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Pursuant to rule 11 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 

Council, the Secretary-General subl.lits the following statement on matters of 

which the Security Council is seized and on the stage reached in their 

consideration on 20 September 1958. 

1. THE IiiAiKtAN :$JESTION 

By a letter dated 19 January 1946 (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 Republics, through the medium 

of its officials and armed forces, in the internal affairs of Iran, a situation 

had arisen which might lead to international friction. 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 a 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 stated that the allegation made by the Iranian delegation was devoid 

of any foundation. 

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 resolution 

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 resumed in the near future, requested the parties to inform the 

Council of any results achieved in such negotictlons. 

By a letter dated 18 I%:arch (S/l>), the :r:?n;ian Ambassador to the 

United States of America, In accordance with Article 3; (1) or the ,Chharter, 

brought to the attention of the Security Council a dispute betvecn Iran snd the 

Soviet Union, the continuance of which was likely to endanger the maintenance of 

international peace and security. he stated that the Soviet Union had continued 

to maintain its troops In Iranian territory after 2 &rch 1946, contrary to the 
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espress provisions of article V of the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance of 

29 January 1942, and that the Soviet Union was continuing to interfere in the 

internal affairs of Iran through the medium of Soviet agents, officials and 

armed forces. 

By a letter dated 19 Karch (S/16), the representative of the UKiR infort::>: 

the Secretary-General that negotiations were being conducted bet\;en the 

Government of Iran and the Government of the Soviet Union, and suggested that. 

the meeting of the Security Council be postponed from 25 I:arch to 10 April. 

The above letters dated 18 and 19 Larch, together with other commtinications 

relating to the Iranian question, were included in the Council. Is agenda at its 

twenty- sixth meeting (26 b!arch) , 

After taking various procedural decisions, the security Council, at its 

thirtieth meeting (4 April), adopted a Qaft resolution submitted by the 

representative of the United States, providing, inter alia, that further 

proceedings be deferred until 6 Kay, at which time the USSR Government and the 

Iranian Government were requested to report to the Council whether the withdrowal 

of all Soviet Union troops from the whole of Iran had been cot@eted, and at 

which time the Council should consider what, if any, further proceedings on the 

Iranian appeal were required, 

By a letter dated 6 April (S/30), the representative of the Soviet Union 

proposed that the Iranian question be removed from the agenda of the Council, 

on the ground thet, under the understanding between the Government of Iran c.z-Ll 

the Government of the Soviet Union, full evacuation of the US3 trmps frcm 

Iran had been started on 24 i.:srch and would bc concluded in five or six .tree!ca. 

As was known from the joint USSR-Iranian ccrrfiuniqu6 published on 4 April, an 

understanding on all points tad been reached between the two Governments, 

In a letter dated 9 April (3/jj), the Iranian Ambassador stated that it 

was his Government’s desire that the a-uesticn s’houl.3. remain cn the agenda 9 ti: 

Security Council. In a letter dated 15 April (S/37), the Iranian Pzbassador 

ccmmunicated the text of a telegram frcm his Government withdrawing its 

complaint from the Council. 

Fursuant to a suggestion made in the Council at its thirty-second meeting 

(15 A;;jrii), the Secretary-General on 16 Apsril suhtitt& d &emorandW3 (&J) 
.-.. . 
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concerning the legal aspects cf the question of the retention of the Iranian 

question on the agenda. The Council referred the memorandum to the Committee 

of Experts, which submitted its report (S/42) on 18 April. 

At the thirty-sixth meeting (23 April), the Security Council re jetted a 

dr-aft resolution submitted by the representative of France, which 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 1s 

report to the Assembly under Article 24, on the manner in which it had dealt 

with the case placed on its agenda on 26 b!arch at the request, subsequently 

withdrawn, 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 Vay (S/53), the Iranian Ambassador reported on the 

withdrawal of USSR troops from certain Iranian provinces end 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 elie, that the Council should (a) defer further proceedings In order -&at 

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 

ilrzediately upon the receipt of the information which would enable it to do so. 

By letters dated 2‘; ; nd 21 ! :ay ($66 and S/68), the Iranian Ambassador 

submitted additional informaticc +.-it>. r;:r;:-c--t to the matters brought to the 

Security Council ‘6 attention by his Govern..<::..:. -“t:,- the letter dated 21 Msy, 

the Iranian Ambassador communicated the text of a teiegrc;rr; frzr; i,i:? Iranian 

Prime Linister stating that reports had been received to the effe-,; Ei;:;t . .- 

USX troops had evacua ted Azerbeijen on 6 i-By. 

. 



At the forty-third meeting (22 I:ay), the Security Council adopted a draft 

resolution submitted by the representative of the Netherlands, 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 194.6 (s/204), the Iranian Ambassador forwarded 

a report concerning the existing state of affairs in Azerbaijan. 

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

agenda i tern, 
, 

2. SPECIAL AGJEEIEKIX! UNDER ARTICLE 43 AND THE ORGA~iIEATION OF 
THE ARI-ED FORCES MDE AVAIMBLE TO THE SECURITY COLJNCIL 

Article 47 of the Charter provides for the establishment of a Military 

Staff Committee, consisting of the Chiefs of Staff of the permanent members of 

the Security Council or their representatives, “to advise and assist the 

Security Council on all. questions relating to the Security Councills military 

requirements for the maintenance of international peace and security, the 

employment and command of forces placed at its disposal, the regulatlon of 

armaments, and possible disarmament.” 

At the twenty-third meeting (16 February 1946)) the Council directed the 

Military Staff Committee, as Its first task, to examine from the militnry point 

of view, the provisions of Article 43 of the Charter and submit the results of 

the etudy and any recommendations to the Council in due course. 

At the one hundred %nd fifth meeting (13 February 1947), the Council, In 

its resolution (S/268/Rev.l/Corr.l) concerning the implementation of General 

Assembly resolutions 41 (I) and 42 (I), requested the Military Staff Committee 

to submit its recommendations in pursuance of Article 43 as soon as possible, 

and, as a first step, to submit not later than.30 April 1947, its recommendations 

with regard to the basic principles which should govern the organization of 

armed forces to be made available to the Security Council. 

By letter dated 30 April (s/336), the Nlitary staff Committee submitted 

Its- report on “General Principles governing the organization of the armed forces 
-.-a0 I... aveilable to the Security Council by Pember nations of the United Nations”. 

I l *. 
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General discussion of the report began 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 

W3b, S/394 and S/395) l 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 tne five permanent members’. At the one hunGred forty-ninth 

meeting, the Council considered the CotIUnittee’8 estimate (S/594) and decided to 

request the Military Staff Committee ‘8 interpretation of the Initial contribution 

of armed forces referred to in articles 10 end ll. The answer of the Mlitary 

Staff committee was circulated as document S/408. 
At the 142nd, 143rd,‘145th and 149th meetings, the Council adopted- 

provisionally in first.reedlng, subject to subsequent adoption of the report 

as. a whole, articles 1-6, 9, 10, 12-15, 18, 19, 22-24, 29, 30, 35-40, with 

amendments to some of ‘these articles offered by the representatives of Australia 

and Belgium. A&eement was not reached on the remalnlng articles. At the 

one.hundred fifty-seventh meeting (15 July 1947), the Council discussed 

article ll of the report and proposals submitted by the representatives of the 

United Kingdom end AWtralie. No agreement was reached on the text of the 

article. Since then, the Council has held no further discussion of the report. 

3. RUIES OF PROCEDURE OF THE SECUN3?Y COUNCIL 

The provisional rules of procedure adopted by the Security council at its 

first meeting (17 January 1946) are contained, as amended to date, in document 

S/96/Rev,4 published on $3 July 1952. 

The Security Council has not discussed a letter dated 5 September 1947 

(S/54O/Corr.l) from the representative of the United Kingdom suggesting several 

additlnnal rz!lnr! of prmdtm amarr!ing C~~zP?il E!?eti??gs 
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4. STATUTE AND RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE 

At its second meeting (25 January 1946) the Council approved a 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 organizatlon 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 

(S/421), but has not so far been placed on the Council ‘6 agenda. 

5. THE GENERAL REGULATION AN9 REDUCTION OF AR1I’At$NTS ANDl, 
INFORMATION ON TBE ARkBD FORCES OF THE UNITED NATIONS- 

. (a) Inclusion of the items in the agenda 

By a letter dated 27 December 1946 (S/229), the representative of the USSR 

transmitted P6r inclusion in the agenda of the Council a draft resolution having 

to do with the implementation of Gen+ Assembly resolution 41 (I) concerning 

the general regulation and reduction of armed 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 194?), the 

USSR proposal and a draft resolution (S/233) presented at the eighty-eight meeting 

by the representative of the United States, appeared under the heading “Resolution 

of the General Assembly on the principles governing the general regulation and 

reduction of armaments (document S/231) and proposals regarding its 

implementation., .‘I, 

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) ?xanination of 

the two items was combined. 

,1/ See al00 item 18: International Control of Atomic Bnergy, 
/ l .* 

. . . - .  . - .  . . .  

.  .  



(i) Establishment of the Commission for Conventional Armame 

At the ninetieth meeting, the COUnci.1 formally accepted Gencrai Assembly 

resolution 41 (I) and decided to proceed to consideration of its implementation. 

DiscuSSIOn began at the ninety-second meeting (15 January 1947). Draft 

resolutions were introduced by the representatives of France (S/243), Australia 

(S/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 representa’,lves 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. 

Armaments 

By a letter dated 25 June 1947 (S/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 schema for the organization of the Commieelonfa work. At the 

152nd meeting (8 July 19471, the Council adopted the plan of work adopted by 

the Commission for Conventional Armaments. The Council also took note of the 

Commissionls scheme of organization of Its work (S/387, hex 8). 

(c) Consideration of General Assembly resolution 192 (III) 

(I) Transmission to the Commission for Conventional Armaments 

By a letter dated i4 January 1949 (s/1216), the Becretary+neral 

transmitted to the SeCUrlty Council General Assembly resolution 192 (III). At 

the 407th meeting of the Council (8 February), the representative of the USSR 

submitted a draft resolution (S/1246/Rev.l) dealing with the contents of the 

General lissembly resolution. At the 408th meeting (10 February), the 

representative cf the United States submitted a draft resolution (S/1248) 
recommending that General Assembly resolution 192 (III) be truaitted to the 

Comt~Ie~lon for Conventional Armaments for action acoordina to its terz~. At the 
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same meeting, the representative of the USSR proposed (S/1249) that his earlier 

draft resolution (S/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 (~/1248), and 

relected both USSR draft resolution6 (S/1246/Rev.l and S/1249). 

By a letter dated 4 AUguSt 1949 (S/1372), the Chairman of the Corcnission 

for Conventional Armaments transmitted to the President of the Security Council 

a working paper adopted by the Commission at its nineteenth meeting on 

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

On 2’7 September the representative of France submitted a draft. resolution 

(S/l599/Rev.l) calling for approval of the proposals contained in the working 

paper and instructing the Secretary-General to transmit it, together with the 

record6 of the Security Councllt6 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 

armaments and atomic weapons. A revision of this draft resolution (S/1405/Rev.l) 

called for submission also of information on armed forces. The representative 

of France submitted a draft resolution (S/l4C8/Rev.l) as an alternative to the 

USSR draft resolution calling for the submission by States of full information 

on conventional 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, was 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 

weepono . 

The queetion was discussed at the 450th through 452nd meetings (11, 14 and 

18 October 1949). The French draft resolution (S/l3pp/Rev.l) was not adopted, 

a6 w  of the negative votao was that of 6 permanent member, The USSR draft 
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resolution (S/1405/Rev.l) was not adopted, and the alternative French draft 

resolution (S/1408/Rev.l) was also not adopted owing to the negative vote of 

a 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 

Armaments, together with the records of tb? Council and the Commission 

discussions was adopted. 
, 

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

By a letter dated 4 August 1949 (S/1371), the Chairman of the Commission 

for Conventional Armaments transmitted to the fideldent of the Security Couxil 

two resolutions adopted by the Commission concerning items 1 and 2 of the 

ConmUslon ‘8 plan of work and an accompanying report. On 27 September, the 

representative of the United States submitted a &aft resolution (s/1398) calling 

for approval and transmission to the General Assembly of the resolutions of the 

commission. 

The question was discussed et the 450th meeting (11 October 1949). The 

United States &aft resolution was not adopted, one of tha negative votes being 

that of e permanent member; The Council adopted e draft resolution (S/1403) 

submitted by the representative of. the United Kingdom to transmit to the 

Gene&l Assembly the resolutions of the Commieeion end Its report. 

(e) Consideration of Ganerel Assembly resolution 3GO (IV) 

By e letter dated 6 December 1949 (S/1429); the Secretary-General transmitted 

General Assembly resoiutlon 300 (IV) to the President of the Security Council. 

A draft resolution (S/1445), submitted at the &et meeting (13 January 1950) by 

the representative of FTance, proposing that General Assembly resolution 300 (IV) 
be transmitted to the Commission for Conventional Armaments for further study In 

accordance tith its plan of work, was adopted at the 462nd meeting (17 January 

1950). 
By a letter dsted 10 August 1950 (S/1690), the Chairman of the Conrmieslon 

for Conventional Armsrtents trtinsmltted the third gragress report of the Conml~slon 

to the President of the 3ecuritjr CounCll. The report bae not been placed on 

fbe e#mi& of the &xtrity Coun8il DDT con6fdered by it. 

. / l .* 
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(f) Establishment of the Disarmament Commission and dissolution of the 
Commission for Conventional Armaments 
The subject of effective regulation and reduction of conventional armaments 

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 
might be co-ordinated and their functions merged. At the sixth session, the 
Assembly, by resolution 502 (VI) of 11 January 1952, took note of the 
recommendation of the Committee of Twelve (A/1922) and established under the 
Security Council a Disarmam ent Commission and dissolved 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 armaments, for the 

elimination of all major weapons adaptable to mass destruction, and for ' 
effeotive international 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 recottmuxdatlon in that same resolution, the 

Security Council, a% its 571st meeting (30 January 1952), dissolved the 
~omm~reion for Conventional mnts (S/2516/Corr.l). 

Three report6 covering the work of the Disarmament Commission during the 
year8 1952 and 1953 @C/11, dated 29 May 1952; DC/20, dated 13 October 1952; 
and DC/32, dated x, August 1953) h ave been submitted to the Security Council and 
the General Assembly. The General Assembly, having considered them, adopted 

resolutions 704 (VII) of 8 April 1953 end 715 (VIII) of 28 November 1953. 

, (g) Establishment of the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission 
Pursuant to General Assembly resolution 715 (VIII), the Disarmament 

Commlsslon at its thirty-fifth meeting on 19 April 1954 established a Sub-Commitr.S; 
composed of the representatives of Canada, Frsnca, the Union of Soviet Soclalis'i 
Republics, the United Kingdom and the United Stotcs of America, Tie .',ub-corn.:-;i.::-z 
hes thus far held eighty-six private meetings and has su'coitted three reports 
to the Disarmams nt Co~~Wssion (DC/53, dsted 22 June 1954; LX!/71, dated 
7 October 1955; and X/83, datd 4 Kay 1956). The Commission, in turn, has 

/ ..* 
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transmitted the first two to the General Assembly and the Security Council by means 

of its fourth report (DC/55, dated 3 August 1354) and a letter from the Chairman, 

dated 25 November 1355 (S/3463). The General Assembly, having considered tilcl!l, 

adopted resolutions e08 (IX) of 4 November 1954 and 914 (X) of 16 December 1953, 

which suggested that the Disarmament Commission reconvene its Sub-Ccmmittee. The 

third report of the Sub-Committee (DC/83) tlas considered by the Disarmament 

Ccrrmission during its meetings in July 1956. ' 
On 20 December 1356, the Disarmament Commission decided to take note of the 

third report and to transmit it to tine General Assembly and the 3ecurity Council 

for their consideration. On 14 February 1757 the General Assembly adopted 

resolution 1011 (XI) uhich requested the Disarmament Ccmmission to recenvene its 

Sub-Ccmmittee at an early date. Pursuant to that resolution, the Sub-Committee 

was convened on 18 Ksrch 1957 and discussions were continued for seventy-one 

meetings bctveen 18 k:!arch and 6 September 1957. The Sub-Ccmmittce submitted .tv~ 

reports to the Disarmament Commission: Fourth Report, 1 August 1957 (CC/112), 

and Fifth Report, 11 September 1957 (DC/ll3). 

On 14 November 1357, in resolution 1148 (XII), the General Assembly requested 

the Disarmament Commission to reconvene its Sub-Ccmmittee as soon as feasible, 

and on 19 December it decided (resolution 1150 (XII)) to enlarge the Commission by 

the addition of fourteen Kember States. The Commission has held no meetings 

since the adoption of those resolutions. 

6. APFOIKTL!E%T aF A COWRNOR FOR THE FRFZ TFRRITORY CF TRIESTE 2/ 

(a) Introductory note 

In a letter dated 12 December 1946 (S/224/Rev. l), .the Chairman of the Council 

of Foreign Liinisters transmitted those article s and annexes 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 responsibilities devolving upon it under that text. 

Article 11, paragraph 1, of the Permanent Statute 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, 

-1. .:.. g .h *Iso -item 15: The Qrrostfm of-the Free! T&tom dip Ttiesfe. 
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(b) Consideration by the Security Council (1947-1949) 

J3y a letter dated 13 June 1947 (S/374), the representative of the 

United Kingdom requested that an early date be fixed for the discussion by the 

cOUnCi.1 of the appointment of a Governor for the P’ree Territory of Trieste. 

At its 143rd meeting (20 June l$t’?), the Council included the question in 

its agenda. After discussion at it6 144th 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, Colombia and Poland, to collect 

information about the candidates for the post of Governor. After examihation 

of the Sub-Committee’s report and further discussion at its 203rd and 

223rd meetings (24 September and 18 December) the Council decided to request the 

Governments uf Italy and Yugoslavia to coaeult with each other in an effort 

to reach agreement on a candidate. 

The replies of the Governments 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 it6 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 any member of the Council. 

On 20 March 1948, the Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom 

and Prance, issued a joint declaration &A which it was stated, Inter alia, that, 

in view of the. evident 5mpoeeibility of agreement on the selection of a Governor 

and of developments in the Yugoelav-occupied zone of the. Free Territory, the 

three Governments had decided to recommend the return of the Free Territory to 

1,tallan sovereignty as the best solution to meet the democratic aspirations of 

the people and to make possible the re-eetablishment of peace and stability 

in the area* The three Governments had proposed to the Governments .of the 

USSR and Italy that the latter join in an agreement on an additional Protocol 

to the Treaty of Peace with Italy which would provide for such a solution. This 

note was circulated among the members of the Security Council on 31 March 1948 

(s/707) l 

By a letter dated 8 Februsry 1949 (S/1251), the representative of the USSH 

reqperted that the qu*rtlon of appointment -of a Governor of the pt’ge Territory 

br cwider8d by the Beeamity Council in tie near htture. 9% Council re~umsd 
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consideration of the matter at its 411th meeting (17 February) at which the USSR 
representative submitted a draft resolution (S/1260) providing that the Council 
appoint Colonel Fltickiger as Governor of the Free Territory. After further 
discussion at its 412th, !+22r.d er.d !+2htk !r.eet ir.gs, tk I’.-. 1‘. ::x’t rt5.~0;:;tion was 

rejected. 

(c) 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 Council 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 FlUckiger as 

. 
Governor. 

At its 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 Its 641st 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 6k7th 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 $$JFSTION 

By a letter dated 8 July 1347 (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 unanimous will of the 
people, contrary to the letter and spirit of the Charter and to General 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 rioe to a die&We between the Egyptian Government an8 the Government 
of the United King&m, the coratlnuance of which was likely to andsnger the 

t 
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maintenance of international peace and security. Direct negotiations had been 
attempted in conformity with Article 33 of the Charter, but to no avail. 
Consequently, the Egyptian Government 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; 

(b) 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, 18gth, 193rd, 196th, 198th, lggth, 200th and 
201st meetings (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 fall, 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/gO?/Add.l), 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 
representative 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 immloeat threat 
of war the liberty and security of navigation of the Suez Canal; 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 informed of the progress of their 
negotiations. 

At the 200th meeting (29 August), the Colombian draft resolution was voted 

upon in parts and rejected. 
' -rt the 201et meeting (10 September), the representative of China submItted 

a acaii .-c;solutioa (S/547) recommending that the partlee: (8) rwum8 aegoti8tionr, 
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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 instance not later than 
I 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 the two parties. 

, . 
8. THE INDONESIAN GUESTION 

(a) Inclusion of the question in the agenda 
The Indonesian 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 Indonesia, which 
in It&opinion endangered the maintenance of international peace and security. 
The Council wae requested to take the necessary measures to put an end to the 
situation. 

The letter from the Australian Government (S/&g) stated that the hostilities 
In progrese 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 Councills agenda at the 17lst meeting 
(31 July 1947), h w en the representatives of India and the idetherlands were invited 
to participate in the discussion. The Security Council subsequently invited the 
representatives of the Philippines, 3/ the Republic of Indonesia, Australia,- 
Belgium,~ Burma and Pakistan to participate in tx +isoxsion at various stages. 
Members of‘.the United Nation8 Committee of Good Offices and of t% &xi-mission 
for Indonesia were also invited to participate in the discussion during 1:-x: 
stages, 

$ Rsprescntatlvee, of Au&r&a aad Belgium were Invited to particfpate in 
the dircusslon of the queetion after these two countrfea ceased to be 
mbmbdr~ of the SscurLty Council at the end of 1947 and 1948 rtspe'ctlvely, . 
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(b) From the cease-fire resolution to the breakdown of the "Renville" Agreement 
(August 19&i'-December 1948) 
On 1 August 1947 (17%I meeting), the Security Council adopted a resolution 

(S/459) calling upon the partles 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 4 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 hostillt&es, By a cablegram dated 
5 August (S/469), the Vice-Premier of the Republic of Indonesia informed the 
Council that his Government had decided to order a cessation of hostilities. He 
requested that the Council appoint a.comlttee to secure effective Implementation 
of the ‘cessation of hostilities. 

On 25 August 1947, the Security Council adopted two resolutions (S/525). 
The first provided for establishment of a commiseion’composed of the consular 
representatives in Baiavla of embers of the Security Council to report on the 
situation in Indonesia, In the other resolutiop, the Security Council tendered 
its good offices.t? the parties and expressed its readiness, if the parties 50 

requested, to assist In the settlement of the dispute through a commlttee of the 
Council consisting’of three of its members, each of the parties selecting one 
member and the thlrd’to be chosen by the two 80 selected. 

By letters dated 4 and 18 September 1947 (S/545 and S/564), the rep.esentatives 
of the Netherlands and of the Republic of Indonesia informed the Council that the 
Governments of Belgium and Australia had accepted their respective invitations 
to serve on the Councllts Committee of Good Offices. By a letter dated 
18 September (S/558), the representatives of Australia and Belgium Informed the 
Council that the Government of the United States of America had agreed to be 
+;he third member. 

After dlscu5elon In the course of further meetings, held during the -month 
bf October 1947, when the Council discussed the interim report (S/573) and the 
full report (s/586 and Addenda 1 end 2) of the Consular Commission at BataVid, 

he Security Council, at its 219th meeting (1 lov&er), adopted a resolution 
(S/597) which povlded, inter alla, that the Camnlftas of Uood Offiaeo #iguM 
rurist the parties in reachtag agreement on 00 srmngement which would en8ux-e 
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the observance of the cease-fire resolution. At its 224th meeting on 19 December, 
the Council agreed that the Committee of Good Offices should continue with the 
ssme membership after 31 December 1947, although Australia's 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 Renvllle Agreement. 

On 28 February 1948 (259th meeting), the Security Council adopted a 
resolution (s/678) in which it noted with satlefactlon the first interim report 
of the Committee of Good Offices (S/649 snd Corr.1) and maintained its offer of 
good offices. The Council also adopted a resoiution (S/689) requesting the 
Committee of Good Offices to pay particular attention to political developments 
in Western Java anb Madura and to report thereon at frequent intervels. 

In the cduree of 1948, the Security Council received various reports from 
the Commlttee of fk.od Offices on developments in Indonesia and on the . 
negotiations betxeen the parties, culminating 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 (S/l117 
and s/1129). 

(c) From the resumption of military operations to the Round Table Conference at 
The Hague (December 1948-December 1949) 
On 20 December, the Council convened in emergency sesaion (367thmeeting) 

. ..+ l LA -~ __.. Aa* ,a LL^ *..-A. -,*-- --A ..-2L-1 ?3A-A.-- --------L-I)---- f-f--no\ 
U” “AA- rL*u”Du “I uuG tiuobruAw - “LI~~=u o~L)~=B L~~L’~S=UL~Z~LV~S \~/LACV) i0 

consider the Indonesian question in the light of the resumption of military 
operations in Indonesia on 18 December, The Committee of Good Office6 submitted 
a number of reports (S/l12g/Add.l, S/ll38, S/1144, s/1146, S/1154, S/1156 and' 
S/U66) concerning the outbreak of hostilities and later developments in 
fndonesi a. 
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At the 392nd meeting (24 December) the Council adopted a resolution (S/1150) 

calling upon the parties to cease hostilities fcrthwith, The Government of the 

Netherlands was called upon immediately to release the President of the Republic 

of Indonesia and other political prisoners 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 orders and 

conditions in areas under military occupation or from which armed forces might 

be withdrawn. On the same date, the Council adopted a resolution (s/1164) 

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 (406th meeting), adopted a resolution 

(s/1234) in which, inter alia, it once again called upon the parties immediately 

to cease all military operations, called for the release of all political 

prisoners arrested by the Netherlands Government in the Republic of Indonesia 

since 17 December 1948, and recommended that the parties undertake negotiations, 

with the assistance of the Conrmission, for the establishment of a federal, 

independent and sovereign United States of Indonesia at the earli'est possible 

date. 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 1350. Various other provisions 

of the resolution concerned the return of the Republican Government to Jogjakarta 

and called for the progressive return to the adminietration of that Government 
-0 LL^ -A.L--^ _---- ---A-_T.l--1 ..-. A..-- n ---. *..a.. ..- f--. . . "A b,115 v l.,,eL CuTcab G"Yb‘"L*ru "J we nepuvuc: uuuer bru? RCiiviii.2 Agr+3&1Uit~ 

The Committee of Good Offices was to be known as the United Nation0 Commission 

for Indonesia, 

On 1 March 1949, the Unlted Nations Commission for Indoneeta submitted a 

report (s/WO and Corr.1) which was followed by three supplementary reports 

during the remainder of the month of March (5/127O/Add.l-3), The report etated 
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that the Netherlands Government had not released the Republican political 

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 also gave details of a proposal 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 resglutlon 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 March (421st meeting), approved a directive to the Commission stating that 

it was the sense of the Council thas 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 proposed 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 

ordered by the two Governments on 3 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 November 1949, the Commission submitted a special report (S/1417) on 

the Round-Table Conference held at The Hague from 23 August to 2 November 1949, 

Under tne agreements reached at The Hague, the Netherlands was to tr,ansfer 

sovereignty unconditionally to the Republic of the United Xates of Indonesia, 

the transfer to Le effected by ;iO December 1949 at the latest. The residency 
-n ..-.. -_-^ -..-*-L-l 
JL L.C., $tiiiie-j, :iO>iETei, IIJ.~) w.~~pwu, &ii2 itii St&';iiS Y:~i5 iV '212 iiriG::ruiiiaii niiiliu 

.L ye>r of the transfer of sovereignty. 

The Commission stated that it vould continue tc carry out its functions in 

accordance with its tenne of reference and that, in accordance with the agreement 

reached at the conference, it would observe in Indonesia the implementation of 

the dticlsions 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/1431) 
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 
observing 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/143j) 
calling for withdrawal of Netherlands forces, the release of political prisoners 
by the Netherlands Gcvernment and for the establishment of a United Nations 
Commission composed of representatives of States members of the Security Council 
which vould inquire into the activities of the Netherlands authorities and would 
submit to the Council 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. 

;\t 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 Security Council stated 
that rejection of the Canadian draft resolution had no effect whatsoever on the 
previous deCiSiOn6 taken by the Council which remained in full force and effect, 

(d) From the transfer of sovereignty to the adjournment of the Commission 
sine die (December 1949 - 3 April 1951) 
The llnited Nations Commission for Indonesia suhdtted a number of reports 

in the course of 1950 (S/1449, s/1.663, s/l842 and ;;/187;, and Corr.1). The 
reports dealt Mth the implementation of the agreements reached at The Hague, 
inrrl~~rlinrr +hn +rana+‘sn n+ c.~<,arn4 mm+..  .rb.:nk k..A +rlrrr.. .xlarr -..--d--..a v.-- 1.111*u* “A ““.~‘CL~“J .SllA.aAA “uu v&+.1\-* prurb 0:: L, 
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the repztriatlon of Netherlands forces and the dissolution of the Royal 
Netherlands Indonesian Army (KNIL), as well as with events which took place In 
the South 14oluccas, following the proclamation, on 25 April 1950, of a 
"South Moluccas Republic" by a group of persons who had seized authority la the 
islands, 

/ . . . 
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On 3 April1951, the Commission submitted a report (S/2067) on its 

activities since the transfer of sovereignty, Among other things, the report 

stated that the withdrawal of Netherlands troops was progressing satisfactorily 

and that observation by the Commission vas 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 connexion 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 problems were virtually solved, since no other matters had been 

submitted by the parties, and since no items remained on its agenda, the 

Commission had decided that, while holding itself at the disposal of the parties, 

it would adjourn sine die. 

The Security Counc’il has not so far discussed that report. 

.g. VOTING mocEDuRE IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

* I@ a letter dated 2 January 197 (S/237), the Secretary-General trsnsmitted 

to the Security Council the text of General Assembly resolution 40 (I) of 

13 December 1946, which recwndad to the Council “the early adoption of 

practices and procedures, consietent with the Charter, to assist In reducing the 

diffjculkes in the application of Article 27 and to ensure the prompt and 

effective axercire by the Security Council of its functions”. 

At its 197th meeting (27 Auguet 1947), the Council decided to refer the 

matter to the Committee of Ekpertr, which was instructed to submit to the 

Council its recommendations on 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.l/160). The Committee has not so far discussed this question.. 

On 2 December, the Secretary-General transmltted to the Council the text 

(s/620) of General Assembly resolution ll7 (II) of 21 November 1947, under which 

the Interim Coornittee was to consult with ftny committee which the Council might 

I 
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designate to co-oDerate 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. 

On 25 April 1949, the Secretary-General transmitted to the Council the 
text (S/1512) of General Assembly resolution 267 (III) of 14 April 1949, 
recommending to the member8 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 Council they 
might forbear to exercise their veto* At the 452nd meeting (1.8 October lgkg), 
the President reported that egreement 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 TBRRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANLS 
PURSUANT M THE RESOLUTION OF TEE SECUFUTY~COUNCIL OF 

7bfRRmlY49 

In a letter dated 17 February 1947 (S/281) the United States representative 
eubmitted for the approval of the Security Council, in accordance with Article 83 
of the Charter, the text of a draf$ Tnreteeship Agreement for the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands. After dl.ecu&n at the ll3rd meeting (26 February) 
and subsequent meetings, the Council, at ite l&h meeting (2 April) approved 
the Agreement (S/3l8), which csme into force on 18 July i947. 

The question of formulating procedures to govern the detailed application 
of Articles 87 end 68 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 (s/1280) adopted by the Council at its 415th meeting 
(7 March lP&). This agreement dealt with the respective functions of the two 
Councilr in respect of otrategic areas in general. 

/ . . . 
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The United States Goverl~~nt and the Trusteeship Council htr.ve periodi.cally 

SU’i‘Nlii;ted I’epOl’tS t0 the. SWGUrity Council in virt;ue Of these agreements, The 

United Statcs Governruent has also given notice of periods lrhen 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 Security Council, had approved the admission of: Afghanistan 

(19 Noveaber 1946), Iceland (19 November 1945), S#eden (19 November 1946), 

Thailand (16 December 1946), Pakistan (30 September 19'17), Yemen 

(30 September 1947), 'Burma (17 hiarch x948)., Israel (11 May V&J) and 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 possible membership 

of the United Nations, the pending applications for membership of all those 

eighteen countries about which no problem of unification arose, The Security 

Council considered this resolution, as well as a resolution adopted by the 

Assembly at its'ninth session (resolution 817 (IX)) concerning reconsideration 

of all pending applications, and the application of Spain (S/%tl/R~.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 

eixteen applicants: Albania, Jordan, Ireland, Portugal, Hungary, Italy, 

Ciustria, Romania, Bulgaria, Finland, Ceylon, Nepal, Libya, Cambodia, Laos and 

Spain. ;ill these States were admitted to membership by the General kasembly 

on 14 December 1955 (resolution 995 (X)). 

In the course of 1956, the Security Council recommended the admission of 

the Sudan, Morocco, Tunisia and Japsn. These States were admitted to membership 

by decisions taken by the General ksembly in the course of its eleventh session, 

as x:~s Ghclna, lrhose admission i:as recommended by the Security Council on 

7 March 1957. 

On 5 September &j', the Security Council decided to recmaend to the 

General Assembly tht admission of the Federation of Malaya. The General 

, / 
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Assembly & its twelfth session admitted the Federation of Maleya to membership 
in the United Nations. 

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, Wet-Nam and the Democratic Republic 

. of Vi&-Nsm. . 

'12. TEE PALE‘sTINE QUESTION 

(a) Inclusion of the item in the egelg 
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 (Plan of Partition). At its 222nd meeting 
(9 December), the Council took note of that resolution and decided to postpone 
discueslon of the matter. 

At Its 2531-d meeting (24 February 1948) the Council began Its consideration 
of the question, and at Its 263rd.meeting (5 March) adopted a resdlution (s/691) 
csUltg upon the permanent members to consult together regard&n@: the situatiori 
in Palestine sad appealing to alJ. Governments to act to prevent such disorders 
as were occurrlng In Paleetine. On 19 March (270th meeting), those permanent 
members of the Council who had coixsulted together recommended that the Council 
should make i$ clear to the parties concerned that the Council was determined 
not to permit the existence in Palestine of any threat to the peace snd that 
it would take further action by all means available to it to bring about the 
immedl&e cessation of violence and the restoration of peace. 

(b) Establishment on 23 April 1948 of the Consular Truce Ccmunlesion 
At its 277th meeting (1 April), the Council adopted two resolutions (S/714); 

the first one called for a truce in Palestine, end 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 Pslestine. 

In accordance with the terms of the first resolution, the representatives of 
,the Jewish Agency and of the Arab Higher Committee met with the F'kesldent in order 
to agraeupon abasis fort&truce. Since no sgreenbent was reached, tie Council 
adopted on 17 April (2&d meeting) a resolution celling for a truce and outlining 

/ . . . . 
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the principles and machinery therefor (S/723). Subsequently, on 23 April, the 

Council established a Truce Commission (S/727) to assist in the implementation 

by the parties of the Council86 truce resolution of 17 April and to be composed 

of the representatives of those members of the Security Council, except Syria, 

who had career consular officers in Jerusalem. 

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

Following the outbreak of hostilities on 14 Msy lg?, the Council adopted at 

its 302nd meeting (22 May) e resolution calling upon the parties to issue 

cease-fire orders within thirty-six hours of the adoption of the resolution 

(s/773). 
The provisional Government of Israel commun&cated 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 night lead to e just and lasting solution (S/792). 

The Council et its 310th meeting (29 May) adopted 8 resolution (S/801) 

calling, Inter alia, for a cessation of hostilities for a period of four weeks, 

and instructing Count Folke Bernadette, the Unlted Nations Mediator,- to ’ 4/ 

supervise the cease-fire, in concert with the Truce Conmlselon which was to 

be provided with miIitary observerrj snd to make contact with the parties with 

a view to carrying out his functions as determined by the General Assembly. 

’ !Ehe Arab States aud the provisional Government of ‘Israel advised the 

Council of their acceptance of the resolution (s/804, s/810). 
At its 313th meeting (3 June), the Council agreed that the Mediator should 

be &ven 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; in ite resoiution ii% i&2) &oj~t+& SI ik tiw in*, th- * Generai nr.suu*y UCLU L---L,-- La. 

empowered a United Pfatione 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 Uovember 1947. The 
Mediator was directed to conform with such instructions as the Genersl 
Assembly or the Security council tight issue. 

I a*. 
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(d) 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 

(33lst meeti ng 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 (13 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 its 39th meeting (15 July), 

the Council adopted a resolution (S/902), describing the situation in &destine 

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 resolutions, which were taken at the 

meeting@of 19 October, 4 and 1.6 November and 29 December (S/lo&, S/1070, S/lc$O, 

s/1.169), 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 wa8 informed of the assassination in Palestine of 

Count Folke Bernadette, the Mediator. The Council, at its 358th meeting 

(l8 September), approved the cablegram sent on the previous day by the Acting 

’ Secretary-General empowering Dr. Ralph’Bunche to assume full authority a8 

Acting Mediator until further notice. 

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

On 11 December 1948 (S/1122), the General Assembly established by 

resolution 194 (III) a Palestine Conciliation Commission (France, Turkey and , 
the United States) which was, inter alla, 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 

tysotiorua outetanding between them. 

By letter dated 6 January 1949 (s/1187), the Acting Mediator, Dr. Bunche, 

Informed the Security Council that the Government of Egypt and the provisional 

Government of Israel had unconditionally accepted a proposal providing for a 

aesre-fire in the legev area, to be innnediately followed by direct hegotiatlons, 
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under United Nations ‘chairmanship, on the implementation of the Councils 

resolutions cf 4 and 16 November 1948, calling for the conclusion of armistice 

agreements. 

Eetl:een February and July 1949, Armistice Agreements vere signed between 

Israel on the one hand, and Egypt (8/1264/Rev.l), Lebanon (S/l296/Rev.l), the 

Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan (S/l302/Rev.l) and Syria (S/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 (S/1357).5/ 
At the 437th meeting (11 August), the Council adopted two resolutions 

(S/1276), 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 Conciliation Commission, would soon achieve agreement 

on a final settlement and, meanwhile, reaffirmed the cease-fire order contained 

in the Council’s 15 July resolution (S/902); relieved the Acting Mediator of 

any further responsibility under Security Council resolutions; noted that the 

‘Armistice Agreements were to be supervised by Mixed A-znlstlce Commissions under 

the chairmanship of the United Nations Chief of StaZf of the Truce Supervision 

Organization; and requested the Chief of Staff to report to the Council on the 
. 

observance of the cease-fire In Peleetlne. Since then, the Chief of Staff has 

periodically submitted reports on the work of that organization, 

(f) The demilltarization of Jerusalem 

The question of demllitarieatlon of the Jerusalem area, with special reference 

to General Assembly resolution 194 (III) of 11 December 1948, 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 
,-1-B4-4L.. 
LUUULUL~~L~, pendirig diecuaeion of the Palestine queetion by tie Generai Assembly. 

!-lhile the Assembly has discussed various aspects of the Palestine question at 

each subsequent session, the Council has not resumed discussion of this matter, 

!5/ Meanwhile, at its 207th meeting (11 May 1$&g), the General Assembly, upon the 
recommendation of the Security Council, had decided to admit Israel to 
membership in tk.e United Nations. 

/ 



Egyptian-Israel Armistice Agreement 
By letter dated 9 September 1950 (S/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 its 524th meeting (17 November), the Council adopted a resolution'(S/1907 
and Corr.l), which called upon the parties to consent to the handling of the 
present complaints according to the procedures established in the Armistice 
Agreements; requested the Israel-Egyptian Mixed Armistice Commission to give 
urgent attention to the Egyptian complainj% of expulsion of thousands of Palestine 
Arabs and called upon both parties to give effect to any finding of the Israel- 
Egyptian Mixed Armistice Commission regarding the repatriation of any such Arabs 
who, In the Commissidn~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 international 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 54lst meeting (17 April 1951), the Council considered the various 

items concerning alleged violations of the Syrian-Israel General Armistice 
Agreements which had been submitted 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 Org-anization, 
should be able to come before the Council for the purpose o,f providing it with 
further information. 

At the 545th meeting (8 May), the Council adopted a resolution noting that 
fighting was continuing in the demilitarized zone and calling upon the parties 
to cease fighting (S/21jO). 

At the 547th meeting (1.8 May), the Council adopted a resolution (S/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 

. I *.. 
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Armistice Commission to ensure that the Palestine Land Development Company cease 

all operations In the demilitarized zone until such time as an 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 party in or around the demilitarized zone should be regarded as 

constituting a violation of the cease-fire provision of the Security Council 

resolution of 15 July 1948, and as inconsistent with the terms of the Armistice 

Agreement and the obligations assumed under the Charter; and (j) decided that 

Arab civilians who had been removed from the demilitarized zone by Israel 

should be permitted to return forthwith to their homes and that the Israel-Syria 

Mixed i,rittistice Commission should supervise their return and rehabilitation. 

(i) Complaint submitted by Israel in July 1951 regarding the Suez Canal 

By’letter dated ll July 1951 (s/2241), the representative of Israel 

requested urgent- consideration of the follo5ring item: “Restriction6 impot3ea 
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 !X&h meeting (1 September), the Council adopted a resolution 

(S/2322) which found, inter alla, that the practice of interfering with passage 

through the Suez Canal of goods destined for Israel was inconsistent with the 

objectives of a peaceful settlement and the establishment of permanent peace 

in Palestine. The resolution celled-upon Egypt to terminate the restr&ctions 

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, 

/  
.L. 
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(5) Compliance with and enforcement of the General Armistice Agreements, with 
epecial reference to recent acts of violence, and in particular to the 
incident at I;.ibiya on 14-15 October 1953: report by the Chief of Staff 
of the Truce Supervision Organizatlon 
In identical letters dated 17 October 1953, the representatives of France 

(S/3109), the United Kingdom (S/3110) and the United States (S/3111) 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 enfordement of the General 
2Irmistice Agreements. 

The Council discussed this matter at ten meetings between 19 October and 
25 November 1953, during which time Major General Vagn Bennlke, 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 Cibiya 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 g$biya 
taken by armed forces of Israel and all such actions constituted a violation of 
the cease-fire provisions of the Councilts resolution of 15 July 1948 and were 

inconsistent with the parties' obligations under the General Armistice Agreement 
and the Charter; (2) expressed the strongest censure 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 crossing of the 
demarcation line by unauthorlzed persons often resulting in acts of violence 
and requested the Government 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 
1-. -A,, L  ̂ --LX --A AU VLU=L ----..-m- L. -̂ ^̂  ̂ 0.., _A^..” *“,ye& vu obAIb=“= pVbAGOO “J yLGbc”LuI yllj-e 1 A.+, mn aa++la.mrr.t+ rr+ +ha 3 A.k.U rrb.9 “U ““Ab.c”L” “A -*-- 

issues outstanding between them that the parties abide by their obligations under 
the General Armistice Agreement and the resolutions of the Security Council; and 
“1 requested the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organizatlon to report 

within '&Wee months to the Council, with such recommendations as he might 
consider azrrogriate,on compliance with and enforcement of the General Armistice 



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 against Israel on 1.6 October 1953 concerning 
work on the west bank of the River 3ordan in the DemiIitaAzed Zone 
In a letter dated 16 October 1953 (S/310S/Rev.l), the representative of Syria 

complained that 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 article V thereof. He also 
recalled that the Chief of Staff had requested Israel on 23 September to stop all 
operations. 

Fallowing a report by the Chief of Staff on the question (S/3122), the Council 

started discussing the question at Its 629th meeting (2’7 October). At the 

631et meeting (27 October), the Council adopted a resolution (S/3128) wherein it 
deemed it desirable that the works started in the Detaillterized Zone should be 
suspended pending the urgent examination of the question by the Council, and took 
note with eatlafaction of Israel’s undertaking to suspend the works in question . 

‘during the Council~s examination of the disgute. 

After mher discussion of the question at subsequent meetings, F!rance, the 
Unlted Kingdom and the United Statee eubmitted et the 648th meeting (16 December) 
a joint draft resolution (S/3151), under which as subsequently revised 
(S/3151/Rev,2) the Council would, inter alla, (1) endorse the request by the 
Chief of Staff to the l &ernment of Israel &ted 23 September 1953; (2) call upon 

-the parties to the dispute tc comply with all the decisions and requests made by 
the Chief of St&f in the exercise of his a:;th;rity under the Armistice Agreement; 
(3) request and authorlze the Chief of Staff LG explzrc p~;Abilitles of 
reconciling Israel and Syrian Interests involved in the dispute over the 
diversion of Jordan water8 at Banat Ya'qub, including full satisfaction of 
existing Irrigation rights at all seasons, while safeguarding the rights of 
individuals In the Demilitarfzed Zone, and to take such steps In accordance with 
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the Armistice Agreement as he might deem appropriate to effect a reconciliation; 
(4) request the Secretary-General to place at the disposal of the Chief of Staff 
a sufficient number of experts, in particular hydraulic engineers, to sup?&/ him 
on the technical level with the necessary data for a complete appreciation of the 
project 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 ta!ten to give effect to that resolution. 

At the 656th meeting (22 January 1954), the Council failed to adopt the 
revised joint draft resolution 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 
(s/3166) at the 655th meeting (21 January 1954). The Council has not yet acted 
on these resolutions. 

(1) Complaints received from Israel and E&ypt in January and February 1954 
In a letter dated 28 January 1954 (s/3168), the repesentative of Israel 

requested that a complaint concerning restrictions placed by Egypt upon shipping 
proceeding to Israel through the Suez Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba 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 Septeniher 1951 
and of the Egypt-Israel Armistice,Agreement. 

In a letter dated 3 February (S/3172), the repesentatlve 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 (4 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 Vkrch (664th meeting), 

AL ALA LLh.3 ---L.r-- I hi w---c \ A.%* y______ ..A-.4.-1--- -n ma- .7--*--A I..%.-,CL^I AU tAILi ~J"CIlU rutxb&11~ \L, L-UC: 11,) b‘lf LepLetie‘lLati,L"e v+ 1'Icvl tiCCILPI,U -u"*uJ. ~Ccx& 
a draft resolution (S/31&3/Corr.l) 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 its obligations under the Charter, to comply with it; and (4) consider that 
without pre&dicc: to the provisions of the resolution of 1 C ,ember 1951, the 



Armistice Commission established under the Egypt-Israel Armistice Agreement. 

At the 664th 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 

comnlaints. 

In a cablegram dated 30 March 1954 (S/3192) Jordan charged that on 28, March 

large Israel military armed forces had attacked’the Jordan village of Nahhalin, 
. 

killing nine persons and wounding eighteen 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 measure6 to-prevent such and other 

aggressions against Jordan 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 

Bashemit@ Kingdom of the Jordan, 

By a letter dated 5 April (S/3196), the representative of Israel requested 

urgent consideration of four complaints concerning repudiation by Jordan of its 

obligations under the Israel-Jordan Armistice beement, and en afmed attack on a 

bus near Scorpion Pass on 17 March, 

At the 665th meeting (8 April), the Council had before it a provisional 

agenda containing the co,mplaints received frcm Lebanon as sub-item (a) and the 
complaint6 received from Icrael as sub-item (b). At the 663th to 670th meetings 

the Council considered the question of whether the two sub-items should be 

discussed consecutively or concurrently. At the 670th meeting (4 May), the 
Chunai~ &?id@- +.ha_t. ft. &y~l~ I1 \ aAnn+ +ha W.-W-~ 04 n~al fir~d~. ,-, ---* - w..- &a “. *“~“.Au* utj*A*uu, (2) hold a 

general discussion in which reference might be made to any or all of the complaint6 

on the agenda; and (3) not commit itself, at that stage, as to the separate or 

jofnt character of Its eventual resolution or resolutions. lhereaf ter the 

President invited the representatives of Icrael and Jordan t,o take part in the 

discussion. * 
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At the 67lst meeting (12 May), the rcprcaentntive of Lebanon submitted a 
draft resolution providing that the Council should (1) find that the attack on 
Nnhholin constituted a flagrant breach by Israel of the Council's resolution of 
15 July 1948, of article III, paregraph 2, of the. Israel-Jordan General Armistice 
Agreement, of Israel's obligitions under the Charter and of the Council's 
resolution of 24 November 1953; (2) express 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 Nahhalin as a result of the action; and 
(4) co11 upon the Members of the United Notions to apply, In accprdance with 
Article 41 of the Charter, such measures against Isreal as they deemed necessary 
to prevent the repetition of such actions and the aggravation of the situation. 

In the course of the 670th meeting (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 (S/3219), the Ambassador of Jordan 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 considered those complaints. 
On 19 June the Chief of Staff of the IYuce Supervision Grganization 

transmitted two reports on the Gcorplon Pass (Z/3252) and r!ahhalin incidents 

(S/3251)* 

(n) The incident of 28 &eptember 1954 concerninlr the 53. Bat Galim 
In a letter dated 28 September 1954 (s/3296), the representative of Israel 

informed the Council that, on that date, the Israel vessel L;C;. Bat Galim had 
arrived at the southern entrance of the Suez Canal without incident but that after 
the routine Inspection by the Egyptian authorities had taken place in a friendly 
atmosphere, an Egyptian patrol veGse1 had approached the ship, and that wlreleaa 
communication, which had been maintained up to then with the Company’8 office8 In 
&die, had come to an end. The letter added that the seizure of the Vessel wa6 

. / . . . 
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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 (S/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 pith small-arms on Egyptian 

fishing boats within Egyptian territorial waters. The ‘Egyptian authorities had 

taken the preliminary measures of arresting the crew of the sh$p 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 (S/3323), the Chief of Staff of the 

Truce Supervision Crganization in Palestine described the proceedings of the 

Mixed Armistice Commission concerning the complaints by Israel and Egypt. He 

stated that the Commission bad rejected an Egyptian draft resolution providing that 

the Commission should (1) find that during the night of 27-28 September 1954, 

the Israel vessel Bat Galim bad entered Egyptian territorial waters; (2) decide 

that that action was a violation of article II, paragraph 2 of the General 

Armistice Agreement; (3) decide 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 General 

Armietice Agreement; and (4) call upon Israel authorities to prevent such actions 

in the future, 

Thereafter, the Commission had adopted an Israel draft resolution providing 

that the Commission should find that the Egyptian complaint regarding the 

SS. Bat Galim case was unfounded and that no provision of the General 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 unlgwful carry$ng of weapon6 

brought against the members of the crew of the 53, Bat Ga&im, The Beamen would 

be relaaced as soon as the necessary formalities had been concluded and the 

Egyptian Government was prepared to release the seized cargo Immediately, 



resolution of 1 September 1951 es having continuing validity end effect, and it 

was in that context end that of the 1888 Convention that they had considered the 

Bat Galim incident. In so far es steps had been taken by Egypt towards e 

settlement, such es the release of the crew bn 1 January 1955 end the announced 

willingness to release the cargo and the ship itself, those steps had been 

welcomed by most of the representatives. Bope had been vessed that a continued 

attitude of conciliation on both sides would speedily bring about en 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, 

(0) ;zat5aEaand Israel complsints of March 1955 concerning incidents in the 

I. In a, letter dated 2 March 1955 (s/3367), the representative of Egypt 

qequested a meet+@ of the Council to consider the follow5ng complaint: 

“Violent and premeditated aggression comm5tted on 28 February 1955 by Israel 

armed forces against Egyptian armed forces inaide Egyptian-contiolled territory 

near Gaze, causing many casualties,. including thirty-nine dead and thirty-two 

wounded and the deetructlon of certain m5Uliary 5nstalletions in violation of, 

inter alla, article I, paragraph 2, and article II, paragraph 2 of the 

E&yptian-Israel General Metice Agreement”. 

In a letter dated 3 March (S/3368), the representative of Israel requested 

consideration of his Government’s complaint against Egypt for continuous 

violations by Egypt of the General Armistice Agreement and of resolutions of 

the Secur5ty Council by means of, Inter alla, attacks of re&lar and 5&eguler 

Qyptian armed forces against Israel armed forces; assertion by Egypt of the 

existence of a s,tate of war and the exercise of active belligerency against 

Israel, perticular&y the maintenance and the enforcement of blookada mcaa~cs; 

and Egyptian refusal to seek agreement by negotiation for an effective transition 

from the present tistice to peace. 



In a report dated 17 March (S/3373), submitted orally to the Council, 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 dearease tension along the Demarcation 

Line the two parties should examine in an informal meeting the possibility of 

agreeing on certain measuPe6 which he had proposed. 

On 28 March, Fkance, 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 Gaza as a violation of the cease-fire provlsions of the 

Councills resolution of 15 July 1948 and as inconsistent with the obligations of 

the parties under the Armistice Agreement and the Charter; (2) call again upon 

Israel to take all necessary measures to prevent such actions; and (3) express its 

conviction that the msintenance of the Armiet~ce Agreement was threetened by any 

deliberate violations of that agreement by one of the parties to it, and that no 

progress towards the return of permanent peace in Palestine could be made unless 

-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 6Bme date, &BsCe, the United Kingdom and the United States of America 

submitted 8 second joint draft resolution (S/3379), providing that the Council, 

anxious that all ~selble 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 Government6 of Egypt and Israel with a view to the introduction of 

practical measures to that end; (2) note that the Chief of Staff had already made 

certain concrete proposals to that effect; and (3) call upon the Governments of 

Egypt and Israel to co-operate with the Chief of Staff with regard to his 

proposals, bearing in mind that, in the opinion of the Chief of Staff, infiltration 

could be reduced to an Occa6ional nuisance if an agreement hnd ~PPE pf’4ecf;erl 

between the parties on the lines he had prcp-3seL. I 

‘Ihe two draft resolutions were adopted unanimously at the 695th. ana 6,i,tb 

meetinge (29 and 30 March) respectively, 
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II. In a letter dated 4 April (S/3385), the representative of Israel 
requested the President to place on the Council's agenda a complaint concerning 
repeated attacks by Egypt against Israel, with special reference to (1) the 
armed assault at PatFsh 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 a report dated 14 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 area was the.instltution of joint patrols along the Demarcation Line. 

!@e Counc11 discussed the questiori at the 697th 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 
presetit, 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 resolutions 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 8nd 30 March, aimed at averting frontier 
Incidents. 

(p) Egyptian and Israel complaints of August and September 1955. concerning 
incidenta in the Gaza area 

In letters dated 30 and 31 August 1955 (S/3425, S/3426, S/3427), the 
representative of Israel informed the Security Council of new and grave outbreclx 
of violence in the Gaza strip, starting on 22 August. 

In a letter dated 6 September (s/3431), the representative of Egypt inforr& 
the Security Council that since 22 AGust 1955 Israel armed forces had embsrk!:d 
~pn vast tilitfi,r?r on-nt$,lone culminating on 31 August in an incident in the AX?Q -L .- -. 
of Khan Yunis. 

In a report dated 5 September (S/343@), the Chief of Staff stressed, among 
other things, that a repetition of the incidents would only be avoided if the 
fc@ces of the opposing sides were separated by an effective physica barrier along 
tbr D-cation Line, 

/ ..* 
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!lhe 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 separated by measures such as those which he had proposed; 

(5) 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 fiberias 

In a letter dated 13 December 1955 (S/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 poperty. 

The Council discussed the question at eight meetings from 16 December 1955 

to 19 January 1956 (70’7th 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 prisoners proved that Syrian 

outposts off the northeastern shore of Lake Tiberias had been instructed to fire 

upon Israel boats within a limit of 250-400 metres of the shore. 

In a report dated 15 December 1955 (~/3516) and a supplement dated 30 Decenlber 

(S/3516/Add.l), the Chief of Staff, after explaining the background of the incident, 

made certain suggestions to prevent further incidents arising from fishing 

activities on Lake Tlberias. 

On 11 January 1956, the representatives of France, the United Kingdom and 

the United States sub&tted a joint draft resolution (S/3530 and Corr.l), under 

which, among other things, the Council would (1) remind Israel that the Council 

had already condemned military action In breach of the General Armistice Agreements, 

whether or not undertaken by way of retaliation; and bad &led uwn Israel to . _ 
take effective measures to prevent such actions; (2) condemn the attack of 

11 December as a flagrant violation of the cease-fire provisions of its resolution 

of 15 July 1948, of the terms of the general Armistice Agreement between Israel 

and Saris, and of Israelts obligations under the Charter; (3) express its grave 

/ ,.. 
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concern at the failure of Israel to comply with its obligations; (4) call upon 

the Government of Israel to do so in the future, in default of which the Council 
would have to consider what further measures were required to maintain or restore 
peace; (5) call upon the parties to comply with their obligations under article 5 
of the General Armistice Agreement; (6) request the Chiei' of Staff to pursue his 

suggestions for improving the Bltuatlon in the area; 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 

(S/353O/Rev.2 and Rev.3), to include provisions by which the Council would 
(1) hold that the Syrian Interference with israe activities on Lake Tiberias 
reported by the Chief of Staff in no way justified the Israel action; and 
(2) call upon the parties to arrange with the Chief of Staff for an immediate 
exchange of all tilitary @soners. 

The Council also had before it two other draft resolutions. mere was 
a Syrian draft resolution (S/3518) which was submitted on 22 December 1955 and 
which was'amended by the repesentative of the USSR on 9 January 1956; and a 
Yugoslav draft resolution (s/3536) which was submitted on 18 January 1956. 

At the 715th meeting (19 January 1956), the Council decided to grant priority 
in the voting to the revised three-Power draft re$olution (S/353O/kev.3), At the 
same melting on 19 Janw, the three-Power draft resolution was adopted 
uIlanimou6ly. 

(r) Resolution of 4 April 19% concerning the status of compliance fiven to the 
General Armistice Agreements and the resolutions of the Security Co- 
-'opted during the past yeer 
;.I a letter dated 20 March 1956 (s/3561), the representative of the 

United States requested a meeti,% of the Council to consida the status of 
compliance given to the General Armistice Agreements and the resolutions of the 
Security Council adopted during the pP"t yesr. 

&I 21 March 1956, the United States submitted a draft resolution (s/3562 and 
Corr.1) according to Vhich, among other things, the Council, after recalling ito 
resolutions of 30 March 1955, 8 September 1955 and 19 January 1956, would 
(1) consider that the situation prevailing between the perties concerning the 
enforcement of the Armistice Agreements and the compl&ance given to the ' 
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above+nentioned resolutions of the Council was such that its continuance was 

likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security; (2) request 

the Secretary-General to undertake, 5s a matter of urgent concern, a survey of 

the various aspects of enforcement of and compliance with the four General 

Armistice Agreements and the Council’s resolution under reference; (3) request the 

Secretsry-General to arrange with the parties for the adoption of any measures 

which after discussion with the. parties and with the. Chief of Staff he considered 

would reduce existing tensions along the Armistice Demarcation Lines. 

‘l&e Security Council discussed the question at six meetings held between 

26 March and 4 April 1956 (717th and 7224 meetings). On 3 April, the USSR 
submitted a number of amendments to the United States draft resolution (S/3574). 

On 4 April, the Council re.jected these amendments and adopted unanimouqly 

the United States draft resolution (S/3575), 

Report of the Secretary-General pursuant to the Security Council’s 
resolution of 4 April 1956 

In.the copse of ahis consultations in the Middle &et with the countries 

concernefl, from 10 Aprll.to 3 May 1956, the Secretary-General transmitted to 
the Security Council text8 of WmutunicatiO~ relating to negotiations that p888e8 

between him and the authorities in Esrpt and Israel (S/3584, S/3586 and S/3587), 

a8 well as a progress report (S/3594). On’9 &iY, he submitted hi8 report (S/j+jg6j 
giving a full. WW.Int of his miSsiOn, the unconditioId assurances he had received 

from the perties concerned regarding 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 Secret8ry-General was discussed by the Security Council at 

eix meetings from 29 May to 4 June 1956 (723rd to 728th meetings). on 2-5 May,. 
the r&esentative of the United Kingdom had circulated a draft resolution (S/3600) 

which he revised on Sg May (S/3@O/Rev. 1) . The revised draft resolution provided, 

inter alia, that the Council, conscious of the need to create conditions in which 

a peaceful settlement on a mutually acceptable basis of the dispute between the 

pertIes could be made, would (1) commend the Secretary-General and the parties on 
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the progress already achieved; (2) declare that the parties to the Armistice 

Meements should speedily carry out the measures already agreed upon with the 

Secretery-General, and should co-operate with the Secretary-General and the Chief 

of Staff of the Truce Supervision Crganization 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 Demercation Lines, in the Demilitarized 

Zones and in the Defensive Areas as define3 in the Armistice Agreements, to enable 

them to fulfil their functions; (4) endorse the Secretary-General’s view that 

the re-establishment of full compliance with the Armistice Agreements represented 

a stage which had to be passed in order :c make progress possible on the main 

issues between the parties; (5) request the Chief of Staff to 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 conetituted a serious violation of that 

Agreement or of the cease-fire, which in .his opinion required immediate 

consideration by the Security Council; (6) call upon the parties to the Armistice 

&cement8 to take the steps necessary to carry out this resolution, thereby 

increasing confidence and demons&sting their wish for peaceful conditions; and 

(7) request the Secretary-General to ‘continue his good offices with the parties, 

and to re??ort to the Security COUIIC~~, as appopriate. 

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 acceptable basis of the dispute 

between the parties could be made”. On the same day, the representative.of the 

United Kingdom introduced a second revision (S/36OO/Rev,2) to his draft resolution, 

and on 4 June, accepted the Iranian amendment. The draft resolution thus amended 
was uNLniolously adopted on 4 June (S/3605). 

Pursuant to the Coun~il'~ resolution of 4 June 1956, the Secretary-General 

and the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organisation continued to exert 

effOrtS ti iIl&IWnt 8PeCifiC proposals designed to support the cease-fire,- in 

whkh Conn&.on the SecrekW-G%zal again visited the area between 18 and 23 July. 

meY submitted a number of reports to the Council on the situation (s/3632, 
w3b mw, w3699, s/3660, w3670 and S/%85). ,  l “ .  
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(n) Conplaints received from Jordan and Israel in October 1956 
In a letter dated 15 October 19% (S/3678), the representative of Jordan 

requested an early meeting ol' the Council to consider the situation arising 
from an attack by Israel armed iorces on 11 October against the villages of 
Qrrlqiliya, Sufin, Habla and Nabi Ilyas, as ~~11 as a similar attack of 
25-25 September against 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: "Persistent violations by Jordan of the General Armistice 
Agreement and of the cease-fire pledge made to the Secretary-Genera on 
26 April 1g56.1 . 

The Council considered these complaints at two meetings held on 19 and 

25 October. 

(t) Steps for the immediate cessation of the military action of Israel in Egypt 
In a letter dated !2$3 October 1956 (s/3706), the representative of the 

United States of America informed the President of the Council that 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 penetrated 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 cessation of the military action of Israel in 
?zgypt." 

'Ihe Security Council considered this question during three meetings held 

cn 30 October. 
At the 749th mee$lng (30 October), the United States introduced a draft 

resolution which, as revised (S/3710), (1) called upon Israel and Egypt imediately 
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 a8 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, Ihe 

draft resolution was put to the vote at the same meeting end was not adopted owing 
to the negative votes of two permanent members, 



lhc Couixil also Tailed to adopt a USSR draft rcnolutiou (s/j719/Ik2v.l) to 

call upoll all the portics COilCE!ri!Cd i;.:.;ediately t0 C@QGe fiP2 alld t0 Call UpOn 

Israel i;..xdiatcly to withdL*av its amed forces bc,.ind the established amicticc 

li;xx. 

kllowillg the voting 011 the USSR draft resolutioil at the 750th I.leeti;lg 

(30 October), t1 1e COUilCil wellt oil to COilGider the next i&r.1 Oil the agenda of the 

l.:ectiill: (see item.: 32 below - "Letter dated 30 October 1956 froi.1 the representative 

of Egypt nddresce d to the President of the Security Council"). 

it!) Ccl:lplaiilt subl.litted in May 1957 by Sysia concerniny; construction by Israel 
01. brid?;e in the Del.iilitarized Zone 

1;: a letter dated 13 Kay 1757 (s/3827), the representative of Syria requested 

that the CoUilCil ccnsider the situation arising frol.1 the CoilstrUctioil of a bridge 

i.. the Deidlitarized Zoile, which he charged would give Israel a Glilitary advailtage 

alid coiltr'avahed the provisions of the Israel-Syrian Ceilera Amistice ;igree;.lellt, 

He referred to a report on the subject (s/3815) subr.litted on 20 April by the 

Actiag Chief of Staff of the United Natioils Truce Supervision Orgahization and 

stated that he could ilot concur in the conclusions reached therein, 

The Security CoUilCil coilsidered this question in the course of three meetings 

held between 23 and 28 l$ly. FOllGWing discussion by the l.lellbers of the Council 

and the parties concerned, the President noted that a11 ceel.led to agree that it 

;:light be appropriate for the Acting Chief of Staff to subr.;it a supplenentary 

report oi? the xatter. 

On 27 Juile 1347, the Actihg Chief of Staff subriitted a report (S/3844) 

relatiU3 to the Detiilitarized Zone established under article V of the 

Israel-Syrian General hmiotice Agreemilt, and on 7 August he subtlitted an 

addehdc:.; (S/je44/2idd.l). 

(v) Cll.;plai;% sub;.,itted by Jordaii and Israel ii; Septei:;ber 1757 

Ic a letter dated 4 Septe;.iber 1957 (S/3878), the repreoeztative of Jorda;] 

subizitted a coi.&aii:t to tile COui>Ci,l for ita coilsideration, char:dnr! Israel witi 

viclatio;is 0~' ti;e Iclacl-Jordaii Ge;;er*nl A;ri.;istice ;l;reer;ent by carryin:: out 

di;/zi;;l y:cra'i;ib;!:-; 1;) iic-i,ia;) 1 s-Lai!d ii-i the Jerusale;.! sector. 
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Ii1 a letter dated 'j Septc~:lbcr (:;/j#:3), the represclltative 01' ~cl.ael 

requested that at its ro~thc0i:li.n~ l.;eetiilg tile Council consitlcr char;;co by Israel 

of violations by Jordan of the yrovisiom of the Ceiieral AiM.sticc ACreelmit, 
aiLl ill particular of article VIII tliercoL. 

The ~ccu~5ty COUilCil cn-lsidered these COl.ii~l~ii~tS at l'ive mcti!l~-~-- ,,Y, Oi; 

6 Septei.bcl', 22 I\lovel.lber 157, and 22 January 1958. It dccikd lx ilear I'irst 

the statexents of' the two interested parties and to l)os-kpone uiitil later a decicion 

as to whether the two cot,rplaints should be considered simlta;~eously or 

comecutivcly. The IQ‘esideilt stated his m&~staiWLiq that the Couilcil acreed 

to request the Actiiig Chief of StafL' of the Truce Supervision OrC;anizatioil to 

subl.lit to it two reports on the coinplaints bel'ore it; the first, coveri;-1:: ,.:attel-S 

raised i;l the ccl.qlaint subrlitted by Jordan, to be subl.iitted within a fortilight. 

At its eOi;th I.iecting, held on 22 I\Tovel;rber 1957, the Council renewed consideration 

of the Jordaliian col;lpl.aint. 

In car.@iance with the request of the Council, the Acting Chief of Staff of 

the Truce Supervision Organization submitted a. report (s/3892 and Add.1 and 2), 

dated 23 Septer.lber 1957, oi? the area between the lines (neutral zone) arouild the 

Goverment House area, and oil 31 October he submitted a report (S/5513) relating 

to the Israel coInplaint against Jordan, which specifically referred to the 

provisions of article VIII, articles I and III, and article XII of the General 

Armistice-Agreement. Y 

At the k?03th reeting on 22 January 1358, the United KiilgdO1.l and tlic 

United States introduced a joint draft resolution (S/3940) under which the Coui:cil, 

ilotlng that the status of the zone wa s affected by the provisions of the General 

.;ixictice I',Creel:;ent and that neither Israel nor Jordan enjoyed sovereigty over 

cny part of the zone (it being beyond the respective denarcation liEes), would: 

(1) direct the Chief of Stai'< co re::ulntc activiteo within the zotxz subject to 

such arrall;;ei::ents as night be :.!ade pursumt t-z tl;s ‘; rr-:izic?~ of the General 

,$rr.llstice ,",gree;ient al;d para?Faph 3 of the resolutioli, beari:-;;: ii: ..L:c o!mzrship 

of property there, it bciilg understood that, u:llesa otherwise : ~IICUOI:~.;; L! i‘.:...‘;, 

6/ The security Cbu;,cii Lid xj t coiisider LUrit.tiL the iLCi.i sutu..iLtc~ Ljr Isl+el 
ii-; the period covered by this report. 

/ .,. 



conduc-t a survey of property records with a view to detemiuing property ownership 

in the zone; (3) endorse the recormendations of the Acting Chief of Staff to the 

end that: (a) the parties should discuss through the Mixed Armistice Comiosion 

civilian aotivities in the zone; (b) in order to create an atmophcre IAore 

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 col&eted and provisions made for the regulation of activities 

in the zone; (c) such discussions should be cor.pleted within a period of two 

At its 810th meeting on 22 January 1958, the Council adopted the joint draft 

resolution unanimously. 

= ._.~ ~~_,__ .___ ~..~__. -.-_..-~ ~~__~.__~~~.~ _ -__~ -~_--- ___~ - 
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13. THE INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION 

(a) Inclusion of the question in the agenda 

By a letter dated 1 January 1948 (s/62& 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 I(ashmir, 

Since such aSSiStanCe was an act of a&(IJreSSiOn 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 21 of the 

Charter. At th_e request of the representative of Pakistan, further consideration 

was postponed until 15 January. By a letter dated 15 January (S/&s), the 

Foreign Minister of Pakistan submitted three document6 replying to.Indiafs charge6 

and levelling charges by Pakistan on which the Council was requested to take actlou, 

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

Pakistan requested consideration of matters In the Pekistan complaint other than 

the Jammu and Kashmir question. In consequence, the Security Council decided, a& 
its 2jlst meeting (22 January), to change tk;e title of the question, considered 
until then a6 the "Jammu and Kashmir Question", to the “India-Pakistan Queationy . 

(b) Eetabliehment of the United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan 
ISecurity Council raeolutions of 17 January, 20 January, 21 April end 
3 June ww 
At ‘the 227th through 229th meetings (15-17 January), the Security Council 

heard statements by the representatives of the two parties concerned, At the 

229th meating, a draft resolution submitted by the representative of Belgium 

G/65% calling upon the parties to take all mea6ure6 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 comrxor. LA a411 ,+-**3 for a settlement. 

Following hi6 tall<# v$th tf?~ prt-i~s, +h* ha*'arm+ -AN--*-3 t; t& ~~ti~~cii -a.- . I w"A.ub*** L iyL-6 veir 

at its 230th meeting (20 January) and submitted a draft resolution (S/G5li) which 

had been drawn up as a result of the talks, establlehing a commission of three 
. 

members to Investigate and to exercise mediation. One tnamber wa6 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 6am meeting. 

At its 2&h meeting (21April), 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 1942 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 condition6 for 
a free and impartial plebiscite to decide whether the state of Jammu and Kashmir 
was to accede to India or Pakistan. At the 23th meeting of the Council (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 diecuasion at the 289th meeting (7 May), the President designated 
the United States as the third member of the Commiseion, in view of the failure 
of Argentina and Czechoslovakia to agree upon a third member. 

At the 312th meeting (3 June), the Security Council adopted a modified version 
of a Syrian draft resolution (S/tilg), directin g the commission of mediation to 
proceed without delay to the area of dispute and to study and report to the Council, 
when it considered it appropriate, on the matters raised in the letter dated 
15 January 1948 from the Foreign Minister of Pakistan in the order outlined in 
paragraph D of the Council(s resolution of 20 January 194i,. 

(C) Interim reports of the United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan and 
appointment of a United Katione Representative for India and Pakistan 
On 22 November 1943, the United Nations Commission submitted to the Security 

COUnCil an interim report (S/llCO) dealing with its activities Until 
22 September 1945. A second 'interim report (S/11$) was submitted by the 
COm&36iOn on lj January 1949, In these reports the Commission informed the 

Security Council of it6 adoption, on 1~ Augu6t 194; and 5 January 1949, of 
resolutions embodying a cease-fire order and principles to serve as a basis for 

-= tr?ice agreement between the parties, as well as measures relating to the holding 

(*** 
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of a plebiscite following Implementation of the demilitarisation process to be 

established in the truce agreement. The Commission stated that the cease-fire 

had become effective as of 1 January 19&g. 

The United Nations Commission returned to the sub-continent on 4 February 1949 

in order to work on the implementation of the agreement embodied in the two 

resolutions. In presenting the Commission’s third interim report to the Security 

Council (S/14jO b&d Add.1 and 2), submitted on 5 December 1949, its Chairman 

reported that since the Commissior~s return to the sub-continent, despite constant 

efforts, no substantial progress bad 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 Council should designate, In lieu of the Commission, a 

single individual with broad authority to endeavour to bring the two Governments 

together on all unresolved issues. 

on.16 December 1949, the representative of Czechoslovakia on the Commission 

submitted a minority report (S/1430/Add.3) criticising certain aspects of the work 

of the Commission and calling for the establishment of a new United Nations 

Colrirhieeion for India and Pakistan, composed of represent&Ives of all the states 

members of the Security Council in order to guarantee the full independence of 

the Conmission. 
The Council considered these reports at its 457th meeting (17 December), 

when it decided to request the President of the Council to meet informally with 

the parties concerned and examine with them the possibility of findipg a mutuall:! 

sstls:sctory basis for dealing with the question at issue. No agreement was 

reached as a result of the effort6 made by the zresident, After further discussion, 

on 14 March 1950 (470th meeting), the Council adopted resolution s/1469, 

submitted by Cubs, IJorway, the United Kingdom and the United States, l-\ich 

provided for apsintment of a United Nations Rqweaentettve ta aanint. <n the 

preparation and to supervise the implementation of the programme of 

demilitarization to be agreed upon by the parties, and to exercise the powers 

and responsibilities devolving upon the Commission, %e Representative wss 

also empowerad to explore other possible solutions of the question, On 

22 April 1950, the Security Council appointed Sir Owen Dixon, of Australia, 

as United ?latlon8 Representative. 
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(d) Report of the first United Nations Representative, Sir Owen Dixon, and 
appointment of a successor, Mr. Frenk P. Graham 

GOuen Dixon’s report, submitted on 15 September 1950 (S/1791) indicated 

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 part of the Council. 

In a letter dated 14 December (S/1942), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 

Pakistan expressed concern over the delay in dealing with the report of the 

United !Vations Representative, and declared that verious steps were being taken 

by the Government of India and the Maharejahts Government in.Kashmlr to prejudice 

the holding of a free and impartial plebiscite to decide on the accession of 

the State. 

At the 50jrd meeting (26 September), the President of the Security Council 

had already expressed the Council’s gratitude to the United Nations Representative 

and had voiced the Council~s wish to relieve him of his mission in accordance with 

Sir Owen Dixon 1s request. The Council undertook consideration of the report et 

its 5j2nd meeting (21 February 1951). After considerable discussion, a revised 

joint draft resolution submitted by the United Kingdom and the United States 

(S/2017/Rev!l) we8 adopted et the &th meeting (30 March), inter alla> reminding 

the Governments and authorities concerned of the principle embodied In various 

Security Council resolutions that the final disposition of the State of Jenrmu and 

Kashtgir would be made la accordance with the will of the people expressed through 

8 free end impertiei 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 

demlliterizatlon of the State of Jenrmu and Kashmir on the basis of the two 

UNCXP resolutions. At the $+3rd meeting (j0 April), the Council approved 

the appointment of Mr. Frank P. Graham as United Nations Representetive. 

I . . . 
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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 - S/2375 and Corr.1 and 2; 

13 December 1951 - s/2448; 22 April 1952 - s/2611 and Corr.1; 16 September 1952 - 

S/27% and Corr.1 i and 27 March 1953 - s/2967). In his first report, the 

United Nations Representative set forth a twelve-point draft agreement between 

the Governments of India and Pakistan concerning demilitarisation of the State of 

Jammu and Kashmir. The United Nations Representative indicated that agreement had 

been reached on the first four points in the proposalsand set forth the position 

of the two parties on the remainder of the points. The Security Council began 

consideration of the first report at its.564th’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/24&), 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, 3C and 31 January 1952), the President of 

the Council stated that the consensus of the Council was that the United Nations 

Representative was empowered to continue hle efforts to acoomplleh his mission. 

In his third end fourth reports (s/2611 and S/2753), the Unit&d Nations 

Representetive 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-flre line nor on the date by which 

the Flebiecite Administrator would be appointed to office, He had accordingly 

proposed definite minimum figures for those forces, but it had not been possible 
f.. .IA.Iwa *-a- rr+ A- l ka r.rrhwr L)bbuA .d ue ~~UxAA” YU *I*- &AywYTC 0 prweiosed. mLr ,&A&-l nr,ar-r n r--&r&l ..A 

LI1c2 V11A u=u IYO L+&“AAD r\eprsasrr UOCL . tz 

set forth the views of the parties on an alternative draft presentation of 

principles which would serve aB the criteria for fixing the quantum of forces to 

remain on either side of the cease-fire line at the end of the d@nilitaris&lon 

period. 

/ . . . 
. 



5, 8, 16 and 25 December 1952), the Security Council adopted a resolution (S/2&33) 

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 >,000 and 

5,000 on the Pakistan side and between 12,000 and 13,000 on the Indian side of the 

cease-f ire 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 prowess. 

In his fifth report (S/2$7), the United Nations Representative informed 

the Security Council of further meetings and convereations with the two 

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

parties.’ 

(f) Consideration by the Security Council in 1957 

On 2 January 1957, Pakistsn requested that the Security Ccuncil should ’ 

be convened at an early date to consider the Kashmir question (s/3767). The 

Council considered the question in a series of meetings held from 1.6 January 

1957 to 21 February 1957 (761st - 774th meetings). On 24 Jenuery (765th 
meeting), the Security Council adopted, by 10 votes in favour, with 1 abetention 

(USSR), a draft resolution submitted by AUstr8li8, 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 principle embodied in previoue resolution6 of the Council and in the 

UNCIP resolutions of 13 August 1948 end 5 January 1949, that the final disposition 

of the state of J~HEIW and Kashmir would be made in accordance with the will of 

tile people expressed through the democratic method of a free and Impartial 

plebiscite conducted under the auspices of the United Nations, reaffirmed its 

resolution of 13 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 affiliation of the entire State of Jammu and 

/ . . . 
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Kasl: .lir 0;' ai:y part thereof, or action by the parties concerned ii\. support of a;iy 
such action by the ,insel:ibly, would not constitute a dispositiorl of the State ii; 

accordance with the above principle. The Council also decided to continue its 

consideration of the dispute. 

Oil 20 February (77;jrd i.leetini;), a dral't rcsolutioil (S/3737) subl.;itted 

jointly by I,ustralia, Cuba, the Ul!ited Kin2doi.l ahd the U;lited States of ;\:.:erica, 

as well as EiLE?lldi.ieiltS (S/3789 alld S/s791 aild Rev,1 and Ccrr,l) to it, were put 

to the vote. None oi' these proposals was adopted. A neu joid draft resolutioil 

(S/j‘@2 a;:d Cori*.l) subxitted by i:ustralia, the United Kiil@O;I ni;d the 

Wited States of i‘d.:erica was voted upon oil 21 February aild was adopted by 

10 votes ill favour, with ',:;c, :;l "Y -..':-:. (' .;-:-!). 11. yrovi-.L::::, ' ;c' - ;,:I!::., !; :: ': -: 

Council ids '_ .ci;? I-Lr, Prcoideht, t:~c: ;Y;~r.'c~scrl~~ ative of ,S.:cAW., to exominc with t:;c 

Govermeilts of India and Pakistan any proposals which, in his opinion, were likely 

to contribute towards the settlecmt of the dispute, havin:: regard to the previous 

resolutioils of the Council and of the UNCIP; to visit the sub-continent for that 

purpose; and to reFort to the Council not later than 15 April 1957. The 

Goverments of India and Pakistan were invited to co-operate with the Presidect 

of the Council, and the Secretary-General and the United Rations Representative 

were requested to render such assistance as the President I.liGht request. 

(2) Report of the President of the Security Council 

On 29 ;gril, Mr. Jarrihg, President of the Security Couhcil for the r.iohth of 

February 1957, subnitted a report (s/3821) on the results of his ;.lissioi:. After 

a review of the discussions cohducted with the parties, he co:icluded that, while 

he felt mahle to report to the Cou:icil any comrete propccalr, likel;/ at tiiat 

til.le to co&ribute towards a settlei;;e;& of the dispute, iot!, l,artiee were still 

desirous of finding a solution to the prchle:.:. 

(h) Coilsideratioh of the report by the L;ecurit:/ Couixil 

0:: 21 August l957, Pakistan. requested (:/j&e) that a :;cetii~: cl' tlie 

Security Couxil be !:e Id to discuss t-ir. JCJrrii!.;‘s rci.:ort (S/i%?l) i~i;d to cGl:sidel 

furtiier actio:. 0:; 27 :;;epteAer 137, Li:c Cou,;ciL ..ct i;c cc;;:L;ider tiic i'fZl:ul*t 
a;;d ,aisc.d-,. uyCd t;.e Iidia-[nkictx. cp2sL-i~;: a’i i’turkc:: ...c~2tii:~~ \:et:rce:, L!:c;; am! 

2 Lece:.;l:e:. 
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Ou 16 Nuvc~~ber 1957, a draft resolution (S/3911) was subl.litted to the Council 

by Iiustralia, Coloi.lbia, the Philippines, the United Kihcdol.1 and the United States. 

It provided that the CoWCil, (a) thanking Mr. Jarring, (b) observiilc; that the 

Governments of India and Pakistan recognized and accepted the cot::~.litl.leiito 

undertaken by theti ii1 the two UNCIP resolutions, which envisaged the detemiustioil 

of the future status of the state of Jacziu and KashLl;lir ii1 accordance with the 

will of the people through the deLlocratic l;lethod of a free and i:lpartial 

plebiscite, and (c) considering the Lgortance which it had attached to 
rle:,!ili-i-q-i- i ~;;>i,:. . . i.11 of the State as me of the steps towards a settlel:lent; would: 

(1) request the two Governr.ients to avoid aggravation of the situation and to 

establish and uaintain an atmsphere favourable to the pror.lotioi? of further 

negotiations; (2) request the United Nations Representative for Iildia and 

Pakistail to r.mke any recomendations 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 Governments in order to 

ir,rplement Part II of the 13 Au@& 1948 resolution and in particular to reach 

agreet;ent on a reduction of,forces on each side of the cease-fire line to a 

specific number, arrived at on the basis of the relevant Security Council 

resolutions and having regard to Dr. Grahmls fifth report; and (3) call upon 

the Governments of India and Pakistan to co-operate wit!1 the United Nations 

Representative in order to formlate an early agreement on derJili.tarizetion 

procedures, which should be implemented within three r.lonths of such an agreelne;lt 

being reached. 

On 2'7 Noveraber, the representative of Sweden subMtted amendments (S/3920) 

which would replace (1) the reference in the preamble to "cor&iitmiits" by a 

reference to the Council (s resolution of 17 January 1948, (2) replace operative 

paragraph 2 by a new text requesting the United Eations Represmtative to I.!ake 

aily reccmendations to the parties for further* appropriate action with a view 

?.n nn!cl.ilc Progress towards the implenentation of the LINCIP resolutions and towards 

peaceful settlenent ahd (3) delete operative paragraph 3. 

Cr. 2 DeceElber, the a::icndr.;erits si?d the draft resolution, as ar.:ended, were 

each adopted by 10 vote6 in favour, with 1 ahc+mtion (USSR) (for text of adopted 

resolution, see S/3922)* 
/ a*. 
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(i) Report 01' the United Nations Represextative 

Oh 28 Idarch 1958, the United Nations Representative for India and Pakistan 

subinitted his report (s/3984) on his discussions with the Goverments of India 

and Pakistan in pursuance of the Security Council sesolutioh of 2 Decel.iber 1957 

(s/3922) l 

The India-Pakistan question has not been discussed by the Council since its 

CO8th l.:eetih:: on 2 Decel.lber 1957. A nul.lber of cormunications have, however, been 

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

14. THE CZECHOSLOVAK QUESTION 

By a letter dated 12 March 1948 (S/694), the representative of Chile infomed 

the Secretary-General that his Government had noted that, on 10 March 1948, 

Mr. Papanek, pemaizent representative of Czechoslovakia, had sent a cor.arunication 

to the Secretary-General, alleging that tine political independence of Czechoslovakia 

had been violated by the threat of the use of force by the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics. Ii: accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Charter, the representative 

of Chile, leaving aside the question whether W. Papanek had the status of a 

private ihdividual or of the leSitir.late representative of his Government, 

requested the Secretary-General to refer to the Security Council the question 

raised in Mr. Papenekls letter. He further requested that the Council should 

mvestizate the situatioil in accordance with Article 34. BY a letter dated 

15 March (S/696), the representative of Chile comuilicated to the Secretary-General 

Mr. Papailekfs letter of 10 March. 

lit its 268th neeting (17 March), the security Couhcil iilcluded the 

coxmnication dated 12 Ilarch frcr.1 the representative of Chile ii? its agenda and 

invited that Governrientts representative to participate ii1 its discussion. 

j\t the 272nd neeting (22 Karch), the Security council invited Mr. Papanek to 

nake a stater;;ent, in accordance with rule jg of its provisional rules of procedure. 

,;t the 278th I;eeting (6 April), the Security council adopted a resolution 

(s/71]) he~nil on R ljnlt.ed $t.ateR draft resolution: inviting the Goverment of 

Czechoslovakia to participate Vithout a vote in the discussion of the Czechoslovak 

questioil. In reply to that invitation the new representative of Czechoslovakia 

stated (S/718) that hio Governrm~t did not find it Poe0 rmible in shy way to take part 

/ . . . 
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jurisdiction of Czechoslovakia, which rejected the unfounded col.lplai.lA which had 

been put before the Security CCLlllcil. 

Ai; the 28lst neeting (12 April), the representative of .Chile sulmittcd a draft 

resolution proposiilg the appoidXlent of a sub-cormittee, with a I.lel.lbership to be 

deterzined by the Security Council, to receive and hear evidence, statel.;ents ahd 

testirlonies and to report to the Council at the earliest possible tilse. .;t 

the 288th lileeting (29 April) the representative of Argentina requested that the 

Chilean proposal be put to the vote, and suggested that the sub-cor.,l.littee should 

be co;;lposed of three nerlbers of the Council. 

At the 303rd neeting (24 May), the President put to the vote the question: 

whether the Chilean draft resolutio?l should be considered as a ::!atter of 

procedure. The President interpreted the result as a decision to regard the draft 

resolution as a natter of substance, since a pemanent r.leLlber had voted negatively 

on the preliminary questiOn. Several representatives opposed that ruling, aild 

after submitting it to a vote, the President stated that his ruling stood. The 

Chilean draft resolution, es completed by the representative of Argentina, was then 

put to the vote and was hot adopted, since a permanent nernber had voted against it. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Argentina submitted a draft 

resolution (s/782), stating that the Security Council considered it advisable to 

obtain further oral and written evidence regardiilg the situation ii) Czechoslovakia 

and entrusting the Council~s Comittee of Experts with the task of obtaining such 

evidence. 

Since the 305th r.:eeting (26 t$ay 1948), the security Council has not discussed 

this agenda iter.1. 

15. THE QUESTION OF THE FREE TERRITORY OF TRIEXi3 

(a) Yugoslav request 

By letter dated 21 July 1948 (s/927), the rcprenentative OS YuCoshvin 

- -. --L-2 IL- n^^..-lL.. n, .._^ 1-l ~equ~bl.Gu b,,t: ,Jt;b", IbJ ~"lA,,L.J.J. tc cijzs:&r the qG-;e:t:Gz cf tp*c -f -P'.-.-s-*,=l-n-~ --! rA~u"y"'ub~.~" .a-. 

integrity of' the Free Territory of TrieSte, and in particular to cxal:lilie tile 

leSalit7 of certain agreer.:ents Concluded by the adi:iinistration of the Britisli- 

United States zone of the Free Territory with the Governl;;ent of Italy. 

I .,. 
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IIe further rcc&~cted the Council to declare the above-mentioned agreements to bc 

violations cjf provisions of the Treaty of Peace With Italy pertaining to the 

independence of the Free Territory of Trieste; to undertake the measures which 

the YuCoslov Covornment considered necessary and sufficient to nullify the 

a~recments; and to assure that the Governments of the Unit4 States and the 

United KinCdo~l respected their international Obligations, thus ~gxtranteeing the 

independence of thc Free Territory of Tricste. 

The Council included this question in its agenda under the title: ?Che 

question of the Free Territory of Triestc" at its 344th meeting (Lt August 1948), 
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 i\u~ust 1748. Gn 13 August, the representative of Yugoslavia submitted a draft 

resolution (S/$8) by which the Council vould determine that a series of agreements 

concluded between the Allied Military Command and the Government 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 avoid any future action contrary to the Treaty. 

Gn 19 i\uC;ust, the representative of the Ukrainian SSR submitted a draft 

resolution (S/9eO) to t'ne effect that the ;;ecurity Council considered it urgently 

necessary to settle the question of the appointment of the Governor of the Free 

Territory of Trieste. u 

At the 354th meeting (19 August), the Yugo~hv draft resolution and tlm 

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

(b) USSR note 

In a communication dated 3 July 1952 (S/2592), the USSR delegation requested 

circulation of the texts of notes sent by the USSR Governr:.ent to tne Governments 

of the United States of America and the United Kingdom. These notes dealt with 

the understanding bctt~cn the Covernxents of the United States of i-xrica, the 

unii;& Kin&,?; r:.!C:, Ital;l, piiilishcd OII 10 i-lay 1352, concernin; pixW.ci~~otion by 

Italy in ti;c ad:.:inietr-ation of tilt I\nClo-iQr,erican zone Of thC Free Territory of 

Trieste. 

1/ See item 6 above entitled p $ 
of Trieste. 
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(c) Mer.iorandul.1 of Understanding 

By letter dated 5 October 1954 (s/3301 and AddA), the Observer of Italy 

and the representatives of the United Kingdom, the United states and Yugoslavia 

transl:n.tted to the Security Council the text of a Metr.orendul.1 of Understanding 
and its :: I J ::i::; concerning practical arrangements for the Free Territory of Trieste, 

initialled at London on the same date by representatives of their GovernIxnts. 

On 12 October (S/3305), the representative of the USSR informed the Council that 

his Government took cognizance of that agreement. 

In a letter dated 17 January 1353 (S/3351), the Observer of Italy and the 

representatives of the United Kingdon, the United States and Yugoslavia reported 

that the necessary steps had been taken to carry out the arrangements provided 

for in the Memorandum of Understanding. 

16. THE HMIWU~~ QlJJZSl'IO~J 

By a cable dated 21 August 1958 (s/986), confimed by a letter of the sar.ie 
dnte, the Seoretary-General of the Department of External Affairs of the 

Government of Hyderabad comunlcated to the president of the Security Council 
his Government's request that the dispute which had arisen between Hyderabad 
and India be brought to the Council's attention in accordance with Article 35, 
paragraph 2, of the Charter, On 8 September 1948, he communicated a decision 

(S/g@) by the Governnent of Hyderabad to become a party to the Statute of the 

International Court of Justice. 

By cable (s/998) dated 12 September 1948, the Governnent of Hyderabad 

requested that its complaint be put on the agenda as soon as possible in view 

of Indian preparations for an imminent invasion of Hyderabad. fnother cable 

(S/lCOO> Of 13 September stated that the invasion was taking place and hostilities 

had broken out in various parts of Hyderabad. On l', September, the Gover;;l;ent of 

Hyderabad submitted a nemorandw.1 (S/1001) in support of its apL>licatitiito the 

Cou -cil. 

Ti;e cor.rmicaticm cl" 21 /,ugust and 12 and 13 $epter.;ber (f,/$f&, ii/-;98 and 
;';/lGCO) wxe ixluded ix the a;;emla at ti.e 357th ;.:eetiw; (1G ,;eptc::Ijer) !.elrl i:l 

Paris. Several representatives cade the reservation; that this actio:; f.!id ilOt 

prejudge the Council~s cor.ipetence or any of the tierits of tile case* ila'Ji:;z been 

/ .*. 
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India i.:afle StCtCLiClltS at that l.:eetiilg. The discussion cohti.:lued at the 

353th :;leetil:g (20 Seytezber). 

l3y CCl.l.iuilicati0lis dated 22 Septekber (S/1011 and Add.l), ;he mizul;l oi 

Iiyderabar! reoJWstet1 t!!e Secretal,y-General to note that the col;,l&&rt I.;ade by llis 

Goverxcii '- -.o the Security Coul~cil had been withdrawi by hiI: and that the d&ci:ation 

to tk SW.::it, C,4icil ilR4 i&!ued to have any authority to represent .&:I or his 

State. 

By note datt!, :I'. Z;?r, tlLl:iber (S/1015), tbc Fyderabad delegation gave its views 

on the situation in .iyderabad and stated that it was il.lperative that the Security 

Council should ;::eet to review the situation. 

The Cculxil considered these co~xiunicatious at the :j','-t;. LuAA.~; 

(28 Septetlber) and heard statenents by the representatives of Hyderabttd and 

India. 

-,J letter dated 11 October (S/1031), the Head of the Ilyderabad delegation 

inforned the Presideat of the Council that he did not propose to asb,that the 

delegation be represented at the next Council IJeeting on the question. 

On 24 November, the leader of the Ihdian delegation infomed the President 

of the Council that the Iildian delegation dealing with the Hyderabad question, 

which on 6 October in E comunication to the then President had requested that 

tie iter.l be rexoved fro;.: the agenda, had been Hithdrawn (S/10@). 

By letter dated 10 Decetlber (S/1115), the Goverm;:ent of India infoi*i.led the 

Security Council that conditions in Hyderabad were peaceful and norl:;al, In the 

circurxtances, India did not propose to send a representative to the Council to 

discuss the Hyderabad question. 

In a letter dated 12 Decer.iber (S/1118), the Head of the Hyderabad delegation 

stated that it was clear that the hi&n was virtually a prisoner of the Indian 

ailitary authorities. Under the c5rcul.\stance-,, his deler,ation considered it to 

be its duty to reassert its authority as cri+elly fipPo+nted- 

In a letter (S/1124) dated 15 Decet\bber, the reprcsa~tattve of India, 

transr.litted to Li:e i;residcnt of the Council a rePor% on the situation in Ilyderabad. 

The report WCG xade without prejudice to the question of the Council'r corp&enCe. ' I 
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.',t tile jG4th zeeting (15 Ceclf.hc~*), the l??lWeSf3itatiVe CT l-'nkistan, pU1'SUElllt 

tc a request of 6 October (S/&L;). :fSS illViteJ t.0 participate ii; the discussion 

af this qUestiOi1. Eurther cxlsidel*atioh vas postprzred o1,ti.j. after the Ccuncil's 

return to Lake Success. 

Tile representative ci India, in a le-tter dated 10 May l$c7 (S/1324) sub;:litted 

t;!at the question should be i-a.;oved froi:~ tile agenda and requested an opportuility 

to state his Goveri~::reht's views aore fully 011 the questiui~ or cCi.ipetel:ce. 

The Couilcil ilecrvd stntet.:eiits by the repl'cseikatives of Iildio axl Pakistan at 

t!ie !Q~'C!I u,xl k2jth t.:eetin;;s (lc> a;hll 24 May). To date, no further xeetiilg has 

been held concerl;i;l;: the question. 

By letter dated 13 .'.ugust (S/l$?O), the representative of Hyderabad sub!.litted 

charges of ~.:;.l.r( :.:'L'.L~:.~ ci' Hyderabad offices, which he desired to present to the 

Council ulloi: rest&.&i-);I of the debate oil this questiou. 

17. IDENTIC NCTIFICATIONS DATED 29 SEBTEW3ER lg'@ F'RCM THE GOVERNMENIS 
OF THE FWNCH REBUBLIC, THE UNITED KINGDGM AND THE UNITED STATES 

OF AMERICA TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL 

On 29 Septellber 1948, the Secretary-General received identic notifications 

(S/I020 and Add.1) fro;:] the Governments of France, the United KinSdori and the 

United States of Ai.terica drawing attention to the serious situation which had 

arisen as a result of the ilxpoeitior., by the Governllent of the Uilion of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, of restrictions on trailsport and comunications between the 

I!estern Zones of Gccupatior. in Gemany aild Berlin. The notificaticns stated that 

this actioil by the Govern;;eiit of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was 

co;ltrary to its obligations under Article 2 of the Charter a;ld created a threat to 

the peace within the t.;aanine of Chapter VII of the Charter. The three Governnehts 

requested that the Security Council consider this queetiou at the earliest 

O~pOrtU;iity* 

The identic notifications were placed on the provisional a::e;:la of +,he 

$lst xeetir;c (4 Octcber li)48), but the adoptioi! of t!le n;;euda was c>pi;CSed by the 

:,egrese;:tativeo of the lJi:ioi; of Soviet Sccialist Republics a;-.<! 1;::~ I::.;miiria,! Soviet 

Sccialist Bepublic. i.fter furt!ler discussion at the 362nd :.:ectiii,; (5 Cwtober) 

the agenda k: adGptad, whereupoi3 the represectatives of the USSR alid the 

Ukrainian ;SR stated that the Cout~cil ldajority'o adoption of this qti*?Stioil for 

/ l .* 
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cohsideratioh coxtituted a violatioh of Article 107 ~2 the Chartcs and that 

accordii~,$y their dele;-;atiol is xlould not participate in the consideration of the 

qUestio;l in the Security C0uilci.L. 

The Coui:cil cohtiiiued its consideratio:l of the 1,:nttcr at the j63rd aud 

j%t;h i.:eetii;Cs (6 October) aild at the 36h!1 I.leeting (15 October). The president 

requested certain additional iufomation, and the Council adjcurned until 19 October 

to allow an opportunity for the representatives concerned to prepare the 

infori.!atioil, which was furbished at the 368th 1:leeting (19 October) by the 

representatives of France, the Wited Kingdon and the United States. 

,*,t the 370th l.:eeting (22 October), a draft resolution (s/1048) was sub:.ktted 

by the representatives of ArCeatina, Belgkm, Canada, China, Cola;-lbia and Syria, 

which would call on the four occupyillz Powers to prevent aily ihcident which would 

aggravate the situation in Berlin, rer,love all restrictions applied since 

1 March 1948, aild hold an imediate 1:leetiilC of the four clilitary governors to 

arrange for the unification of currency in Berlin. The Council adjourned the 

discussion until 25 October. 

At the 372nd tweeting (25 October) the joint draft resolution (s/1048) was 

put to the vote. It was rejected owing: to the negative vote cast by a per: nncxt 

nerJber of the Council, NO further r,ieetin&s have been held on this subject. 

By letter dated 4 May 1949 (S/1315), the representatives of Prance, the 

United Kingdm and the Uhited States izfomed the Security Council that their 

respective Goverml;leflts had concluded ah agreei.lent with the Govermient of the 

USSR providing for the lifting of restrictions 01; CGl:l;Ali?iCatiOIlS, transportation 

ahd trade' with Berlin. 

18. IiTENV~TIG1?AL CCIZROL OF ,?TCMIC RHERGY Y 

(a) Introductory hate 

General Asserlbly resolution 1 (I) of 24 January l$#G, which eotablisiled the 

;ita.:ic Energ CGmiiSSiOn, airected t:.e ~c:.ni.ssion to sublit its repxts a!;:; 

recct;~.;ti:dations to the Council and stated that the Councii shoula issue directions 

to the Corxiesion in lzatters afi'ectini: security. 

t3J See also IteLl 5: The General Regulation md ReduCtiGn of Wr.:ar.:ents and 
fnfomation on the ;rrr.:ed Forcec of the Wited Uations. 

/ . . . 
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By lette: dated 11 Septel.lber 1747 (S/557) the C!lair:.:a:: ui' ti.e Cc;..i.;isciai: 

trailsdtted to the Council the Comissioil*s second report. P.e Coui.cii. did I:ot 

place the co,.s ideratich of' that report o:~ its agenda. 

(d) Third resort or tile Com,issioi! 

By letter dated 26 i/iay 1948 (s/812) the Chairxn of the Ccxxksioi: trans;.litted 

the Cor;u.rissioil*s third report to the Couxil, which considered it at three ;.:eeti::ss 

between 11 a;;d 22 Juie, ht the jlict;: :.:eeti:i;: the United States subktted a dral't 

reLiutioi~ (s/8$) under which the Cr.ullcii would have accepted the three reports 

ci' the Ccxission and proved tile ;:ei:eral f'i!;Jings ax? recor::.zeildations of the 

f'irst regcrt, tix specil'ic propc.sals c,f t;;e secohd report Cli?ll t3.e "report al-d 

recci ;.:eq&tip,ls" ;;i' 1 _ t1.e tiiirci iYq,Oi%. 0:; 22 JLi;iC (j2jtl: ceetinc;) tile Ili.ited States 

drai't resolutio:: :;ds put to the +te, Lat zc a L:er:-lane;:t ;.:elibcr yoted iI.: ti;e 

;;e,,;ative tl:fZ ~eSCliitiC;; it3S ;;Gt 3:i*J[;tWl. It ::a:: Li‘eL fesclvec; (:;/tY,X) tc iiii-ect 

tile :;ecretaty-c)el:ei.al tr; tra:;s..j.t t.: ti:e C;e;:eyol ,'.soe! ;l:ly, a:: a i.:otter 51' :,I-~.'.-: : 

cc:lcer:;, t;.c (:c;:.; .issicj:; If, i;iiruer: ]'rJj Ci-tc :.Cj--i?iZi.(>i’ Miti. ti.c yect-.rfJs cf; ti:c Cow.cil If, 

cielii:eratirjr:s. 
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six permanent members. When the Council consickred the lr;ttter at its W&t11 and 

447th meetings (15 and 16 September), tvo draft rcsoluticnc xe;e ktroduced: ;I 

Canadian draft resolution (s/136! proposing that the Commission’s resolutions 

be transmitted to the General. Assembiy and a USSR draft resolution (S/1391/Rcv.l) 

requesting the Commission to continue its work with a view to PJlfilling the tasks 

entrusted to it by the Ganeral Assembly’s resolutions df 24 January and 

14 December 1946. The Cxz3ian draft resolution, a6 amended by the Ukrainian SSR 

was adopted and the USSR draft re6olution was rejected. 

(f) J 
Disarmament CoMasion 

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-coumuttee consisting 

of the Pr%zsident 88 Chairman and the representative of France, the USSR, the 

United Kingdom and the United States. At that session by resolution 562 (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 origin8lly aS6igned to the Atomic Ener,q Commission and 

the Commisrlon for Conventional Armaments, established under the Security Council 

8 Msartmament commission. The Commission has the same membership as the 

previous commissions and reports periodically to the Security Council and the 

General Assembly, 2f 

g For account of the proceedings and report6 of the Disarmament CosiZi2Zi?L 
and its Sub-Committee, which was established on 19 April 1954, see zbC;>:? 
5 (f) and 5 (g), The Genersl Regulation and Reduction of Armaments and 
Info~tion oil the Anadd Forces of the United M&ions, 

/ ..* 



In a cable dated 24 August 1950 (S/1715) , addressed to the President of the 9 
Security Council, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Central People's 
Government of the People's Republic of China stated tha$ on 2'7 June 
President Trunk 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 wa6 an integral part 
of China was based on the history and confirmed by the Cairo Declaration of 
1943 and tie Potsdam comiuuiqu6 of 1945. It w&s the Council*s duty to take 
immediate kueaeures to bring about the complete withdrawal of all the Uqited States 
invading forces from Talk and from other territories belonging to China. The 
repreeentative of the United State8 replied to these charges in 8 letter dated 
25 August (s/1716). 

At the 530th meeting (30 &member), the Security Council rejected the 
foilowing two draft reeoiution8: 

' (a) a draft 1 tl reso u on eubmittea on 2 September (S/1757) by the 
representative of the UBSR, providing, inter alia, that the Council 
sboula (i) condemn the action of .the United States Sovernment as fm , 
act of aggresston and as an intervention in the Internal affairs of 
China, and (ii) propose to the UnIted States Government that it 
imediately withdraw all its air, sea and land forces from the 
island of Taiwan and from other territories belonging to China3 
(b) a draft resolution submitted on 28 November (S/l$!!l) by the 
representative of the Central People’s Sovernment of the People’s 
Republic of QWm and sponsored by the representat’,ve of the 
Soviet Union, providing, inter alia, that the Council should (i) condemn 
the United States Governaent for its criminal acts of armed aggression 
against the Chlnew territory of Taiwan; and (ii) demand the complete 
withdrawal by the United States Government of its forces of armed 
aggression from Taiwan, In order that peace and securlty.in the Pacific 
and In Asia mi&t be ensured. 
Since the 530thnieetingtbBecurity Ccmcllhasnot discussedthis sgendc 
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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 L$e&etary-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 railway 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 America informed the Secretary-General. that the instructions 
under which aircraft 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 investigation on the 
spot by a Commission appointed by the Security Council. 

By a cable dated 30 August (S/1743), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 

the Central People's Government of the People's Republic of China charged that 
United States military aircraft had again flown over Chinese territory, on 

’ 29 August, and had killed or wounded a number of people, 

At its 493rd meeting (31August), the Security Council included the question 
in its agenda 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 
(S/1759) that a representative of the Chinese People's Republic be Invited to 
its meetings and considered the following draft resolutions: 

(a) a USSR draft resolution submitted on 31 August (S/1745), which, after 
revision (S/1745/Rev.l), provided that the Council should, inter alla, 
condemn the illegal acts of the United States Government referred to In 
*a ok-.A rrrhlrr aA** a -..a *'c *.--.-A. W..L *vv.c -Y.h.s" CIUWZU w e1.u , rru#$usb, mt call upon the Gliwi states 
Government to prohibit such actsj 
(b) a United States draft resolution submitted on 1 September 1950 (S/1752), 
proriding, inter alia, for t-h@ errtablfdment of B CorHatf~eisn aumpossd of two 

reprwcmtatlve0, on0 appoIntad by the Government of India 82x3 on8 by t&8 

-1 l .* 
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Goverl~nleilt 02 Sweden, to investigate the allegations contained in the 

above cables dated 23 and 30 Auzust. 
The two draft resolutions were put to the vote at the 50lst meeting 

(12 Beptember). The United States draft resolution Gta8 not adopted, owing to 

the negative vote of a permanent member. The USSP draft resolution was also 

rejected. 
By a letter dated 2 October 1930 (S/1832), the representative of the 

United States informed the Secretary-General that a detailed investigation of 
the charges in the communications dated 28 and 30 August had disclosed that 
two aircraft of the United Nations Command had by mistake flown over the 
territory of China and fired on an airstrip near Antung. The investigation had 
corroborated none of the other alleged violations. 

Further colrmunications from the Central People's Government of the People's 
Republic of China concerning alleged violations of China'6 territorial air space 
were received on 24 September (S/1808), 18 October (G/1857!, 26 October (S/1870) 
and 28 October (s/1876). 

Since the 5Olat meeting the Security Council has not discussed this agenda 
Item. 

21. CCXPJAINT OF FAILURE BY THE IRANIAN GOVERNMEET T3 COWLY W-Mi 
PRCVISIONAL MEASURES INDICATED BY THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF 

JUSTICE IN THE ANGLO-IRXlIAN OIL COMPANY CASE 

(a) Inclusion of the item in the agenda 
Cn 26 i&J 1351, the United Kingdom 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 Gil Company, Limited. I'i court order elated 5 July 1951 (S/2239), 

issued at the request of tile United Kingdom, granted interim measures of 
---.^^*,A., a++ *-A*,wJI-~-- *t4+% Ar~.lrle kl of the Statute of the Court. The or&r pJ.uwsc*rrrr J.1. -+ll..LU-.lrv .*--:. .-- _- --- 
stated, inter alia, that the InQication of such measures in no way prejudged the 
question of ‘tile jurisdiction of the Court to deal with the merits of the case but 
wae inttnded to preserve the respective rights of the parties pending the 
Court'0 decieion, 



United Kingdom requested the President of the Security Council to place the 

item on the provisional agenda. He enclosed a draft resolution (s/2358), 

prcviding, inter alla, that the Council (1) call upon the Government 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 resolution. 

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 

(S/2358/Rev.l and 2) of the draft resolution SpOnSOred by his delegation, the 

second revision incorporating amendments (S/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 difference.3 between the parties in accordance 

with the purposes and pilnclples 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 (S/2%0) 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 ;I view %o making a fresh attempt to 

settle their differences in accordance with tile purposes and principles of the 

Char-ix I*. 

After further discussion, the Security Council at its S65th meetin,.; 

’ (19 pctober) adopted a French motion to adjourn the debate until tine Court 

had ruL8il on ito am competence in the ntattsr. 
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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 their information a copy of the judgement of the 
International Court of Justice, given 22 July 1952, in which the Court by 
9 votes to s1 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 Anglo-Iranian Oil Company case (S/2239) ceased to be 
operative upon delivery of this judgement and that thi provisional measures 
lapsed at the same time. 

22. QUESTION OF AN APPEAL TO STATES TO ACCEDE TO AND RATIFY 
THE GENEVA PROTOCOL OF 1925 5'OR THE PROHIBITION OF ‘IHE 

USE OF BAmERIAL, WEAPONS 

On 14 June 1952, the representative of the USSR submitted a draft 
resolution (s/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, 
taigwd 8t Geneva on 17 June 1925, to accede to and ratify the Protocolr 

The Council included the Item In its agenda at the 577th meeting (18 June). 

At that meeting the representative of the United States proposed that the USSR 
draft'reaolution be referred to the Msamnt Cosmtiseion. 

At the !j83ra meeting (26 June) the USSR draft resolution (S/2663) failed 
of adoption, the vote being 1 in favour (USSR);with 10 abstentions. 

In view of this decleion, and noting that the question of the control and 
elimination of weapons of ma68 destruction was under discussion in the 
Msarmamant Commission, the representative of the United States withdrew his 

proposal. 
Since the 93rd meeting the Council hae not’ discussed this item, 

23. QUESTION OF A REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATION OF ALLEGED BACTERIAL MRFARE 

On 20 June 1952, the representative of the United 3tat8s rubmitted a draft 
~mfutScfi3 (S/2@l) under the t&w of thich the gkcurity Caunoil, noting, 

; l *. 

, 
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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 
forces 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 581st meeting (25 June). 
At the 585th meeting (1 July) a USSR draft resolution (S/2674/Rev.l) 

calling for invitations to representatives of the People's Republic 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 S"atee submitted a 
,draft resolution (S/2688) under the terms of which the Security Council, noting, 
inter alia, that by reason 02 the negative vote of the USSR the Council wae 

prevented from arranging for an impartial investigation of the charges in queetion, 
would'(l) conclude that these charges must be presumed to be without subetauce 
and false and (2) condemn the practice of fabricating end disseminating such 
false charge0. , 

At the 590th meeting (9 July) the United 3tates draft resolution (S/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. UTTER DATED 29 MAY i954 FROM !EiE ACTI1so REPRES~ATIVE OF THAIJAD TO 
~UHITEDNATIONSADDRESSEDTOTKEPRESIDE8T OF!i%iESlXURITY COUNCIL 

& a letter dated 29 May 1954 (S/3220), the acting representative'of 
Thailand requested that a meeting of the Security Council be held to consider a 
rituation which, in t&e view of his Covernsient, represented a threat to the 
wcurityofIlrailand,thS cuntWc0 ofwhichwarr llkelyto endangerthe . 

/ l .* 
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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 Uh!ted Nations to have authentic and objective 
observation and reports, he stated that he Gras 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 672~1 meeting (3 June), the Coumir included the item in its agenda 
and invited the representative of Thailand to participate in the discussion in 

accordance with rule 37 of the provisionar rules of procedure. 
At the 673rd meeting (16 June), the representative of Thai$and submitted 

a draft resolution (S/3229), the opemtive part of which provided that the 
Council should request the Peace Observation Commission to establish a sub- 
coamissloo with authority to despatch to Thailsnd as soon as possible such 

observers 86 it deemed neceesar~r, to vieit Thailand if necessary, to consider 
such data 136 might be submitted to it by its membere or observers, and to make 

su& reports and recommendations as it deemed necessary to the Peace Observation 

Commlscllon and to the Becuurity Council. The draft resolution further provided 
that if the sub-commission considered that It could not accomplish its mission . 
without observatfon or visit also in States' contiguous to Thailand, It should 

report to the Peace Observation Commission or to the Security Council for the 

necessary instruction. 
At the 674th meeting (18 June), the draft resolution of Thailand (S/3229) 

was put to t;le vote at the request of the representative of the United States. 
Since a negative vote wae cast by a permanent member, the draft resolution w;ts 
not adopted. 

Since the 674th meeting, the Security Council has not considered the item 
further. 

/ l e* 
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25. CABLRGFUM DATED 19 JUNE 1954 FRGM !lXE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL RELATIONS 
OF GUATE!MAU ADDRESSED TO TEIE PRESIDENT OF TBE SECURITY COUNCIL 

In a cablegram dated 19 June 1954 (S/3232), the Minister for External 

Relations of Guatemala requested the President of the Security Council to 

convene a meeting urgently in o; zr that, in accordance with Articles 34, 35 

and 39 of the Charter, the CouncU kif&t take t!le meaaures necesssry to 

prevent the disruption of peace and international security in Central America 

and also to put a- 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. 

Therepresentatives 01 Brazil end Colombia Introduced a joint draft 

resolution (S/3236) which provlded that the Council should refer the complaint 

to the Grganlzation of American States for urgent consideration sad should 

request that Grgonization to inform the Council as soon as possible, as 

appropriate, on the measures it had been able to take 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 Crgonleation of American States might take, would call for the 
immediate termination of any actions likely to csuse further bloodsh;?d and 

would request 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 joint 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 unanimously 

adopted. 

i;t the 676m meeting .(25 June), convened at the request of the 

representative of Guate?~Ua (B/3241 and S/3244) and of the representative of 

/ l . . 
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the Union of Soviet Socialist Republic6 (S/3247), .the Security Council had 

before it, amongst other documents, a cablegram dated 23 June (S/3245) from the 

Inter-American Peace Committee informing it that the representative of 

Nlcarag6a, supported by the representative of Honduras, had proposed that a 

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

and immediately proceed to Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaz-gua and that the 

Committee had unanimously decided to Inform the Guatemalan Government of the 

decision, e%preesing the hope that it would agree to that procedure. 

Ihe provisional agenda for the 676th meeting read “Cablegram dated 

19 June 1954 from the Minister for Rxternal Relations of Guatemala addressed 

to the President of the Security Council and letter dated 22 June 1954 from the 

representative cf Guatemala &dressed to the Secretary-General”. . After 

discussion, the Council voted on the sdoptlon of the sgenda for the meeting, 

and failed to approve it. 

Three communications, dsted 27 June, 5 July and 8 July were later 

received from the Chairman of the Inter-Amerlcsn Peace Committee (s/3256, ’ 

s/3262 ana s/3267): the first one related to the dispatch of a fact-finding 

committee to Guatemala, Hondurss 8nd Nlcarsgus; the second stated th8t the 

three countries haa informed the Committee on 2 July that the dispute between 

them haa ceased to eldst; ma the thiia transmitted the report of the Inter- 

American Peace CommIttee, 

Ry a cablegram dated 9 July (s/3266), the Minister for External 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 Oobierno of tluatemala 

8aw no reason why the Gu8temalan question should remain on the agenda of the 

Council, 
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United States Navy aircraft on a peaceful mission over international high seas 
had been attacked and destroyed by two aircraft with Soviet markings. 

At the 679th meeting (10 September), the Council included this item in its 
agenda. Introductory statements were made by the representatives of the 
United States and the USSR. A letter from the USSR representative was 
circulated (S/3288) transmitting copies of the notes ;which his Government had 
addressed to the United States Government on 5 and 8 September 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 speakers had been exhausted and that the Council would 
reconvene if and when any delegation so requested. There has been no further 
diecussion of this item, 

, 27. LEPTER DATED 28 JAIUUN 1955 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF NEW ZHALAND 
ADDRE6SHDTOTHEPRHSIDENT OFTHE SECURITY COUNCIL CCNCHRNINGTHE 
QUESTIONOFH0STILITIESINTHEAPWOFCHRTAINISLANDSOFF TEECOAST 
OFTHEMAINLANDOFCHINA. LEPTHRDATHD WJANUARY 1955 FROMTHE 

. RHPRESE%JTATIVH OF THEi UN;OM OF SOVIET SOCIALIS’I RIE’UEICS ADDFUSSED 
TOTEIEPRESIDENT OFTHE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNINGTHHQUESTION OF 
ACTS OF AGGRESSION BY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AGAINST THE 
PEOPLE'S HHPUDLICOFCHINAINTHEAREAOFTAIWANAHDCTHHR ISLANDS 

OFCHm ' 

In a letter date! 28 January 1955 (S/3354), the repreeentatlve of 

New Zealand brought to the attention of the Security Council the occurren- 3 .,f 
anned hostilities between the People's Republic of China and the Republic or' 
China in the area of certain islande off the coaet of the mainland of China, 
stating that3hose hostilities had made'it clear that there existed a situation 
the continuance of which was likely to endanger the maintenance of international 
p8C0 and WWUrity. 

In a letter dated 30 January (S/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 

aggreeaion by the United States against the People88 Hepublic of China in the 
. I .*. 
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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 war8 A draft resolution was 
attached, the operative paragraph of which provided that the Security Council 
should (1) condemn the acts of aggression by the United States against the 
;aopLe's Republic of China; (2) recommend that the United States Government 
should take immediate steps to put an end to those acts of aggression and to 
intervention in the internal affairs,of China; (3) recommend that the 
United States Govzrnment should immediately withdraw all its naval, air and land 
forces from the island of Taiwan and other territories belonging to China; and 
(4) urge 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 eubmitted a draft 
resolution providing that the Becurity Council should decide to invite a 
representative of the Central People's Government of the People's Republic 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 January), 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 KiilgQom: 

(1) the item proposed by Mew Zealand wae included in the agenda; (2) the item 
proposed by the USSR was included in the agenda; (3) an amendment by the USSR 
provi&ng that the Council ShGuld 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 U3SR item. 

Upon the motion of the representative of IVew Zealand, the Council then 
decided to invite a representative of the Central People's Government of the 
People's Republic of China to participate in the discussion of the New Zealand 
item and to request the Secretary-General to convey that invitation to the 
p,?r_+.p-si pes1e la flL.b*-- ----A " "VIFLI-AAb. 

Cm 4 Bebnaary (S/3358), theecretary-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 691st 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 %he 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 been 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 TBE UNILATERAL ACTION OF TBE EGYPTIAN 
GOVERNMENT IN BRINGING TO AN END TBE SYSTEM OF INTERNATIONAL 
OPERATION OF THE SUEZ CANAL, WBICH 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 Preuident of the 
Council to the situ.at$on created by the action of the Egyptian Government in 
attempting unilaterally to bring to tin end the system of International operation 
of the Suez Canal, which had been confirmed and completed by the Suez Canal 
Convention of 1888. The 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 user 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 basis of those propoeale, which, in 
the opinion of the French and United Kingdom Governments , offered means for a just 

t and equitable solution. The two Governments considered that the E&yptian refusal 
was an aggravation of the situation which, if allowed to continue, would 
constitute a manifest danger to peace and occurlty. 
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At its 734th meeting (26 September) the Council included this item on its 

agenda and rejected a proposal to consider It simultaneously with an Egypt Lan 

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 739th through 741st meetings, held in private on 9, 11 and 

312 October. 

Following further consideration at its 7&d and 743rd meetings (13 October), 

the Council unanimously adopted a resolution (s/3675) agreeing that any 

settlement 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 cover both political and ‘technical aspects; (2) the 

sovereignty. of Egllpt should be respected; (3) the operation of the Canal should 

be ineulated. from the politics of any country; (4) the manner of fixing tolls and 

charges should be decided by agreement between Egypt and the ueers; (5) a fair 

proportlan of the dues should be allotted to development; and (6) in case of 

disputes, unresolved affairs between the Suez Canal Cosngaqy and the Egyptian 

kernment should be settled by arbitration with suitable terme 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 

Wnloters for Foreign Affairs of Egypt, France and the United Kingdom, held $n 

the office of the Secretary-General. 

At the same time the Cotmcil, 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 ori&mlly submitted by France and the United 

uwom W3671). The Council did not vote on a draft resolution of Yugoslavia 

(s/3672), or on the joint draft resolution submitted previously by France and the 

United Kingdom (S/$66). 

With a letter dated 24 April (s/3818), the Minister of Foreign Affairs of 

E@t transmitted 8 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 Council reeolution of 13 October 1956 and in line with their 

/ . . . 



In a letter dated 24 Septauber 1956 (S/3656) the representative of Egypt 

recalled‘hie letter of $7 &ptember (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 Government of Egypt had enacted a law nationalizlng 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 

declarations by France and the United Kingdom conveying threats of force, by 

measures of mobllizstlon and movement of armed forces, by hostile economic 

measures, and by incitement to the employees and pilots working in the Canalto 

abandon their work In an attempt to sabotage the operation of the Canal. Sever81 

offerc by the Govcnme-, n+. & p--L? t-0 @?a*r in+0 noan+ s+4**a =t p, nnnQ-*n--- 9-84 ..-U-“-.““LY” b”AA.b.C..“b .&“I 

reviewing the Convention of 1888 had been made to no avail, and instead certain 

Government6 had created 8 “Users Association”, which Egypt considered incompatible 

wi& lte dignity and sovereign rights. Being determined to spare no effort to 

/ . . . 
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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 :his 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 779th meetings (20 and 21 Mey), convened at the request of France 

(s/3829). 
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 declaration on the compuleory &u&diction of %he 

International Court of Justice, in accordance with Article 36, paragraph.2, of 

the Statute. 
. 

29.’ ACTIONS AGAINST EGYPT Dy S@ME POWERS, PARTICUZARIK FRANCE AND 
THE UNITKD KINGDOM, WHICH CONSTITUTE A DANGER TO INTERWATIONAL 
PEACE AND SECURITY AND ARE SERIOUS VIOLATIONS OF THE CRARTER OF 

THE UNITED NATIONS 
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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 indispenmble 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 734th meeting (26 September) the Council included the Egyptian item 

in its agenda, and rejected a prcposal 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 

complaint 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 stated 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. Councills agenda which had teen 

submitted by Egypt. 

30. THE! SITUATION IN HUNGARY 

Gn 27 Qctober 1956, the representatives of France, the United Kingdom and 

the United States of America requested (s/3690) a meeting of the Council to 

consider an item entitled “The sittiatlon in Hungary” pursuant to the provisions 

of Article 34. They stated that foreign military forces in 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. Cn 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 Hungary 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 dcmeetic jurisdiction of Hungary. 

On 28 October (746th meeting), the Council decided, by 9 votes to 1 (USSR) 

-4th 1 abstention (Yugoslavia), to include the question in its agenda. The item 

was di-;=ussed at that meeting and three further meetings (752nd, 753rd and 754th) 

on 2, 3 and 4 Xcvember 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 

Rungary 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 

Government 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 forthwitL 
from any intervention, particularly armed intervention, in the internal affairs 

of Hungary; (2) ~6 e ress the hope that the USSR would withdraw its forces from 
Hungary without delay; (3) affirm the right of the Hungarian people to a 
government 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 speclallzkd 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 as possible; and (5) request all 
Membere, and invite national and international humanitarian organizations, to 
co-operate in making available such supplies as might be required by the 
Hungarian people. 

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

The Council had before it a revised United States draft resolution 
(S/3730/Rev,l) by which, in addition to tl-x ni-?ve-mentioned provisions, the 
Council would call upon the USSR to cease-the intr&xticz .of additional armed 
forces into Hungary and to withdraw all its forces from that c.xntry without 
delay. It received 9 votes In favour to 1 against (USSR), and was not adzptcd 
Owing to the negative vote of a permanent member of the Council,. 
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The United states representative 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 

General. Assembly resolution 377 (V) entitled “Uniting for peace”, to consider the 

situation in Hungary. 

31. MILITARY ASSISTANCE RENDERED BY THE EGYFTIAN GO-T 
TO TEE REBELS IN ALGERIA 

In a letter dated 25 October 1956 (s/3689 and Corr.1) addressed to the 

Secretary-General, the representative of France requested inclusion of the item 

“Military assistance rendered by the Egyptian Government to the rebels in Algeria” 

in the agenda of a forthcoming meeting of the Security Council. In an’accompanying 

memorandum, the French Government gave details of the seizure, on 16 October, of a . 
ship loaded with arms and ammunition destined for the Algerian Maquis. It was 

etated.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 747th meeting on 29 October 1956, the representative of France repeated’ 

, the charges made in the above communication and requested the Cowcll to take up 

the matter immediately In order to put an end to a situation which,lf it 

continued, was ljlrely to threaten the ‘maintenance of lnternstioaal peace and 1 

eecurity , The Security Council decided wlthout 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. LETTEB DATED 30 OCTOBEH 1956 FFUM THE RERUSENTATIVE OF 
EGYPT ADDRESSED TO THE PRFSIDEN’I’ OF TBE SECURITY COUNCIL 

13y a letter dated 30 October 1956 (S/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 British and French forces of 
key positions at Port Said, Ismailia and Suez. Egypt requested that the Security 
Council be convened immediately to consider the British-French act of aggression. 

The Council considered the Egyptian complaint at its 75Gth and 751st 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 ?$ypt” (see item 12 (t ) ). 

Following rejection of a motion to declare a Yugoslav draft resolution 

(S/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 @.pth and 750th meetings of the Council had prevented it from exercising 

its pr+ry responsibility for the maintenance of International peace and 

security, decided to call sn 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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the el.'i'cct tilzt it took note oi tlic pL;GL,1':'J,(:<:S OS the ;'cplL ' ~~Cj:~:lti.\~C Oi' P;'ypt 

.re;ar&ing tlie ~octponement of the settlcr.:~nt of the I'l*ontier c:uectiol: until 

al'tcr the Sucla~;ese elections. 

36. CCliXIAIkiT OF THE REPRESEKT;\TIVE 3F THE USSR II*1 A LlXTi3 T9 THE 
I'RESIDEKT 3P THE SECURITY CCUl.!CIL DAT&D 18 APRIL 1356 EI:TITLCD: 
"URGEI;T Mf?ASURES TO ET AN MID TO FLIGHTS BY Uf!ITED STATES 
XILITARY AIRCRAFT ARIED WITH ATCIXCC AND BYDRCGEI~ L;CLil?S II! THE 

DIRECTION OF TIN FRO~~TII%S OF THE SOVET Ui~IOil" 

By LJ letter dated 18 April 1958 (S/5933), the rcprescntativc of the USSR 

requested the President to convene an urgent meeting of the 3ecurity Council to 

consider the question of "Urgent measures to put an end to flights by United 

States military aircraft armed with atomic rind hydrogen i>oLlias in the direction of 

the frontiers of t:le Soviet Union". OrJ the Saffle day, he trXJSl:litted a StakfiJellt 

(S/3991) on this question made by the Elinistcr of Foreig:n Affairs OS the USSR. 

At its 813th meeting (21 April 1953), the Security Council included the item 

in its agenda. The representative of the USSR introduced a itrzft resolution 

(S/3333) providing that the Security Council, having: examined tl!e +eotions 

submitted by the Soviet Union and consideriiis that the practice oZ mn!ring such 

flights increased tension in internatiol:al relations, constituted a threat to 

the security of nations and, if continued, might lead to a bscaci~ of world peace 

and the unleashin; of an atomic war of annihilation, should call upon the United 

States to refrain frcm sending its military aircraft carryin; atcmic 3Gd hydrogen 

Limbs to\:ardc the I"rontiers of ntkr States <or t!le IjurFosc s',' creating a threat 

to their security or u ctogin;: military de1:onstrations. 

The representatives of the USSR, t!?e U~:i.t& Stztti:z, Canada, +it:a, France, 

the United Kin&n, Jq.211, Iraq, COlc!>Giz _ _ .., zrd r ar,nlya rqric statements concernin,: 

the questicr-. ..:\ cotiofi 5y the repI -..lil. '-3,. ?l?f,,l.ti..*.~ o:i' -tiJe 'J$y t<, ,?:e~.jcu~!> further 

colzideratioc oi' tk rratter witi1 t!:e :~l"t.ei?!~On of the f9llo::i.!:.- by, 72 :\pril, 

i:ilS re.jecte.2 i;y 4 votes to 2, ::ith 5 2;. :;t.2nl;ioci:: , Follii:iir?;_; curther discussion, 

the Ccuwil 5~;~'. >-$c5. 31:ot.'*el- U,",si: rz.c;t.ior. t.3 11 O<:jCUr:; zoncidcr..atiort ~~:.G.E.. the 

J,;cr':iic; Of 2.2 .‘.{:Yil, i,; -5 VQtef, tf) 2, Kiti; ; a;.-$t>!jtj,&:s. Tlit: i.‘:~~~~‘i’~t2l~~~tlVl? Oi’ 

the USJSSR, after tcaliinL a r,tatet;icnt, &zlai'cd that his & lc~atio~i ~ioulil not press 

its draft recolution to the vote, nr.6. :5thtire\i it. 

/ l .  .  
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The Security Council continued its consideration of this question at its 

314th through (31'lt;h meetings, held on 23 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 (S/3995) 

providing that the Security Council, in%er alia, should (1) recommend that 

there be promptly established 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-Committee of Ca;lada, France, the USSR, the United Kingdcm 

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

mentioned, to&ether with Denmark 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/3W') identical 

to the draft resolution (S/JgC,3) withdralm at the previous meeting, with the 

addition of a net 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 trith satisfaction 

that prelimi:.ary ta:.ks were in progress between the interested States with 

a view to the convening of a GUlIiUlit 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 be held at the earliest possible date. 

(3) An amendment :jy &eden (S/3%8) to the United States draft resolution, 

submitted on 23 <April, providing for the insertion of a nev next-to-last 

paragraph whereby the Ccuncll would express the view that such discussions 

might serve as a useful basis ror the deliberations on the disarmament 

problem at the nuu:mit conf'erenctl on the convening of which tali;s were in 

progress. 

:a.. 
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At the ~b6th meeting (2 May), the United States accepted the Swdieh 

amendment, Vith the substitution of the lord "a" for the word "the" I:cfore the 

words "summit coniarence". This change Vas accepted by Sweden. 

At the 817th meeting (2 Kay), the Council voted on the proposals &fore it. 

The United States draft resolution (S/3335), as revised by inrorporating the 

Svredish amendment (s/3998) received 10 votes in favclur and 1 oc;i.list (USSR). The 

negative vote being that of a permanent member of the Council, the draft 

resolution was not adopted. The USSR draft resolution (S/3337) \:as rejected by 

9 votes to 1 (USSR), trith 1 abstention (Sweden). 

37. LETTER DATED 22 MAY 1958 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF LEBAJJON ADDRESSED 
TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL COJ'JCERNIEG: "CWPLAII~T BY 
LEBANON IN RESPECT OF A SITUATION ARISING FROM THE IBTERVEBTION OF 
THE UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC IN THE IETERNAL AFFAIRS OF LEBARON, THE 
CORTINUANCE OF MXICH IS LIKELY TO ENDANGER THE IJAIKTE~JAIJCE OF 

II'iTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITY" 

By a letter dattid 22 May 1958 (s//4007), the representative of Lebanon 

requested that an urgent meeting of the Council be held to consider the follotling 

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 international peace 

and securityW. The intervention, it was stated, included the infiltration 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 and bands in Lebanon rebelling 

against the established authorities , and the waging of a violent radio and psess 

campaign in the United Arab Republic calling for strikes, demonstrations and the 

overthrow of the established authorities in Lebanon, 

The question was included in the Council's agenda at its 818th meeting 

(27 biay 1958). 
rnL- _____-- _-..I-A.J--_- -n * -¶.*- -.. *lie ~-ep~e~enbab~~~~ UI ~ie~anun ii& ol" ihe United Arnt Republic were i::vited 

to participate in the discussion without the right to vote. The Council the:: 

postponed discussion of the question, first until 3 June an3 then successively 

to 5 and 6 June, At the 823rd meeting (6 June) statements trerc made by the 

representatives of Lebanon and the United Arab Republic. 
/ .., 
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At the 824th meeting (10 June) a drcrft resolution (Lj/403) ;:x suislittcd by 

Sweden. It provided that the Council, havin;: heard the char;;e~ ol' the 

representative of Lebanon and the reply by the regrcscntative of the United Arab 

Republic, would decide to dispatch urgently an observation i;roup to ?1'ocecd to 

Lebanon so as to ensure that thex was no ilkGal infiltrxtion 0.f pcrconnel oi 

supply of arms or other material across the Lebanese borders,; mould nuthoriz the 

Secretary-General to take the necessary steps to that end and would request the 

observation group to keep the Security Council currently informed throuC;h the 

Secretary-General. This draft resolution was adopted by 10 votes in iavour, with 

1 abstention, at the 025th meeting (I1 June). 

On 16 June 1958, the Secretai+y-General submitted an interim report (s/~C-~C/) 
on the steps he had taken toward implementin;;; the resolution of 11 June. The 

first report of the United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon (S/l1040 and 

Corr.1) was submitted on 3 July. The representative of Lebanon submitted his 

Government's comments on this report in a letter dated 8 July 1958 (S/3/4C43). A 

second (s/4069) and a third report (S/4Oc5) lrere submitted by the Observation 

Group on 30 July and 14 August respectively. It also submitted tvo interim 

reports (S/4051 and S/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/4047 and 

Corr.1) which provided, inter alia, that the Council call upon the United States -m 
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) tl IQ representative of Jordan requestcLL 

consideration by the Council of his Government's complaint of interfcrehce in 

its domestic affairs by the United Arab Rqxblic (see item 40 kelot-1). The 

USSR draft resolution fras revised (S/k%7/Rcv.l) to provide that the Council 

t:ould call upon the Governments of the Unit4 States and the United KinCdcm to 

cease armed intervention in the domestic al?i'airs ol' tile Arab States and to rc‘:;:.:*:.: 

their troups from the territory 01' Lei;anon a& Jlcjr.;uli %~dizt~l~. 

A United States draft resolution (~/495C/i?cv.l) provided, inter alin, ti-lnt -- 
the Council invite the Observation Group in Lebanon to continue to develop its 

activities; request the Secretory-General to consult the Government OC Lebanon 

/ .‘. 
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and 0th~ b;embcr Stxtes to make arrangements for additional mcaoures to protect 

the territorial integrity and independence of Lebanon; and call for the immediate 

cessation of all illegal infiltration of personnel or supply of arms Oi' other 

materiel across the Lcbanecc borders 3s. ~11 as attacks upon the Government of 

Lebanon by government-controlled radio and other information media calculated to 

stimulate disorders. 

The Council also had before it a draft resolution (S/110511) submitted by 

Sweden on 17 July, under \!hich the Council would request the Secretary-General 

to suspend the activities of the observers in Lebanon until further notice. At 

the 834th meeting (18 July), the USSR draft resolution (S/4C4'7/Rev.l) was 

re.jected by 8 votes to 1, with 2 abstenticns. The United States draft 

resolution (S/405O/Rev.l) received 9 votes in favour, I, 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 viev to ensuring the territorial integrity 

and political independence of Lebanon, -5 as to make possible the withdrawal of 

United States forces from that country. 

Consideration of the question continued a'; the 835th meeting (21 July) and 

836th and 837th meetings (22 July). Tn.2 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 submitted a draft resolution (S/4057), under which the Council 

would decide to call an emergency special session of the General Aoscmbly to 

consider the question of the intervention of the United Staten and the United 

Kingdom in Lebanon and Jordan. 
A AA *._7__ A.,.- 'Al Ld dlulJ ) __ -..----A.-LX--- ,*,f L,.^ f,-.l^^ -A- "-,.?r,& plh,<rr,4 ,.C "rr.e.,r:\,.: ,-,r b‘,C 1 C;I'L r;'bCL, LcLbLYG bilG VllLV,, "L ,,"Y.LC~ .,"I-L".II"V ".+pu.~'..‘" 

suinit.ted zcendments (s/l&63) to the Japanese draft resolution (S/j+O55/Rev.l). 

These !:erc voted upon at the 83"/th meeting, ~;hen they were rc,jccted by G votes 

to 1, with 2 abstentions, The Japanese draft resolution received 10 votes in 

I . . . 
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, ‘.: \.%?‘,:t’, 1. .‘. :” . cst 311d xl” . . ..L.J.. o not ndoptai ovin, to the neCatiw ~.wtti ol‘ a permanent 

: XriiQY. T!h2 Secretary-General tlici; ~tatei! that he would USC 03.1 opportunities 

o;';'~red to hi;.l, within ti:o limits set k,y i-k Charto;-, touords develo!,iac the 

United Xnticns effort, so as ‘;0 ilclp to !w.xent ti l'ulther clC~L~l50i~~~'LiiOn 0JY the 

situation in the Kddlc E&A. Thnt ?:Oul~ Il:cm tllc further dcv~AoL:Iixct of t11c 

United Rations ObservrrI.ion Gi'oup in Lebanon so as to &VC it nil the significance 

it could have, comictent with its basic character ss dctermincd ivy the Security 

Council in its resolution (S/4023) of 11 June 1958 and the Furposes and Frinciples 

of the %arter. The Secretary-Geilerol concluded by stntin:: that the Security 

Council i.ou?d ~:e Lcpt fully informed on the steps to be token by him in that 

respect xd, :er'c the Council to disapprove ol" those steps, he uould accept zhe 

consequences of its ;;ud,:ement. 

By a letter dated Ij August 1958 (S/4078), the representative of the TJnion 

of Soviet Socialist Republics requested an immcdiatc cmersency meetinS of the 

Security Council to consider 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 meeting, the representati VC of the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics had submitted a revised version of the USSR draft resolution 

(S/4057/Rev.l) and tL le representative of the UnitA States of America had 

submitted a revised version of the United States draft resolution (S/40%/Rev.l). 

The representative of the United States accepted a number of amendments to the 
r.& !- .:<j :?nit>d :':tates draft resolution durin; the 8$th meeting. The revised 

13: - -.;::I:-l_citi>n, as thus mcdified, was adopted unanimously 

. _,. iT, _. ,_ ..l.. i.. t: !A$ t is,- C.XK.A~, havl.nS considered items 2 and 3 

\ -'LA.L .; , T'c .: I;,> ;i; i:he ;i'eoar.t. statement) on its agenda as contained in 

:: . ..i _ .-;.'A cprdq/<<..\. ; - . .&; ._. >'- . . taking iritc account tiKlt the lock of unanimity of its 
1 C:-:I;2i;ect ;;L;i;i;Gl+= G", j,tc djhth and 8j7th I:xk.inCs had prevented it from 

e:;::.ci::itrc j.tc ;:l'i:.;:?-y resp3csiiBility -i'or t!:c maintenance of international peace 

2;;:. r b-a*--.-il;-~, "L -\- c?~~~idc?d to call an emergency special session of the General 

As$;iy: ..I:;. 
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$3. LXTER DATZD 27 MAY 1958 FRCi.1 WI;;: REPRESENTATIVE OF TUNISIA TC 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COui:CIL CONCERNING: "CONPlAINT BY 
TlJ3JISfA III RESPECT OF XCTS OF A%-KD AGGRESSION COI-".iITTED AGAIi{ST 
IT SItICE 17 MAY 1758 BY THE FRZHCH MILITARY FORCES STATI%I;D ITI 

IT; TERRITORY ,lND Ii'J ALGERIA': 

39. LETTER DATED 2') MAY 1758 FRO;1 THL REPRESENTATIVE OF FRArJCE TO THE 
PRESIDENT OF THD SECURITY CCUI‘JCIL COIXERIJIi~G: (a) "THE COMPLAII:T 
BROUGHT BY FRANCE AGAIIJST TU!!ISIA CN 14 FEBRUARY 1758" (SEE 
ITEM 34 ABOVE): Ai;JD (b) "THE SITUATION ARISIb!G OUT OF THE 
DISRUPTION, BY TUNISIA, OF THE KODUS VIVENDI WXCCH HAS BEEN 
ESTABLISHED SINCE FEBRUARY 195s !-!ITI-i REGARD TO THE STATIONING OF 
FRENCH TRCOPS AT CERTAIN POKTS IN TUNISIAN TERRITORY" 

In a letter dated 27 May 1958 (S/11013), the representative of Tunisia 

requested the Fresident of the Security Council to convcnc a meeting to consider 

the complaint by Tunisia (item 38). He transmitted an explanatory memorandum on 

the question, and on 1 June (S//4017) transmitted a further memorandum outlining 

the events complained of. 

In a letter dated 27 May (S/3/4015), the representative of France requested 

that at its next meeting the Security Council consider the complaint by France 

(item 39 above), 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 questions, and continued that consideration at 

the 82lst meeting on 4 June. It was agreed, without objection, to adjourn 

further discussion of the two questions until 18 June. 

At its 626th meeting (18 June 1758), the Security Council continued its 

consideration of the tl:o itzmo. 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 bettreen their tt:o Governments, providing for the 

evacuation of French troops from Tunisian territory t!ithin four months, t-11th 

the exception of those stationed in Blzerte, and for negotiations to define a 

provisional status for the base at Bizerte. The President of the Security 

Council welcomed the statements of the representatives of France and Tunisia 

and congratulated both Governments ;or havin: succeeded in removing their 

difficulties through direct negotiations. 
/ . . . 



In a letter dated 17 July 1958 (S/4053) the representative of Jor*dan 

requested the President to inscribe on -i-h? agenda of the Security Council, 

for urgent consideration by the Council, his Gcvernment'C complaint of 

interference in its domestic affairs by the United Arab Republic. 

At its 83lst meeting on 17 July, the Security Council decided to include 

this item in its agenda and invited the iqwescntative of Jordan to participate 

in the discussion without vote. The Council also agreed that after initial 

statements on the Jordanian ccmplain had been concluded, it would proceed to 

consider simultaneously the complaints submitted by Lebanon and Jordan. (See 

item 37 above.) 
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40. L.iXTEH DATED 17 JULY 1958 FRCPI THE REPRESEKTATlVE 0F ,TORDAN 
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNIiZG: 
"CCKP'LAIKT BY THE I-IASHEBIITE KIKGCCBI OF JORDAN OF IBTERFERENCCE 

Ii: ITS pCEC?STIC AFFAIRS BY !tRE UNITED Al?& RENELIC" 


