening of a summit conference to discuss a number of urgent

problems, including the question of drawing up measures to preclude the

danger of surprise attack, and shculd express the hope that the summit
conference would te held at the earliest possible date.

(3) An amendiment by Sweden (S/3098) tc the United States draft resolution,

submitted on 29 April, providing Jor the insertion of a new next-to-last

paragraph whereby the Ccuncil would express the view that such discussions
might serve as a useful basis for the deliberations on the disarmament
problem at the surmit conference on the convening of which taliis were in

progress.,

7
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At the 810th meeting (2 May), the United States accepted the Swedish
amenduwent, vith the substitution of the word "a" for the word "the" lefore the
words "summit conilerence"”., This change vas accepted by Sweden.

At the 81T7th meeting (2 lay), the Council voted on the proposals vefore it.
The United States draft resolution (5/3995), as revised Ly incorporating the
Swedish amendment (S/3998) received 10 votes in favour and 1 against (USSR). The
negative vote being that of a permanent member of the Council, the draft
resolution was not adopted. The USSR draft resolution (S5/3997) was rejected by
9 votes to 1 (USSR), vith 1 abstention (Sweden).

37. LETTER DATED 22 MAY 1958 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF LERANOM ADDRESSED
TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING: "CCLIPIAIKT BY
LEBANON IN RESPECT OF A SITUATION ARISING FROM THE INTERVEETION OF
THE UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC IN THE INTERNAL AFFAIRS OF LERAMON, THE
CONTINUANCE OF WHICH IS LIKELY TO ENDANGER THE MAIKTENALCE OF

INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITY"

By a letter dated 22 May 1958 (S/L0O0T), the representative of Lebanon
requested that an urgent meeting of the Council be held to consider the followving
question: "Complaint by Lebanon in respect of a situation arising from the
intervention of the United Arab Republic in the internal affairs of Lebanon, the
continuance of which is likely to endanger the maintenance of interpational peace
and security”. The intervention, it was stated, included the inriltration of
armed bands from Syria, the participation of United Arab Republic nationals in
acts of terrorism and rebellion against the established authorities in Lebanon,
the supply of arms from Syria to individuals end bands in Lebanon rebelling
against the established authorities, and the waging of a violent radio and press
campaign in the United Arab Republic calling for strikes, demonstrations and the
overthrow of the established authorities in Iebanon,

The question was included in the Council's agenda at its 813th meeting
(27 May 1958).

The representatives of Lebanon aud of ihe Upited Arab Republic were invited
to participate in the discussion without the right to vote. The Council then
postroned discussion of the question, first until 3 June and then successively
to 5 and 6 June, At the 823rd meeting {6 June) statements verc made by the
representatives of Lebanon and the United Arad Republic,
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At the 82hth mecting (10 June) a dralt resolution (5/4022) ums suimitted Ly
Sweden. It provided that the Council, having heard the charges of the
representative of Lebanon and the reply Ly the representative of the United Arab
Republic, would decide to dispatch urgently an observation group to nroceed to
Lebanon so as to ensure that there was no illegal infiltration of personnel or
supply of arms or other material across the Lebanese borders; wvould authorize the
Secretavy-General to take the necessary steps to that end and would request the
observation group to keep the Security Council currently informed through the
Secvetary-General, This draft resolution was adopted by 10 votes in favour, with
1 abstention, at the 825th meeting (11 June).

on 16 June 1958, the Secretavy-Geperal sutmitted an interim report (S/LC29)
on the steps he had taken toward implementing the resolution of 1l June. The
first report of the United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon (S/hCh0 and
Corr.l) vas submitted on 3 July. The representative of Lebanon submitted his
Government's comments on this report in a letter dated 8 July 1958 (s/bCh3). A
second (S/4069) and a third report (S/40CS5) vere submitted by the Observation
Group on 30 July and 1l August respectively. It also submitted two interim
reports (S/4051 and 5/4052) on 16 and 17 July.

Discussion was continued at the 827th-834th meetings (15-18 July). The
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted a draft resolution (S/40L7 and
Corr.l) which provided, inter alia, that the Council call upon the United States
Government to cease armed intervention in the domestic affairs of the Arab States
and to remove its troops from the territory of lebanon immediately.

By a letter dated 17 July (S/4053) the representative of Jordan requested
consideration by the Council of his Government's complaint of interference in
its domestic alfairs by the United Arab Rcpublic (sce item 40O telow). The
USSR draft resolution was revised (5/4Ch7/Rev.l) to provide that the Counecil
would call upon the Governments of the United States and the United Kingdem te
cease armed intervention in the domestic affairs of tihe Arab States and to roenow:
their troups from the territory of Letanon and Jorduii immediately.

A United Gtates draft resolution (5/b050/Rev.l) provided, inter alia, that
the Council invite the Observation Group in Lebanon to continue to develop its

activities; request the Secretary-General to consult the Government of Lebanhon
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and other Member Stutes to make arrongements for additional measures to protect
the tervitorial integrity and independence of Lebanon; and call for the immediate
cessation of all illc:;al infiltration of personnel or supply of armg or other
materiel across the Lebanese Lorders as well as attacks upon the Government of
Lebanon by povermment-controlled radio and other information media calculated to
stimulate disorders.

The Council also had before it a diraflt resolution (S/4054) submitted by
Sweden on 17 July, under wvhich the Council would request the Sccretary-General
to suspend the activities of the observers in Lebanon urtil further notice. At
the 834th meeting (18 July), the USSR draft resolution (S/LCH7/Rev.l) was
rejected bLy 8 votes to 1, with 2 abstenticns. The United States draft
resolution (S/h050/Rev.l) received 9 votes in favour, 1 against with 1 abstention
and was not adopted owing to “he negative vote of a permanent member., The
Swedish draft resolution (S/4054) was rejected by 9 votes to 2.

On 19 July, another draft resolution (S/4055) was submitted by Japan. As
subsequently revised (S/4055/Rev.l), it provided, inter alia, that the Council
request the Secretary-General to make arrangements for such additional measures
as he might consider necessary with a view to ensuring the territorial integrity
and political independence of Lebanon, ¢ as to make possible the withdrawal of
United States forces from that country.

Consideration of the question continued ai the 835th meeting (21 July) and
836th and 837th meetings (22 July). Tu~ United States submitted a draft
resolution (S/4056) providing that the Council decide to call an emergency
special session of the General Assembly in order to make appropriate
recommendations concerning the Lebanon complaint. The Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics also sutmitted a draft resolution (S/4057), under which the Council
would decide to call an emergency speciuzl session of the General Assembly to
consider the question of the intervention of the United States and the United
Kingdom in Lebanon and Jordan.

~ ~A e PP R I R B STONEE L O e YK
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o
sulmitted amendments (5/4CG3) to the Japanese draft resolution (5/h055/Rev.l).
Thece were voted upon at the 837th meeting, vhen they were rejccted vy 3 votes

to 1, with 2 abstentions, The Japanese draft resolution rccelved 10 votes in
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coavour, oagainst and vags not adopted oving to the negative vole of o permanent
nenber,  The Secretary-General thew otated that he would use 2ll opportunities
oivered to hiw, vithin the limits set vy tae Charter, towards develowning the
United Haticno cffort, so as to helpn to nroevent u ruither delerioration ol the
aituation in the liiddle fast. That vould mean the further develorpicent orf the
United Nations Observalion Gioup in Iebaneon co as to give it all the significance
it could have, consictent with its basic character as determined Uy the Security
Council in its vesolution (5/4023) of 11 June 1958 and the Furposes and Frinciples
of the Mharter. The Secretary-General concluded by stating that the Security
Council would e kept fully informed on the steps to be taken by him in that
recpect and, vere the Council to disapprove of those steps, he would accept the
consequences ol its judzement.

By a letter dated 5 August 1958 (8/h078), the representative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics requested an immediate emergency mecting of the
Security Council to comsider the USSR draft resolution concerning the convening
of an emergency special session of the General Assembly (S/4057). The Security
Council resumed consideration of the question at its 836th meeting (7 August).
Prior to this mesting, the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics had sutmitted a revised version of the USSR draft resolution
(5/4057/Rev.1) ard the representative of the United States of America had
submitted a revised version of the United States draft resolution (S/4056/Rev.l).
The representative of the United States accepted a number of amendments to the
revicad Mitzd States draft resolution during the 838th meeting. The revised
15 - - -ozelution, as thus rmedified, was adopted unanimously

e oAb . .l odw bhut tho Councll, baving concidered items 2 and 3
CRous Sy ozalo D o the prvesent staterent) oﬁ its agenda as contained in

G508 repda/A30, taking intc account that the lack of unanimity of its

seruanent sesbovrs ot itc 83kth and 837th meetings had prevented it from

excreiving ite prizary respopsibility for the maintenance of international peace
aad goourity, derided to call an emergeney syecial sesgion of the General

A

Assaois-ly.

[ooe



574098
English
Pace 93

38. LETTER DATED 29 MAY 1958 FRCl THX REPRESINTATIVE OF TUNISIA TO
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUI'CIL CONCERNING: "COLIPLAINT BY
TUNISIA IIT RESPECT OF ACTS OF ARIIED AGGRESGION COMMITTED AGAIRST
IT SINCE 19 LAY 1958 BY TIC FREHCH MILITARY FORCES STATIOLLD I

170 TERRITORY AHD I ALGERIA™

39. LETTER DATED 29 LAY 1958 FROM THiE REPRESENTATIVE OF FRANCE TO THE
PREGIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUINICIL COMCERKING: (a) "TIE COMPIAINT
BROUGHT BY FRANCE AGAINST TUNISIA ON 14 FEBRUARY 1958" (SER
ITE 34 ABOVE): AWD (b) "THE SITUATION ARISING OUT OF TIE
DISRUITION, BY TUNISIA, OF THE 1iODUS VIVENDI WHICH JIAS BEEN
ESTABLISHED SINCE FEBRUARY 1950 WITH REGARD TO THE STATIONING OF
FRENCH TRCOPS AT CERTAIN PFOILTS I TUNISIAN TERRITORY"

In a letter dated 29 May 1958 (5/h013), the representative of Tunisia
requested the Fresident of the Security Council to convenc a meeting to consider
the complaint by Tunisia (item 38). He transmitted an cxplanatory memoranduwu on
the question, and on 1 June (S/4019) transmittcd a further memorandum outlining
the events complained of.

In a letter dated 29 May (S/hOlS), the representative of France requested
that at its next meeting the Security Council consider the complaint by France
(1tem 39 atove), and also transmitted an explanatory memorandum.

At its 819th meeting (2 June 1958), the Security Council included these two
items on its agenda and invited the representative of Tunisia to participate in
their consideration, Following statements by the representatives of Tunisia
and of France at the 819th and 820th meetings on 2 June, the Council proceeded
with the discussion of the two gquestions, and continued that consideration at
the 821lst mecting on 4 June. It was agreed, without objection, to adjourn
further discussion of the two questions until 18 June.

At its 826th meeting (18 June 1958), the Security Council continued its
consideration of the two items. The representatives of France and Tunisia
informed the Council that on 17 June an agreement, in the form of an exchange
of letters, had been reached between their two Governments, providing for the
evacuation of French troops from Tunisian territory irithin four months, with
the exception of those stationed in Bizerte, and for negotiations to define a
provisional status {or the tase at Bizerte. The President of the Security
Council welcomed the statements of the representatives of France and Tunisia
and congratulated both Governments [for havinz succeeded in removing their
difficulties through direct negotiations. ue
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Lo, LETTER DATED 17 JULY 1958 FRCH THE REPRESENTATIVE OF JORDAN
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURLTY COUNCIL CCNCERNING:
"CCMPLAINT BY THE HASHEMITE KINGDOM OF JORPAN OF INTERFERENCE

Ii ITS PCHESTIC AFFAIRS RY THE UNITED ARAB REFUBLIC"

In a letter dated 17 July 1958 (5/4053) the representative of Jordan
requested the President to inscribe on the agenda of the Security Council,
for urgent consideration by the Council, bhis Government's complaint of
interference in its domestic affairs by the United Arab Republic.

At its 831st meeting on 17 July, the Security Couticil decided to include
this item in its agenda and invited the representative of Jordan to participate
in the discussion without vote. The Council also agreed that after initial
statements on the Jordanian complain had been concluded, it would proceed to
consider simultancously the complaints submitted by Lebanon and Jordan. (See

item 37 above.)




