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1\GE.NDA OF T.EE TEIRD REGULP,R SESSION OF TEE GENERAL ASSEi'lBLY 

ReJ.l(lrt of the General Committee 

The General Committee, at :mootir.gs held on 5, 6, 7 and 8 April 1949, 

eonmid.ered matters re::;.tinG to the agand.a of tbe .third eession of tlle 

Oi!lneral Assembly and decided to reco:r(lmenil. to the General Assembly as 

:l!iollcws: 

l, That the item "Creation of an ad hoc comm:lttee to consider --
methods and proced.1.u:'es 'llh::ch wonld enable the General Assembly 

to discharge its functions more effectively and expeditiously" 

(A/743, A/625) 1 included :!.n i-ts agenda by tlle General Assem.l'ly 

on ll Decelllber 19491 bo allocated to the ~~Political 

Committee. 

2. Tha·t the items (a) "Proposal. for the adoption of Russian as on0 

of the working languages of the General. Assembly" and 

(b) "Proposal for the adoption of Chinese as one of the 17orking 

languages of the GeneraJ. Ass<>mbly" (A/BUR/D2 1 A/BUR/113), 

included in its agenda by the Ger..eral. Assembly on 11. Decembar 191-8 

be alJ.ocatGd to the Fifth COJ.lilllittee for report on both the 

budgetary and procedural aspac·ts of the matter. 

3a. That t~e two items proposed by Bolivia and Australia {A/820, 
A/821) be combined, as proposed by "the :Fresi.Wnt, in one 1 tel:' to 

reaa as follovs: "Having regard. to the provisions of the Char~el' 

and of the peace treaties, the question of the observance in 

Bulgaria and Hungary of human rights and fundamental freedoms 

including questions of religious and civil liberties, with sps0:!.ol 

reference to recent trials of church lead.ers". 

3b. That the item as re~wordsd be· :tncluded. in tlle agenda of the third 

session ( 11. votes :tn fc.vour, 2 against and one abs""ventio:r) anil 

be al.located to the ad. lloc :Political Commi·~tee. -- /4. That the ite.:m 
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4, That the item "Question of Indonesia" (A/826, A/827) "be 

included in the agenda o:f the third session (11 votes in 

:favour 1 one fli3P..i:nrr'~ and 2 a'bl)tentions) eni!..be '.alJ.oc'-!tod. to 

the First Committee, it being understood that the item might 

later be allocated to the ad hoc Political Committee should -- -. 
the :PI'oeTess of the work i:h either of the two Comm:!.ttees makfo 

such a transfer advieaole. 

A proposal to the effect that the General Committee sh~tud 

postpone mak~~ its recommendation on the inclusion of this item 

in the agenda pending the receipt of information as to the 

progress of the negotiations to take place shortly in Batavia 

was rejectel' by 9 votes to 4 ~71th one abstention, 

5, That the item "Application of Israel :for admission to membership 

in the United ~rations" (A/818) be :J.ncluded in the agenda of the 

third session for consideration by tho General Assembly itself 

'11:\.thout' pXior reference to a CIJl!lillittee. 

6. That the letter from the President of the Security Council to 

the President of the General AssembJ.;t regarding the applicatioiJl 

of Ceylon for admission to msmbership in the United Nations 

(A/823) be transmitted to the General Assem;:,ly. 

7. That the Fifth COll!Illi ttea be requested to re::?Vrt to the 

General Assembly on the question of :filling the "\1.2,~ancy in 

the msmbership of the Committee on Contribut:lo::ts (Aj:BVR/n4). 
It· 1-i1l1 be noted that the discussions on the above nu:t·ccrs e::;~~ended 

through four meeti:ngs of the General Comn:Lttee, In viow of the leJ1.gth 

of the debates, it has not been E.eemed :practicable to s~:'.z; them in 

the text of this report. A full record Will be found in doclJL.Wlts 

f.jBUR/SE.57, A/BUR/SR.58, A/JJOF./ffi.59 and A/BTJR/EJR.60. 
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--------------



SIXTIETII MEETING 
Held at Lake Success, New York, 

on Friday, 8 April 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

President: Mr. H. V. EvATT (Australia). 

28. Consideration of requests for the in· 
elusion of additional items in the 
agenda of the third session ( conclu· 
sion) 

3. THE INDONESIAN QUESTION : ITEM PROPOSED 
BY INDIA (N826) AND AuSTRALIA (A/827) 

The Chairman invited Mr. Setalvad, representa­
tive of India, Mr. Snouck Hurgranje, representa­
tive of the Netherlands, and Mr. Palar, repre­
sentative of the Republic of Indonesia, to take 
their places at the Committee table. 

Mr. SETALVAD (India) stated that his delega­
tion was particularly happy that Australia also had 
proposed the inclusion of the question of Indo­
nesia in the agenda of the General Assembly. 

The representative of India pointed out thaf 
the question was of particular importance for all 
the peoples of South East Asia; the future of 
millions of people in Indonesia was involved in its 
solution. That was the main reason which had 
prompted the Indian delegation to propose the 
inclusion of the item in the Assembly's agenda. 

The importance of the issue had been brought 
most forcibly into relief by the recent decision of 
nineteen nations to meet in New Delhi with a 
view to informing the Security Council of their 
point of view on the subject. 

India was aware that the Security Council had 
discussed the Indonesian question many times and 
had made unremitting efforts to find a solution. It 
felt, however, that a problem of such gravity, in­
volving as it did the fundamental principles of the 
Charter, should be discussed not only by the na­
tions represented on the Security Council but by 
all the States Members of the United Nations. It 
was convinced that action by the General Assem­
bly could only strengthen the hand of the Security 
Council in the matter and help it to restore peace 
in Indonesia. The General Assembly would not, 
of course, be able to take a decision or adopt a 
recommendation or resolution, since the question 
remained on the agenda of the Security Council; 
but a discussion on the matter in the General As­
sembly could not but prove extremely useful. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the rules of 
procedure provided that any member of the Gen­
eral Assembly which was not represented on the 
General Committee and which had requested the 
inclusion of an item in the agenda, should be en­
titled to attend any meeting of the General Com­
mittee at which its request was discussed and 
might participate without vote in the discussion 
of that item. The rules of procedure contained 
no provision relating to States not represented on 
the General Committee other than those which 
had proposed the inclusion of an item ; in similar 
circumstances, however, States which were not 
represented on the General Committee but which 
were directly concerned with an item under dis­
cussion had been permitted to speak in the Com­
mittee against the inclusion of that item in the 
agenda of the Assembly. Such a procedure 
seemed to the Chairman to be perfectly fair and, 
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SOIXANTIEME SEANCE· 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le vendredi 8 avril 1949, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. H. V. EvATT (Australie). 

28. Examen des demandes d'inscriptions 
de nouvelles questions a l' ordre du 
jour de Ia troisieme session (fin) 

3. QUESTION INDONESIENNE: QUESTION PROPOSEE 
PAR L'!NDE (A/826) ET PAR L'AUSTRALIE 
(A/827) 
Le President invite M. Setalvad, representant 

de l'Inde, M. Snouck Hurgranje, representant des 
Pays-Bas et M. Palar, represen(ant de la Repu­
blique d' Indonesie, a prendre plpc.e a Ia table du 
Bureau. 

M. SETALV AD (Inde) declare que sa delegation 
se felicite tout particulierement que 1' Australie ait, 
elle aussi, propose d'inscrire Ia question d'Indo­
nesie a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee generate. 

Le representant de l'Inde souligne que cette 
question revet une importance particuliere pour 
tous les peuples de 1' Asie du Sud-Est; a sa ·solu­
tion est lie l'avenir de millions de gens en 
Indonesie. C' est essentiellement pour cette raison 
que Ia delegation de l'Inde a propose !'inscription 
de la question a l'ordre du jour de I' Assemblk 

L'importance de cette question a ete particu­
lierement bien mise en lumiere par la decision, 
prise par dix-neuf nations, de se reunir a New­
Delhi en vue de faire connaitre au Conseil de 
securite leur point de vue sur cette affaire. 

L'Inde n'ignore pas que le Conseil de securite 
a consacre de nombreuses discussions a cette 
question et qu'il s'est efforce sans relache de lui 
trouver une solution. Mais elle estime qu'un pro­
bleme de cette gravite, qui met en jeu les principe~ 
fondamentaux de la Charte, doit etre examine, 
non seulement par les nations representees au 
Conseil de securite, mais par tous les Etats Mem­
bres de !'Organisation. Elle est convaincue que 
!'action de 1' Assemblee generate ne pourra que 
renforcer la position du Conseil de securite en 
cette affaire et !'aider a apporter la paix a l'Indo­
nesie. Sans doute, 1' Assemblee generate ne pourra 
pas prendre de decision ni adopter de recomman­
dation ou resolution, puisque le Conseil de se­
curite reste saisi de la question, mais les debats 
dont la question £era !'objet a l'Assemblee 
generale ne pourront qu'etre extremement utiles. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que le reglement 
interieur prevoit que tout membre de 1' Assembh!e 
generate qui n'est pas represente au Bureau et qui 
a demande !'inscription d'une question a l'ordre du 
jour aura le droit d'assister a Ia seance du Bu­
reau au cours de laquelle sa demande est examinee 
et peut participer, sans droit de vote, aux debats 
sur cette question. Le reglement interieur ne 
contient aucune disposition relative aux Etats 
non representes au Bureau autres que ceux qui 
ont propose !'inscription d'une nouvelle ques­
tion ; cependant, en des circonstances analogues, 
on a autorise un Etat non represente au Bureau, 
mais interesse directement a la question traitee, 
a prendre la parole devant le Bureau contre 
!'inscription de cette question a l'ordre du jour 
de l'Assemblee. Une telle procedure parait tout 
a fait juste au President, et, puisque le repre­
sentant des Pays-Bas a demande a etre entendu, 



since the representattve of the Netherlands had 
asked to be given a hearing, he suggested that the 
General Committee should allow him to speak. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) was not in favour of hearing the repre­
sentative of the Netherlands ; by so doing the 
General Committee might find itself obliged to 
permit other representatives also to speak. A de­
bate on the substance of the question might then 
ensue, and the character of the General Commit­
tee, which was an organ empowered to deal ex­
clusively with questions of procedure, would be 
radically altered. 

The CHAIRMAN was glad that the representa­
tive of the Soviet Union had pointed out that · 
discussion in the General Committee should be 
confined to matters of procedure, although it was 
often difficult to draw a clear line between pro­
cedure and substance. 

He reminded the Committee that, during the 
first part of the third session, the General Com­
mittee had allowed the Union of South Africa, 
which was not represented on the General Com­
mittee, to speak against the inclusion in the agenda 
of the question of the treatment of Indians in 
the Union of South Africa.1 No formal objection 
had been raised at that time. In the interests of 
the discussion itself it seemed that a similar pro· 
cedure should be followed in the case of Indo­
nesia. The Chairman therefore proposed to invite 
the representative of the Netherlands to speak, 
unless there was formal opposition by one of the 
members of the General Committee. The repre­
sentative of the Netherlands would of course have 
to confine himself to making observations on pro­
cedure and to refrain from speaking on the sub­
stance of the matter. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) observed that 
neither his delegation, nor that of the USSR, had 
any wish to prevent the Netherlands from stating 
its point of view in the matter ; they merely 
wished to ensure that a precedent should not be 
transformed into a general rule in contravention 
of rule 36 of the rules of procedure, which re­
ferred solely to States which had no representa­
tives on the General Committee and which had 
requested the inclusion of a new item in the 
agenda of the Assembly. That certainly did not 
apply to the Netherlands. 

The General Committee could do no more than 
make recommendations, the General Assembly 
alone having the right to decide whether or not 
an item should be included in its agenda; and 
there was nothing to prevent the representative 
of the Netherlands from making his views known 
in the General Assembly as fully as he wished. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that while the rules of 
procedure did not provide that States which had 
no representatives on the General Commiteee and 
which opposed the inclusion of a new item in the 
agenda had the right to be heard by the General 
Committee, neither did they rule out that pos­
sibility. It was therefore for the General Commit­
tee to take a decision on each particular case. If a 
country's position were likely to be seriously af­
fected by the inclusion of an item in the Assem­
bly's agenda, it was possible that a statement by 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the Gen­
eral Assembly, Part I, General Committee, 43rd meeting. 
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il propose au Bureau de l'autoriser a prendre la 
parole. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) n'est pas partisan d'entendre le 
representant des Pays-Bas car le Bureau risque, 
de ce fait, de se trouver amene a permettre a 
d'autres representants de prendre egalement Ia 
parole. Un debat sur le fond de la question pour­
rait alors s'engager et le caractere du Bureau, 
qui est un organe charge d' examiner exclusive­
ment des questions de procedure, se trouverait 
ainsi gravement modifie. 

Le PRESIDENT est heureux que le representant 
de l'Union sovietique ait souligne que les discus­
sions du Bureau ne doivent pas sortir du domaine 
de Ia procedure, quoiqu'il soit parfois difficile 
de distinguer tres exactement le fond et la 
procedure. 

Le President rappelle ensuite au Bureau que, 
lors de Ia premiere partie de la troisieme session, 
le Bureau a autorise !'Union Sud-Africaine, bien 
qu'elle ne fut pas representee au Bureau, a 
prendre la parole contre !'inscription a l'ordre 
du jour de la question du traitement des Hindous 
dans !'Union Sud-Africaine1

• Aucune objection 
formelle n'a ete soulevee a cette epoque. Il 
semble tout indique d'agir ainsi dans le cas pre­
sent, dans I' interet meme de la discussion. C' est 
pourquoi le President se propose d'inviter le 
representant des Pays-Bas a prendre la parole, 
a moins que l'un des membres du Bureau ne s'y 
oppose formellement. Le representant des Pays­
Bas devra naturellement se horner a faire des 
observations sur la procedure et s'abstenir 
d'aborder le fond meme de la question. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) fait observer que 
sa delegation, non plus que celle de l'URSS, 
n'a !'intention d'empecher les Pays-~as de faire 
connaitre leur point de vue en cette affaire ; 
elles entendent simplement eviter que l'on ne 
transforme un precedent en regie normale, con­
trairement aux dispositions de !'article 36 du 
reglement interieur qui traite uniquement des 
Etats non representes au Bureau qui ont pro­
pose !'inscription d'une nouvelle question a 
l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee, ce qui n'est nulle­
ment le cas des Pays-Bas. 

M. Katz-Suchy fait observer, en outre,· que le 
Bureau se borne a faire des recommandations, 
I' Assemblee generale pouvant seule decider d'ins­
crire ou non Ia question a son ordre du jour; 
or, a l'Assemblee generale, rien n'empechera la 
delegation des Pays-Bas de faire connaitre ses 
vues aussi completement qu'elle le desirera. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que le reglement 
interieur, s'il ne prevoit pas que les Etats non 
membres du Bureau, et qui s'opposent a !'inscrip­
tion d'une nouvelle question a l'ordre du jour, 
aient le ~roit d'etre entendus par le. Bureau, 
n'exclut nullement cette possibilite; de sorte que 
c'est au Bureau de decider dans un sens ou 
dans l'autre, selon le cas. En efiet, si la position 
d'un pays risque de se trouver serieusement 
affectee du fait de !'inscription d'une question 
a l'ordre du jour, il se pourrait que !'intervention 

1 Voir les Documents officiels de Ia troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee generale, premiere partie, Bureau, 43eme 
seance. 



the representative of that country might influence 
the General Committee's recommendation. The 
Chairman believed that in the case under discus· 
sion it would be useful and fair to grant a hearing 
to the representative of the Netherlands. 

Mr. SANTA CRUZ (Chile) pointed out that in 
1947, when the issue of the inclusion of the Pales­
tine question in the agenda of the first special 
session had arisen, the General Committee had 
agreed to hear statements by representatives of 
all the Arab States.1 He also adduced, in support 
of his argument, the rules of procedure of the 
Economic and Social Council. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) was of the opinion that, under the rules 
of procedure of the General Assembly, States 
which had no representative on the General Com­
mittee and had not requested the inclusion of new 
items in the agenda of the Assembly were not en­
titled to speak before the General Committee. 

He did not find the arguments of the repre­
sentative of Chile very convincing, particularly as 
at the eighth session of the Economic and Social 
Council that country, among others, had opposed 
the suggestion that the Council should hear cer­
tain representatives of non-governmental organ­
izations who had every right to speak before the 
Council. 

The delegation of the Soviet Union thought 
that it would be dangerous to quote an unjustified 
precedent as a basis for a further violation of the 
rules of procedure ; the rules of procedure as a 
whole might be threatened by such action. For 
that reason, if the General Committee decided, in 
the case under discussion, to follow a course con­
trary to the rules of procedure, the USSR dele­
gation reserved the right not to consider that de­
cision as a precedent. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that no violation of 
the rules of procedure was involved. Rule 36 did 
not forbid the General Committee to use its dis­
cretion. That did not mean a recognition of the 
right of non-member States to take the floor. 

Since no proposal to the contrary was made, 
the Chairman called upon the representative of 
the Netherlands to make a statement. 

Mr. SNOUCK HuRGRONJE (Netherlands) urged 
the General Committee not to recommend the in­
clusion of the Indonesian question in the agenda 
of the General Assembly. 

The Nether lands representative recalled that 
the Security Council had been seized of the ques­
tion for two years and that during the previous 
three months it had been particularly active in 
the matter. After considering every aspect of the 
question, the Security Council h':ld succeeded, in 
co-operation with the parties concerned, in evolv­
ing a procedure which might make it possible 
to achieve a settlement of the problem. A prelim­
inary conference would shortly open in Batavia, 
following the Security Council's decision of 23 
March 1949 ;2 that conference would be followed 
by a round-table conference at The Hague. It 
would therefore be extremely regrettable if, just 

1 See Official Records of the first special session of 
the General Assembly, volume II, General Committee, 
29th meeting. 

1 See Official Reccwds of the Security Council, fourth 
year, No. 24. 
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d'un representant du pays en question infl.ue sur 
la recommandation du Bureau. Le President 
croit que, dans le cas present, il serait utile et 
equitable d'entendre le representant les Pays-Bas. 

M. SANTA CRuz (Chili) signale que, en 1947, 
lorsqu'il s'est agi d'inscrire la question de Pales· 
tine a l'ordre du jour de la premiere session 
extraordinaire, le Bureau a decide d' entendre les 
representants de tous les pays arabes1

• 11 invoque 
egalement 1' exemple du reglement interieur du 
Conseil economique e~ social. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) est d'avis que, aux termes du 
reglement interieur de 1' Assemblee generale, les 
Etats non representes au Bureau et qui n'ont pas 
propose !'inscription de nouvelles questions a 
l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee n'ont pas le droit 
de prendre la parole devant le Bureau. 

Les arguments du representant du Chili ne 
paraissent pas tres convaincants au representant 
de l'URSS, d'autant moins que ce pays, lors de 
la huitieme session du Conseil economique et 
social, s'est oppose, avec d'autres, a ce que le 
Conseil entende certains representants d'organi­
sations non gouvernementales qui avaient par­
faitement le droit de prendre la parole devant le 
Conseil. 

La delegation de l'Union sovietique estime qu'il 
serait dangereux de s'appuyer sur un precedent 
injustifie pour se livrer a de nouvelles violations 
du reglement interieur; I' ensemble du reglement 
interieur pourrait se trouver mis en cause de ce 
fait. C'est pourquoi, si le Bureau decide de 
suivre, dans le cas present, une procedure con­
traire au reglement interieur, la delegation de 
l'URSS se reserve le droit de ne pas considerer 
le fait comme un precedent. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer qu'il n'est pas 
question de violer le reglement interieur. L'ar­
ticle 36 n'interdit nullement au Bureau d'user de 
sa discretion. Aucun droit de prendre la parole 
n'est reconnu, de ce fait, aux Etats non membres. 

En l'absence de toute proposition en sens con· 
traire, le President invite le representant des 
Pays-Bas a prendre la parole. 

M. SNOUCK HURGRONJE (Pays-Bas) demande 
avec insistance au Bureau de ne pas recommander 
!'inscription de la question d'Indonesie a l'ordre 
du jour de l'Assemblee generale. 

Le representant des Pays-Bas rappelle que le 
Conseil de securite est saisi de cette question 
depuis deux ans et s'en occupe d'une maniere 
particulierement.active depuis trois mois environ. 
Apres avoir examine la question sous tous ces 
aspects, le Conseil de securite a reussi, en col­
laboration avec les parties, a mettre au point 
une procedure qui permettra peut-etre d'apporter 
une solution au probleme. Une conference pre· 
liminaire doit s'ouvrir prochainement a Batavia, 
comme suite a 1a decision du Conseil de securite 
en date du 23 mars 19492 

; elle sera sui vie par 
une conference de la table ronde a La Haye. 11 
serait done extremement regrettable que, a un 

1 Voir les Documents offici.els de la premiere sessiotf 
extraordinaire de l' Assemblee generale, Volume II, 
Bureau, 29eme seance. 

•voir les Proces-verbaux officiels du Conseil d'e se­
curite, quatrieme annee, no 24. 



before the opening of a conference of the parties 
concerned, sponsored by the Security Council, the 
Assembly were to intervene by engaging in dis­
cussions which could only exacerbate existing an­
tagonisms without leading to any result, since 
under Article 12 of the Charter the General 
Assembly could not take a decision on a question 
which was before the Security Council. Such ac­
tion could therefore only jeopardize the success of 
the conference. Mr. van Roijen, the representative 
of the Netherlands, had already left for Batavia 
and it was hoped that the preliminary conference 
would open at a very early date. 

The representative of the Republic of Indonesia 
having expressed the wish to state his views, the 
Chairman invited him to make a statement. 

Mr. PALAR (Republic of Indonesia) thanked 
the Indian and Australian delegations for having 
proposed the inclusion of the Imlonesian question 
in the agenda of the General Assembly. 

He emphasized the importance of that question, 
which had long threatened peace and security in 
South East Asia, and declared himself convinced 
that the General Assembly would be able to facil­
itate the Security Council's task. 

The Republic of Indonesia sincerely hoped that 
the forthcoming conference in Batavia would lead 
to positive results; it noted, however, that there 
was no positive guarantee of ~uccess, and it was 
driven to the conclusion that the manner in which 
the Netherlands had announced its intention to 
participate in the conference seemed to indicate 
that the recent developments in the situation in 
Indonesia and the Security Council's action had 
not changed its attitude. The Nether lands had 
made it quite clear that the calling of that confer­
ence did not prejudge its responsibility in respect 
of the maintenance of order and security. It was 
to be feared that in the course of its negotiations 
with representatives of the Repul>lic of Indonesia, 
the Netherlands would uphold a cv... · of order 
and liberty very different from that of the Repub­
lic. 

For those reasons, the representative of the 
Republic of Indonesia requested the General 
Committee to recommend to the General Assem­
bly the inclusion of the question in its agenda, so 
that Member States might have an opportunity 
to demonstrate their friendly feelings towards the 
Republic of Indonesia and to indicate clearly to 
the Nether lands what they thought of that coun­
try's conduct in Indonesia and of its disregard for 
the Security Council's decisions. 

Sir Alexander CADOGAN (United Kingdom) 
observed that the Security Council had studied 
the question of Indonesia for many months, and 
had recently adopted a resolution calling upon the 
parties to conduct conversations in co-operation 
with the United Nations Commission for Indo­
nesia. As a result of that resolution, a conference 
was to open shortly in Batavia. In those circum­
stances, it would be preferable to take no immedi­
ate decision which might interfere with the work 
of the conference but rather to await results. It 
was possible that the General Assembly might 
have to intervene; in that event, any member of 
the General Committee could ask for an immedi-

moment ou va s'ouvrir, sous les auspices du Con­
seil de securite, une conference reunissant les 
parties interessees, 1' Assemblee intervienne de 
son cote et engage des discussions qui ne pour­
raient qu'accentuer encore les antagonismes, sans 
aboutir a aucun resultat, puisque, aux termes de 
!'Article 12 de Ia Charte, l'Assemblee generate 
ne peut pas prendre de decision a propos d'une 
question dont le Conseil de securite se trouve 
saisi. Une telle demarche ne pourrait done que 
nuire au succes de Ia conference.Le representant 
des Pays-Bas ajoute que M. van Roijen, repn!­
sentant des Pays-Bas, est deja parti pour Batavia 
et que l'on espere que Ia conference preliminaire 
s'ouvrira a une date tres rapprochee. 

Le representant de Ia Republique d' Irndonesie 
ayant exprime le desir d' exposer son point de 
vue, le President /'invite a prendre Ia parole. 

M. PALAR (Republique d'Indonesie) remercie 
les delegations de l'Inde et de I' Australie d'avoir 
propose !'inscription de la question d'Indonesie 
a l'ordre du jour de l'Assembtee generate. 

Le representant de l'Indonesie insiste sur !'im­
portance de cette question qui menace depuis 
deja longtemps Ia paix et la securite dans 1' Asie 
du Sud-Est et se declare convaincu que l'Assem­
blee generate· pourra faciliter la tache du Con­
seil de securite en cette affaire. 

La Republique d'Indonesie espere sincerement 
que la prochaine conference de Batavia aboutira 
a des resultats positifs; cependant, elle constate 
qu'il n'existe pas de garantie positive de succes 
et elle est obligee de reconnaitre que la maniere 
dont les Pays-Bas ont annonce leur intention de 
participer a la conference semble indiquer que 
la recente evolution de la situation en Indonesie 
et I' action du Conseil de securite n'ont pas modifi.e 
leur attitude. En effet, les Pays-Bas ont bien 
precise que la convocation de cette conference 
ne prejugeait pas leur responsabilite en ce qui 
concerne le maintien de l'ordre et de la securite. 
II est a craindre que les Pays-Bas, au cours de 
leurs conversations avec les representants de Ia 
Republique d'Indonesie, ne s'en tiennent a une 
conception de l'ordre et de Ia liberte fort diffe­
rente de celle qu'en a Ia Republique. 

C'est pourquoi le representant de Ia Republique 
d'Indonesie demande au Bureau de recommander 
a 1' Assemblee generate !'inscription de cette ques­
tion a son ordre du jour, afin que les Etats Mem­
bres puissent manifester leur sympathie a l'egard 
de Ia Republique d'Indonesie et indiquent claire-' 
ment aux Pays-Bas comment ils jugent Ia con­
duite de ce pays en Indonesie et le peu, de cas 
qu'il a fait des decisions du Conseil de securite. 

Sir Alexander CADOGAN (Royaume-Uni) fait 
observer que le Conseil de securite etudie la 
'question d'Indonesie depuis plusieurs mois et a 
recemment adopte une resolution invitant les 
parties a engager des conversations en collabora­
tion avec Ia Commission des Nations Unies pour 
l'Indonesie. Comme suite a cette resolution, une 
conference va prochainement s'ouvrir a Batavia. 
Dans ces conditions, mieux vaudrait ne pas 
prendre de decision immediate et risquer de 
gener les travaux de la conference, mais, au 
contraire, attendre d'en connaitre les resultats. 
II se peut qu'une intervention de l'Assemblee 
generate se revele necessaire et, dans ce cas, 



ate meeting to discuss the inclusion of the item 
i_n the agenda. 

General RoMULO (Philippines) thought that 
the General Committee could not recommend 
postponement of. the inclusion o~ an item i~ t~e 
agenda if it cons1dered that questwn to be w1thm 
the competence of the General Assembly and to 
have been submitted in accordance with the Char­
ter. It was not for the General Committee to ex­
amine the substance of the question. 

In the case of the Indonesian question, there 
was no doubt as to the competence of the General 
Assembly either under Article 10 or under Article 
2, paragraph 2 of the Charter. The General 
Assembly was certainly not in a position to take 
a decision on a question which was before the 
Security Council; that was perfectly logical and 
was intended to prevent a conflict of powers or 
the adoption of contradictory decisions by two 
different organs of the United Nations. The 
General Assembly and the Security Council, how­
ever, could quite well discuss a question simul­
taneously, just as two legislative organs of one 
country could do. 

Moreover, Article 24 of the Charter indicated 
that the Security Council had primary, but not ex­
clusive responsibility for the maintenance of in­
ternational peace and security. In the particular 
case of Indonesia, General Romulo remarked that 
it had to be admitted that the results achieved by 
the Security Council were not very encouraging. 

As to the competence of the General Assembly 
under Article 2, paragraph 7, General Romulo ob­
served that the question had been virtually settled 
by the action of the Security Council. Further­
more, that point, which affected the substance of 
the question, was not the concern of the General 
Committee but of the General Assembly itself. 

Replying to the arguments advanced. by the 
United Kingdom representative, General Romulo 
observed that no one could foretell the duration 
of the Batavia conference, which might continue 
beyond the end of the third session of the Gen­
eral Assembly. If the United Kingdom repre­
sentative's suggestion were adopted, the Assembly 
might find itself condemned to inaction. 

In conclusion, General Romulo pointed out that 
at the 58th and 59th meetings, representatives had 
spoken with great eloquence about the protection 
of human rights in connexion with the trial of 
Cardinal Mindszenty. The Indonesian question 
raised a similar problem, which involved seventy­
five million Indonesians. There was no case in 
which the General Assembly had a greater obliga­
tion to make use of its great moral authority. 

Sir Alexander CADOGAN (United Kingdom) 
recalled that he had indicated in his statement that 
any member would have the opportunity, in the 
course of the second part of the session, to ask for 
an immediate decision on the question of the in­
clusion of the item in the agenda. It was certainly 
not the United Kingdom's desire to prevent the 
General Assembly from taking action if such ac­
tion became necessary. The United Kingdom dele­
gation merely wished to warn representatives 
against taking a hasty decision, in view of the 
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n'importe quel membre du Bureau pourra de­
mander que celui-ci se reunisse immediatement 
pour examiner !'inscription de la question a 
l'ordre du jour. · 

Le general RoMULO (Philippines) estime que 
le Bureau ne peut pas recommander de differer 
}'inscription d'une question a l'ordre du jour, 
lorsque celle-ci lui parait etre de la competence 
de 1' Assemblee generate et a voir ete presentee 
conformement a la Charte. Le Bureau n'a pas a 
examiner le fond meme de la question. 

Dans le cas de la question d'Indonesie, la 
competence de 1' Assemblee ne fait aucun doute, 
que l'on se rapporte a l'Article 10 ou a l'alinea 2 
de l' Article 2 de la Charte. Certes, 1' Assemblee 
generale ne peut pas prendre de decision dans 
le cas d'une question dont le Conseil de securite 
reste saisi, ce qui est tout a fait normal et a 
pour but d'eviter tout conflit de pouvoirs ou 
!'adoption de decisions contradictoires par deux 
organes differents de }'Organisation ; mais 1' As­
semblee generate et le Conseil de securite peuvent 
parfaitement discuter simultanement une meme 
question,. au meme titre que les deux organes 
legislatifs d'un pays. 

L' Article 24 de la Charte indique que le Con­
seil de securite a la responsabilite principale, 
mais non exclusive, du maintien de la paix et 
de la securite internationales. Dans le cas parti­
culier de l'Indonesie, le general Romulo fait 
remarquer que l'on doit admettre que les re­
sultats obtenus par le Conseil de securite ne sont 
pas extremement encourageants. 

En ce qui concerne la competence de l' Assem­
blee generate aux termes de l'alinea 7 de l' Ar­
ticle 2, le general Romulo fait observer que la 
question se trouve virtuellement reglee du fait 
de l'action· du Conseil de securite. Du reste, ce 
point, qui touche au fond meme de la question, 
regarde, non pas le Bureau, mais l' Assemblee 
generate elle-meme. 

Repondant aux arguments du Royaume-Uni, 
le general Romulo fait observer que l'on ne pos­
sede pas de garantie quant a la longueur de la 
conference de Batavia, qui peut se prolonger 
au dela de la cloture de la troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee generate. Si l'on retenait la sug­
gestion du Royaume-Uni, l'Assemblee risquerait 
de se trouver condamnee a l'inaction. 

En terminant, le ~eneral Romulo souligne que, 
tors des 58eme et 59eme seances, les representants 
ont parle tres eloquemment de la defense des 
droits de l'homme a propos du proces du cardinal 
Mindszenty. Or, la question de l'Indonesie sou­
leve un probleme analogue qui touche soixante­
quinze millions d'Indonesiens. En ce cas, plus 
qu' en tout autre, 1' Assemblee generate doit faire 
usage de la force morale considerable dont elle 
dispose. 

Sir Alexander CADOGAN (Royaume-Uni) rap­
pelle qu'il a indique, au cours de son intervention, 
que tout membre aurait la possibilite, au cours 
de la deuxieme partie de la troisieme session, de 
demander que la question de }'inscription a 
l'ordre du jour soit immediatement tranchee. Il 
n'entre nullement dans les intentions du Royaume­
Uni d'empecher l'Assemblee generate d'agir, si 
son intervention se revele necessaire. La delega­
tion du Royaume-Uni desire simplement mettre 
les representants en garde contre une decision 



fact that a conference was to open shortly in 
Batavia from which favourable results could be 
expected. 

General RoMULO (Philippines) again stressed 
the danger of dilatory tactics, which had already 
greatly injured the prestige of the United Na­
tions. 

Mr. VAN LANGENHOVE (Belgium) stated that 
he would have better understood the reasons for 
the step taken by India and Australia if it had 
been during the previous December or January. 
Coming as it did, however, at a time when the 
parties concerned were about to open negotiations, 
such action seemed somewhat surprising. 

The Belgian representative had no doubt but­
that both India and Australia were guided not 
by motives of national policy but solely by con­
siderations derived from the principles of the 
Charter; he wondered, however, why they had 
not felt obliged to take similar action in other 
cases, for example in that of Palestine. The rea­
son presumably was that they had not wanted to 
impede the negotiations in progress in Palestine. 
The current situation in Indonesia could be com­
pared with that in Palestine, in the sense that 
Indonesia had reached a turning point. As a result 
of the Security Council's resolution, direct nego­
tiations between the parties would begin in about 
three or four days' time. For the Assembly to 
consider the question at such a point could only 
have a harmful effect on the negotiations, and 
might jeopardize the success of a conference 
which should, within a short time, confer inde­
pendence on the peoples of Indonesia. 

The Belgian delegation proposed, therefore, 
that the question of placing the item on the As­
sembly's agenda should be postponed. 

Mr. CHAUVEL (France) pointed out that the 
attitude which his delegation had adopted with 
regard to the Indonesian question prevented him 
from speaking on the substance of the matter. 
His delegation felt, however, that the point at 
issue was simply a matter of common sense, and 
that action by the General Assembly would lead 
to no positive result, in view of the fact that the 
question was still before the Security Council. 
Such action would be not only useless but danger­
ous, and would hardly be likely to make the ne­
gotiations which were to take place at Batavia any 
easier or more cordial. 

It would be better, then, to postpone any de­
cision until the conference at Batavia was under 
way, so that representatives might have an oppor­
tunity to form an opinion as to its chances of suc­
cess. The French delegation therefore supported 
the United Kingdom proposal. 

Mr. Koo (China) agreed that it was desirable 
that the General Assembly should support the Se­
curity Council's action; nevertheless he felt that 
an intervention by the Assembly at that stage of 
the negotiations might complicate them. He there­
fore suggested that the item should be placed on 
the agenda, but that its discussion should be post­
poned until such time as the conversations in 
Batavia were under way and were developing in 
one direction or in another, which would probably 
be within two or three weeks. 
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t~op hative, etant donne qu'une conference va 
prochainement s'ouvrir a Batavia, conference 
dont it n'est pas interdit d'attendre de bons 
resultats. 

Le general RoMULO (Philippines) insiste sur 
le danger des mesures dilatoires qui ont deja 
beaucoup nui au prestige de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

M. VAN LANGENHOVE (Belgique) aurait mieux 
compris le sens de Ia demarche de l'Inde_ et de 
1' Australie si celle-ci avait eu lieu en decembre 
ou janvier dernie'rs. Mais, venant a un moment 
ou des negociations sont sur le point de s' en gager 
entre les parties, cette initiative parait assez 
surprenante. 

Le representant de la Belgique ne doute pas 
que ces deux pays ne soient guides, cette fois 
encore, non par des motifs de politique nationale, 
mais par des raisons tirees des principes de la 
Charte ; mais il se demande pourquoi ces pays 
n'ont pas juge a propos d'intervenir de la meme 
maniere en d'autres circonstances, par exemple 
dans le cas de la Palestine. La raison en est pro­
bablement qu'ils n'ont pas voulu gener les nego­
ciations qui se poursuivaient en Palestine. Or,' 
la situation en Indonesie est aujourd'hui com­
parable a celle de la Palestine, en ce sens que 
l'Indonesie est arrivee a un tournant decisif. En 
effet, comme suite a la resolution du Conseil de 
securite, des negociations vont s'ouvrir directe­
ment entre les parties dans trois ou quatre jours; 
1' examen de Ia question par 1' Assemblee, en un 
tel moment, ne pourrait qu'affecter facheuse· 
ment le cours des negociations et risquerait de 
compromettre le succes d'une conference qui de· 
vrait apporter, a breve echeance, l'independance 
aux peuples de l'Indonesie. 

La delegation de la Belgique propose done de 
differer }'inscription de la question a l'ordre du 
jour de 1' Assemblee. 

M. CHAUVEL (France) rappelle que sa dele­
gation a adopte, a propos de la question d'Indo­
nesie, une attitude qui lui interdit d'intervenir sur 
le fond meme de la question. Elle estime cependant 
que la question actuellement en discussion releve 
simplement du bon sens, et c'est pourquoi elle fera 
remarquer qu'une intervention de l'Assemblee 
generate en cette affaire n'aboutirait a aucun 
resultat positif, etant donne que le Conseil de 
securite reste saisi de la question. Une telle inter­
vention serait non seulement inutile, mais aussi 
dangereuse, et serait peu faite pour rendre plus 
.cordiales ou plus faciles les negociations qui vont 
s'ouvrir a Batavia. 

Mieux vaut done differer toute decision et 
laisser a la conference de Batavia le temps de 
s'engager, et aux representants la possibilite de 
se faire une opinion quant aux chances de succes 
de cette conference. La delegation de la France 
appuie done la proposition du Royaume· U ni. 

M. Koo (Chine) reconnait qu'il serait tres 
desirable que I' Assemblee generate appuie l'action 
du Conseil de securite, mais admet en meme 
temps qu'une intervention de 1' Assemblee, a ce 
stade des negociations, rendrait celles-ci peut-etre 
plus difficiles. C'est pourquoi, il propose d'inscrire 
la question a l'ordre du jour, en differant son 
examen jusqu'a ce que les conversations de Ba­
tavia aient eu le temps de s'engager et d'evoluer 
dans un sens ou dans l'autre, ce qui exigera 
vraisemblablement deux ou trois semaines. 



Mr. SETALVAD (India) pointed out that, under 
rule 35 of the rules of . procedure, the General 
Committee was called upon merely to consider the 
questions proposed for inclusion in the agenda 
and to report to the General Assembly. It was 
therefore not competent to decide that the consid­
eration of a question should be postponed. 

He added that a discussion on the Indonesian 
question in the General Assembly, during which 
representatives who had not yet had the oppor­
tunity-to express their views would be in a posi­
tion to do so, could only contribute to a solution 
of the problem. 

Mr. ALFARO (Panama) emphasized that the 
General Assembly could and should deal with any 
question serious enough to endanger internationaL 
peace and security. Hence there was no reason 
to question the General Assembly's competence 
in the case of the Indonesian question, which 
concerned the fate of seventy-five million human 
beings. 

The representatives of the Netherlands, the 
United Kingdom and France had said that it· 
would be dangerous to take a hasty decision, in 
view of the fact that the two parties would soon 
begin negotiations. That, however, need not pre­
vent the General Assembly from placing the In­
donesian question on its agenda and deciding sub­
sequently when and in what way it would consider 
it. 

The delegation of Panama therefore proposed 
that the item should be recommended for inclu­
sion in the agenda of the General Assembly, and 
that it should be left to that body to decide in 
what way it would study the matter, depending 
on the more or less satisfactory results of the con­
ference in Batavia. 

Mr. SANTA CRuz (Chile) was not convinced 
by the arguments advanced by the Netherlands 
representative. He thought that the General As­
sembly should discuss the Indonesian question, 
for the reasons adduced by the representative of 
Panama and, at the 59th meeting, by the repre­
sentative of Mexico. 

In principle he thought that the General Com­
mittee should not reject a request by any Member 
State to place an item on the Assembly's agenda 
if the request were based on serious and estab­
lished facts. 

Mr. Santa Cruz considered that the most logical 
procedure for examining the Indonesian ques­
tion was that proposed by the representative of 
Panama. If there were to be consultations, and 
if those consultations could be jeopardized by a 
discussion in the General Assembly, the Assembly 
could decide what was the best time to discuss the 
question. 

In conclusion, the speaker noted that the repre­
sentative of the USSR had twice referred1 to the 
attitude taken by the Chilean delegation in the 
Economic and Social Council. Mr. Santa Cruz 
felt that those references were out of place; 
moreover they were both inaccurate. 

Mr. IGNATIEFF (Canada) held that the ques­
tion before the General Committee was not to de­
cide whether the Indonesian question should be 

1 ~ee also the 59th meeting. 

M. SETALVAD (Inde) fait observer que, aux 
termes de l'article 35 du reglement interieur, le 
Bureau a simplement pour tache d' examiner les 
questions proposees pour inscription a l'ordre du 
jour et de faire rapport a I' Assemblee general e. 
Le Bureau n'est done pas competent pour decider 
de differer l'examen d'une question. 

Le representant de l'Inde ajoute qu'un debat 
sur la question d'Indonesie a 1' Assemblt~e gene­
rate, au cours duquel les representants qui n'ont 
pas encore eu l'occasion de le faire pourraient 
exprimer leur point de vue, ne pourrait que 
faciliter le reglement de Ia question. 

M. ALFARO (Panama) rappelle que l'Assemblee 
generate peut et doit se saisir de toute question 
assez grave pour mettre en danger la paix et la 
securite internationales. Il n'y a done aucune 
raison de mettre en doute Ia competence de 
1' Assemblee generate dans le cas de Ia questipn 
d'Indonesie qui interesse le sort de soixante­
quinze millions d'etres humains. 

Les representants des Pays-Bas, du Royaume­
Uni et de la France ont dit qu'il ·serait dangereux 
de prendre une decision trop hative, etant donne 
que les deux parties vont prochainement engager 
des negociations. Mais cela n'empeche nullement 
1' Assemblee generate d'inscrire la question d'In­
donesie a son ordre du jour et de decider, par Ia 
suite, a quel moment et de quelle maniere elle 
examinera le probleme. 

C'est pourquoi la delegation du Panama pro­
pose de recommander !'inscription de la question 
a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee genel'ale et de 
laisser a cette derniere le soin de decider de quelle 
maniere elle etudiera la question, selon que les 
resultats de la conference de Batavia auront ete 
plus ou moins satisfaisants. 

M. SANTA CRuz (Chili), declare qu'il n'est pas 
convaincu par les arguments avances par le repre­
sentant des Pays-Bas. Il estime que l'Assemblee 
generate doit discuter de la question d'Indonesie, 
ceci pour les raisons qu'ont donnees le repre­
sentant du• Panama et, a la 59eme seance, le 
representant du Mexique. 

Le representant du Chili estime que, d'une 
fa«;on generale, le Bureau ne devrait pas s'op­
poser a une demande presentee par un Etat 
Membre quelconque en vue d'inscrire une ques­
tion a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee, si cette 
demande se fonde sur des faits serieux et 
prouves. 

M. Santa Cruz estime que la procedure la plus 
logique pour etudier Ia question d'Indonesie est 
celle qu'a suggeree le representant du Panama. 
S'il doit y avoir des. consultations et que ces 
consultations puissent etre dangereusement in­
fluencees par une discussion au sein de l'Assem­
blee generate, cette derniere decidera alors quel 
sera le meilleur moment pour se livrer a cette 
discussion. 

Enfin, l'orateur rappelle que, par deux fois\ 
le representant de l'URSS a fait allusion a 
!'attitude adoptee par la delegatiGn du Chili devant 
le Conseil economique et social. M. Santa Cruz 
estime que ces allusions sont deplacees et que, 
d'ailleurs, elles etaient toutes les deux incorrectes. 

M. IGNATIEFF (Canada) estime que Ia question 
qui se pose au Bureau consiste a determiner non 
pas si la question d'Indonesie devrait etre inscrite 

1 Voir aussi Ia 59m,e seance. 



included in the agenda of the Assembly, but 
rather at what point it should be included. It had 
been argued that the General Assembly should not 
discuss the question inasmuch as a conference 
was soon to be held at Batavia, in accordance 
with the decision taken by the Security Council 
on 23 March 1949. 

In those circumstances, the Canadian delegation 
supported the proposal to defer the decision of 
the General Committee concerning the inclusion 
of the Indonesian question in the Assembly's 
agenda. 

The Security Council was engaged in carrying 
out, in respect to the Indonesian question, the 
functions conferred upon it by the Charter. Arti­
cle 12 of the Charter was therefore applicable and 
the General Assembly could make no recom­
mendation on the Indonesian question unless the 
Security Council requested it to do so. The 
Council, however, had not yet done so, and the 
General Assembly must therefore confine itself to 
discussing the matter and could make no recom­
mendations. It seemed doubtful, therefore, wheth­
er such a discussion would serve any useful pur­
pose. The Canadian delegation felt that it might 
even prove harmful, and that the General Com­
mittee should postpone consideration of the ques­
tion until it had been learnt whether or not the 
results of the conference to be held in Batavia 
were likely to be satisfactory. That procedure 
would not in any way prejudge the rights of the 
delegations concerned with the matter, since any 
member of the General Committee could raise the 
question again at any time. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that it had been pro­
posed, on the one hand, that the recommendation 
for the inclusion of the Indonesian question in 
the Assembly's agenda should be postponed pend­
ing the results of the Batavia conference and, on 
the other hand, that the inclusion of the item in 
the agenda should be recommended but that it 
should be left to the discretion of the Committee 
to which the item was referred to determine the 
appropriate time for embarking upon the discus­
sion. 

Speaking as the representative of AusTRALIA, 
the Chairman recalled that hostilities in Indonesia 
had broken out anew on 19 December 1948, only 
a few days after the adjournment of the Assem­
bly. If, therefore, the Assembly were to consider 
the question, the inclusion of the question in its 
agenda should not be deferred until its fourth 
session. On the contrary, it was for the Assembly 
itself, through the agency of one of its Commit­
tees, to determine the exact point at which the 

• matter could be discussed. 

The representative of Australia would there­
fore vote against the suggestion of the United 
Kingdom representative that the General Com­
mittee should postpone consideration of the inclu­
sion of the Indonesian question in the Assembly's 
agenda. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) remarked that the 
same delegations which, at the 59th meeting, had 
appeared to be greatly concerned about the fate 
of a criminal condemned by a court of a sovereign 
country, were trying to prevent the General As­
sembly from discussing a question relating to the 
most basic human rights, the right to life, to 
independence and to national sovereignty. 
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' a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee, mais bien a quel 
moment elle devrait y etre inscrite. On a fait 
valoir que 1' Assemblee generate ne devrait pas 
entreprendre de discuter cette question, etant 
donne Ia conference qui va s'ouvrir prochaine­
ment a Batavia conformement a Ia decision du 
Conseil de securite en date du 23 mars 1949. 

Dans ces conditions, Ia delegation du Canada 
appuie Ia proposition visant a ajourner Ia decision 
du Bureau relative a !'inscription de Ia question 
d'Indonesie a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee. 

Le Conseil de securite exerce en ce moment, a 
propos de Ia question d'Indonesie, les fonctions 
qui lui ont ete conferees par la Charte. Par 
consequent, !'Article 12 de la Charte s'applique, 
et 1' Assemblee generate ne saurait faire aucune 
recommandation en ce qui concerne cette ques­
tion, a moins que le Conseil de securite ne l'y 
invite. Or, ce dernier ne l'a pas encore fait et 
1' Assemblee generate, de ce fait, devrait se horner 
a une simple discussion qui ne serait suivie 
d'aucune recommandation. On peut alors douter 
de l'utilite qu'aurait une telle discussion. La 
delegation du Canada estime qu'elle serait meme 
nuisible et que le Bureau devrait ajourner 
l'examen de cette question jusqu'a ce que l'on ait 
une idee des resultats de Ia conference qui va se 
tenir a Batavia, qu'ils soient ou non satisfaisants. 
Une telle procedure ne prejugerait en rien les 
droits des delegations qui sont interessees a cette 
question car, a n'importe quel moment, un 
membre quelconque du Bureau pourrait a nou­
veau la soulever. 

Le PREsiDENT rappelle qu'il est propose, d'une 
part, que le Bureau recommande l'ajournement de 
!'inscription a l'ordre du jour de I' Assemblee de 
la question d'Indonesie en attendant le resultat 
de la conference de Batavia; d'autre part, que 
}'inscription de la question a l'ordre du jour 
soit recommandee mais qu'on s'en remette a la 
discretion de la Commission qui en sera saisie 
pour ne commencer Ia discussion qu'au moment 
opportun. 

Parlant en tant que representant de 1' AusTRALIE, 
le President rappelle que les hostilites ont recom­
mence en Indonesie le 19 decembre 1948, quel­
ques jours seulement a pres que I' Assemblee se 
ff:tt ajournee. Si done 1' Assemblee doit etudier 
cette question, i1 ne faut pas en retarder l'inscriiM 
tion a l'ordre du jour jusqu'a la quatrieme ses­
sion. Au contraire, il convient de laisser a 1' As­
semblee elle-meme, par l'intermooiaire de l'une 
de ses Commissions, le soin de determiner exacte­
ment a quel moment ce probleme pourra etre 
discute. 

Dans ces conditions, le representant de 1' Aus­
tralie votera contre Ia suggestion du representant 
du Royaume-Uni visant a ajourner l'examen par 
le Bureau de !'inscription de la question d'Indo­
nesie a I' ordre du jour de 1' Assemblee. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) fait observer que 
les memes delegations qui, au cours de la 59eme 
seance, semblaient se preoccuper beaucoup du 
sort d'un criminel condamne par un tribunal d'un 
pays souverain, essayent maintenant d' empecher 
que I' Assemblee generate ne discute une question 
qui a trait aux plus essentiels des droits de 
l'homme, aux droits a Ia vie, a l'independance 
et a Ia souverainete nationale. 



The Security Council had been discussing the 
Indonesian question since the spring of 1946. 
Since that time, a number of resolutions had been 
adopted, disregarded and violated. It had fre­
quently been said that there was no cause more 
just than that of Indonesia. The problem still re­
mained unsolved, however, and the responsibility 
lay with certain colonial Powers and, indirectly, 
with certain organs of the United Nations. 

Blood was being shed in Indonesia. The Re­
public had again fallen under foreign domination. 
The members of the legal government, despite all 
their protests, had been arrested and were still 
in prison. Yet some of those who claimed to be 
ardent champions of human rights and of the dig­
nity of the United Nations were attempting to de­
lay consideration of the question in order to make 
it possible for the invaders to complete their con­
quest and thus to place before the United Nations 
a fait accompli. 

Mr. Katz-Suchy considered that not only was 
there nothing to prevent the General Assembly 
from dealing with the question, but that it was its 
manifest duty to do so. The only rule which the 
Assembly was bound to observe in that regard 
was Article 12 of the Charter. It seemed, how­
ever, that it would be useless to discuss the prob­
lem if it were impossible to make recommenda­
tions. The Polish representative was prepared to 
support the inclusion of the item in the agenda, 
but he asked the representatives of India and 
Australia to prevail upon the Security Council to 
request the General Assembly to make a recom­
mendation. 

The Polish delegation would therefore vote in 
favour of placing the Indonesian question on the 
agenda of the Assembly. 

Mr. PADILLA NERvo (Mexico) thought that in 
cases such as that under discussion the members 
of the General Committee should always be guid­
ed by enduring principles, so as to avoid any dis­
crimination based on the source of a request for 
inclusion of an item in the agenda. • 

The representative of Mexico recalled that in 
1945, when the Executive Committee of the 
United Nations Preparatory Commission in Lon­
don had considered the relationship which should 
exist between the jurisdiction, rights, powers and 
functions of the General Committee and those of 
the General Assembly, his delegation had strong­
ly supported the view that the General Committee 
should in no case be permitted to become, so to 
speak, a dyke or a barricade which would prevent 
any Member State from bringing a dispute, a 
situation or a problem to the attention of all the 
Members of the United Nations. That was a 
fundamental principle, and the representative of 
Mexico considered that it was in the spirit of the 
r\!les of procedure governing the work of the 
General Committee. The Committee should not 
take decisions which were or might be tantamount 
to political decisions. 

The representative of Mexico was therefore of 
the opinion that in the case under discussion the 
General Committee had no right to follow the 
procedure suggested by the representative of Can­
ada. The General Committee had before it a re­
quest from two Member States to place an item 
on the agenda of the General Assembly. It could 
not do otherwise than consider that request and 
report on it to the Assembly. That would not pre-

Le Conseil de securite discute de •ta question 
d'Indonesie depuis le printemps de 1946. Depuis 
cette epoque, nombre de resolutions ont ete 
adoptees, ignorees et violees. L'on a souvent dit 
qu'il n'existe pas de cause plus juste que la cause 
de l'Indonesie. Mais ce probleme n'a pas encore 
re<;u de solution et la responsabilite en retombe 
sur certaines Puissances coloniales et, indirecte­
ment, sur certains organes des Nations Unies. 

Le sang coule en Indonesie ; Ia Republique est 
retombee sous la domination etrangere; les 
membres du governement legal, en depit de toutes 
leurs protestations, ont ete arretes et sont encore 
emprisonnes. Pourtant, certains de ceux qui 
pretendent toujours si ardemment defendre les 
droits de l'homme et Ia dignite des Nations Unies, 
essayent de retarder l'examen de cette affaire 
pour donner aux envahisseurs Ia possibilite de 
completer leur conquete et de placer ainsi les 
Nations Unies devant un fait accompli. 

M. Katz-Suchy estime que non seulement rien 
ne s'oppose a ce que l'Assemblee generate s'oc­
cupe de cette question, mais que c'est Ia son 
devoir evident. La seule regie que 1' Assemblee se 
doit d'observer en cette matiere est !'Article 12 
de Ia Charte. II semble cependant qu'il serait 
inutile de discuter le probleme si l'on n'est pas a 
meme de formuler des recommandations. Le 
representant de la Pologne est pret a soutenir 
!'inscription de la question a l'ordre du jour, mais 
i1 demande aux representants de l'Inde et de 
1' Australie de faire en sorte que le Conseil de 
securite demande a l' Assemblee generate de 
formuler une recommandation. 

Dans ces conditions, la delegation de la Pologne 
votera en faveur de !'inscription' de la question 
d'Indonesie a rordre du jour de l' Assemblee. 

M. PADILLA N ERVO ( Mexique) estime que, 
dans des cas semblables, les membres du Bureau 
doivent etre constamment guides par des principes 
permanents de fa<;on a eviter toute discrimination 
en raison de l'origine de la demande d'inscription. 

Le representant du Mexique rappelle que 
lorsque, a Londres en 1945, le Comite executif 
de la Commission preparatoire des Nations Unies 
etudia le rapport qui devrait exister entre la 
competence, les droits, les pouvoirs et les fonc­
tions respectives du Bureau et de 1' As­
semblee generate, sa delegation soutint fermement 
le point de vue que le Bureau ne devrait en aucun 
cas pouvoir constituer une digue ou une barricade 
qui empecherait un Etat Membre quelconque de 
soumettre un differend, une situation ou un 
probleme a l'attention de tous les Membres de 
!'Organisation. II s'agit la d'un principe fonda­
mental et le representant du Mexique estime que 
c'est l'esprit des articles du reglement interieur 
relatifs au Bureau: celui-ci ne doit prendre 
aucune decision de caractere politique ou equi­
valant a une decision politique. 

Par consequent, le representant du Mexique 
estime que, dans le cas actuel, le Bureau n'a pas 
le droit de suivre la voie indiquee par le repre­
sentant du Canada. II se trouve saisi d'une 
demande d'inscription presentee par deux Etats 
Membres. II ne peut qu'examiner cette demande 
et rendre compte a I' Assemblee general e. Ceci 
n'exclut d'ailleurs pas la possibilite de signaler a 
1' Assemblee que telle ou telle suggestion a ete 



vent it, however, from informing the Assembly 
that certain suggestions ~ad been made concern­
ing the best way to consider the question. 

It was, however, for the General Assembly to 
decide whether it should examine, discuss and, 
if need be, settle a given problem. Mr. Padillo 
N ervo did not think that the General Committee 
had ever recommended that the Assembly should 
delete an item from its agenda or that it should 
not include a given item. So far, therefore, the 
General Committee had satisfactorily fulfilled its 
task as defined in the rules of procedure. If, how­
ever, for some weighty reason, the Committee 
took it upon itself to postpone consideration of a 
question, thus creating an obstacle between the 
countries which wished to make a complaint and 
the General Assembly, it would be violating both 
the rules of procedure and the provisions of the 
Charter. 

Furthermore, the General Assembly itself, or 
the Committee to which the item would be allocat­
ed, would be in a position to determine the suit­
able moment to open the discussion. It would not 
be proper for the General Committee to make a 
recommendation on that point, but it could never­
theless offer a suggestion on the matter. 

Mr. Padilla Nervo would therefore vote in 
favour of placing the Indonesian question on the 
agenda. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) said that the position taken by certain 
delegations during the 59th meeting and during 
the current meeting of the General Committee 
was striking evidence of the manner in which 
those delegations construed the Charter. It 
showed that their attitude was subject to curious 
changes when, in certain cases and for political 
reasons, the Governments they represented 
deemed it necessary to interfere in the internal af­
fairs of other countries-in violation of the Char­
ter-and when they felt compelled to undertake 
the defence of persons who were criminals and 
traitors to their countries. 

When the fate of seventy-five million human 
beings was at stake, those delegations appeared 
completely oblivious of the principles of the 
Charter and of the human rights and fundamental 
freedoms which must be guaranteed to all, with­
out distinction of race or language. That proved 
the cogency of the statement made at the 59th 
meeting by the USSR delegation; it showed that 
the cause of the Hungarian and Bulgarian crimi­
nals and traitors was defended by certain delega­
tions for the sole purpose of concealing the fact 
that the colonial peoples, and particularly the In­
donesian people, were subjected to discrimination 
and colonial domination and that they were de­
prived of the most elementary rights. Article 10 
of the Charter was adduced to justify interfer­
ence in the internal affairs of Hungary and Bul­
garia, although it did not apply to that case at all, 
while the same Article was completely ignored in 
the case of Indonesia. 

The representative of the Soviet Union recalled 
the statement he had made in the Security Coun­
ciP on the so-called conference which the repre­
sentatives of the Nether lands and the Republic of 
Indonesia were to attend. In reality it would be a 

faite en ce qui concerne la meilleure methode 
pour exa111iner la question. 

Mais c'est a l'Assemblee generate qu'il revient 
de decider si elle examinera, discutera et, le cas 
echeant, resoudra tel ou tel probleme. L'orateur 
ne croit pas que le Bureau ait jamais recommande 
a l'Assemblee de rayer un point de son ordre du 
jour ou de ne pas y inscrire une question de­
terminee. De ce fait, il a, jusqu'ici, bien rempli 
sa tache telle qu'elle est definie par le reglement 
interieur. Par contre, si, pour des raisons 
seneuses, le Bureau se permet d'ajourner 
l'examen d'une question et place ainsi un obstacle 
entre les pays qui portent plainte et 1' Assemblee 
generate, il violera a la fois le reglement interieur 
de 1' Assemblee et les dispositions de la Charte. 

Par ailleurs, le representant du Mexique estime 
que 1' Assemblee generate elle-meme, ou c~lle de 
ses Commissions qui sera chargee d' etudier cette 
question, sera elle-meme en mesure de decider a 
quel moment il convient d' entamer la discussion. 
ll ne serait pas correct que le Bureau fit une 
recommandation a ce sujet, mais il pourrait 
neanmoins faire une simple suggestion. 

Pour toutes ces raisons, M. Padilla N ervo 
declare qu'il votera en faveur de !'inscription a 
l'ordre du jour de la question d'Indonesie. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) declare que l'exemple donne 
par certaines delegations au cours de; la 
59eme seance et a la presente seance montre d'une 
maniere flagrante la fac;on dont ces delegations 
interpretent la Charte et changent curieusement 
d'attitude lorsque, pour des raisons politiques, les 
Gouvernements qu'elles representent estiment 

. necessaire, dans certain cas, d'intervenir dans les 
affaires interieures d'autres pays, en violation de 
la Charte, et eprouvent le besoin de prendre la 
defense de criminels et de traitres a leur pays. 

Au moment ou le sort de soixante-quinze 
millions de personnes est en jeu, ces memes 
delegations semblent oublier completement les 
principes de la Charte, les droits de l'homme et 
les libertes fondamentales qui doivent etre as­
surees a tous sans aucune distinction de race ou 
de langue. Ceci prouve le bien-fonde de la 
declaration faite au cours de Ia 59eme seance par 
la delegation de l'URSS : la cause des criminels 
et des traitres de Hongrie et de Bulgarie est 
defendue par certaines delegations dans le seul 
but de dissimuler Ia discrimination, Ia domination 
coloniale et !'absence des droits les plus ele­
mentaires dont souffrent les peuples coloniaux, 
en particulier le peuple indonesien. On invoque 
!'Article 10 de la Charte pour justifier une 
intervention dans les affaires interieures de la 
Hongrie et de la Bulgarie, bien qu'il n'y ait aucun 
rapport entre les deux, mais on oublie complete­
ment ce meme Article lorsqu'il est question de 
l'Indonesie. 

Le representant de !'Union sovietique rappelle 
la declaration qu'il a faite devant le Conseil de 
securite1 au sujet de la pretendue conference a 
laquelle doivent assister les representants des 
Pays-Bas et de la Republique d'Indonesie. 11 

1 See Official Records of the Security Council, fourth 'Voir les Proces-verbaus o{ficitls du Conseil de se-
year, Nos. 21 and 24. · curite, quatrieme annee, nos 21 et 24. 
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conference between prisoners and their gaolers, 
because the Netherlands Government, in violation 
of a Security Council resolution ( S/1234) call­
ing for the immediate release of the members of 
the Government of the Republic of Indonesia, 
was continuing to keep them in exile and would 
not allow them to return to J ogjakarta. Thus the 
representatives at the conference would not be on 
an equal footing and the meeting could scarcely 
be expected to have constructive results. The 
truth of the matter was that reference to the con­
ference was merely a pretext designed to delay 
consideration of the Indonesian question, to pre­
vent the General Assembly from discussing it and 
to place before the entire world a fait accompli. 

It was obvious that failure to place the Indo­
nesian question on the Assembly's agenda could 
be directly and immediately prejudicial to the 
cause of the Republic of Indonesia and its peo­
ple. The position of the USSR delegation on the 
matter. was perfectly clear: it did not oppose the 
inclusion of the Indonesian question in the agenda 
of the General Assembly in accordance with Arti­
cle 11, paragraph 2 of the Charter, under which 
the General Assembly could discuss any question 
relating to the maintenance of international peace 
and security. 

That discussion, however, would necessarily 
be governed by the provisions of Article 12 of 
the Charter. Consequently, if the countries which 
had asked that the question should be placed on 
the Assembly's agenda were seeking something 
more than a futile discussion leading to no con­
clusion or recommendation, they should see to it 
that the question was submitted to the General 
Assembly by the Security Council in accordance 
with the provisions of Article 12. 

In reply to the representative of Chile, Mr. 
Malik recalled that, at the 59th meeting, Mr. 
Santa Cruz had himself referred to the procedure 
adopted by the Economic and Social Council, and 
that during the current meeting he had referred to 
that Council's rules of procedure. The Chilean 
representative in the Economic and Social Coun­
cil had voted against the USSR proposal to ex­
amine violations of trade union rights in all coun­
tries (E/1194) / and had likewise opposed the 
suggestion that the Council should hear the rep­
resentatives of the World Federation of Trade 
Unions and of certain specialized agencies. 

Mr. CHAUVEL (France) thought that the dis­
cussion which had just taken place only confirmed 
the view he had expressed in his first statement. 
He understood very well the Chairman's desire 
to reserve the right of the Assembly to discuss 
the Indonesian question, and there could be no 
question of preventing the Assembly from exer­
cising that right; the United Kingdom repre­
sentative had made that quite clear. 

Although the Assembly could discuss the Indo­
nesian question, however, it was in no position 
to settle it. A procedure for its settlement had 
been established; the acceptance of that proce­
dure was dependent upon a delicate balance which 
was difficult to establish and to maintain. The 
French representative considered that that bal­
ance must be maintained in order to ensure the 
success of the undertaking. The best way to 
maintain it was to ensure that, as long as that 

1 See 0 jjicial Records of the Economic and Social 
Council, fourth year, eighth session, 263rd meeting. 

so 

s'agit, en fait, d'une conference entre des 
prisonniers et leurs gardiens, car le Gouverne­
ment des Pays-Bas, violant une resolution du 
Conseil de securite ( S/1234) qui l'invitait a re­
lacher immediatement les membres du Gouverne­
ment de la Republique d'Indonesie, continue a 
garder ces derniers en exil et leur interdit de 
rentrer a Djogjakarta. Ainsi done, les repre­
sentants a cette conference ne seront pas places 
sur un pied d'egalite, et l'on ne saurait s'attendre 
ace qu'elle produise des resultats positifs. En fait, 
on n'invoque cette conference qu'afin de retarder 
l'examen de la question d'Indonesie, d'empecher 
l'Assemblee generate d'en discuter, et de mettre 
le monde entier devant un fait accompli. 

II va sans dire que le fait de ne pas inscrire 
la question d'Indonesie a l'ordre du jour de 
l'Assemblee peut causer un prejudice direct et 
immediat a la Republique d'Indonesie et a son 
peuple. La position de la dele&"ation de l'URSS 
a ce sujet est parfaitement claire: elle ne s'oppose 
pas a !'inscription de Ia question d'Indonesie a 
l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee generate aux 
termes de !'Article 10 de la Charte, selon lequel 
1' Assemblee generate peut discuter de toute ques­
tion relative au maintien de la paix et de la 
securite internationales. 

Une telle discussion sera toutefois necessaire­
ment subordonnee aux dispositions de 1' Article 12 
de la Charte. Par consequent, si les pays qui ont 
demande !'inscription de cette question a l'ordre 
du jour de 1' Assemblee ont en vue autre chose 
qu'une discussion creuse, n'aboutissant a aucune 
conclusion ou recommandation, ils doivent faire 
en sorte que le Conseil de securite presente une 
demande a 1' Assemblee conformement aux 
dispositions de !'Article 12. 

Repondant au representant du Chili, M. Malik 
rappelle que M. Santa Cruz a fait allusion lui­
meme, au cours de la 59eme seance, a la procedure 
suivie par le Conseil economique et social et qu'au 
cours de 1~ seance actuelle, il a fait allusion au 
reglement interieur de ce meme Conseil. Le 
representant du Chili a vote, au Conseil econo­
mique et social, contre Ia proposition de l'URSS 
visant a etudier les violations des droits syndicaux 
dans to us les pays ( E/1194) \ et il s' est egale­
ment oppose a ce que le Conseil entende les 
representants de la Federation syndicate mondiale 
et de certaines institutions specialisees. 

M. CHAUVEL (France) estime que la discussion 
qui vient d'avoir lieu ne fait que confirmer le 
point de vue qu'il avait exprime au cours de sa 
premiere intervention. II comprend tres bien le 
souci qu'a le President de reserver le droit de 
1' Assemblee a discuter la question d'Indonesie; i1 
ne peut etre question d'empecher l'Assemblee 
d'exercer ce droit, ce que le representant du 
Royaume-Uni a fait ressortir de fac;on tres nette. 

Mais si 1' Assemblee peut discuter la question 
d'Indonesie, elle ~st pas en mesure d'en assurer 
le reglement. Une procedure de reglement est en 
cours; !'acceptation de cette procedure represente 
un equilibre difficile a etablir et deticat a 
maintenir. Le representant de la France estime 
que le maintien de cet equilibre est necessaire au 
succes de l'entreprise. II croit que la meilleure 
fac;on dele maintenir est d'eviter, aussi longtemps 
que cette procedure sera utilisee, que le fond de 

1 Voir les Proces-vervau.r ofjiciels du C'rmseil econo­
mique et social, quatrieme annee, lluitieme session, 263eme 
seance. 



procedure was applied, no discussion on the 
substance of the matter should take place save 
where it was already in progress. The discussion 
which had just taken place in the General Com­
mittee. showed that it was difficult to discuss 
procedure without touching upon the substance 
of the question. What, then,. would be the nature 
of the discussion--even 'of the preliminary dis­
cussion-in a Main Committee of the Assembly? 
It was doubtful whether such a discussion would 
facilitate the task of conciliation to be carried out 
on the spot by the United Nations Commission 
for Indonesia. 

Mr. SNOUCK HuRGRONJE (Netherlands) 
thought that before accusing certain delegations 
of changing their position from one day to the 
next, the representatives of Poland and the 
USSR should themselves demonstrate greater 
logic in their reasoning. At the 59th meeting, they 
had elbquently expounded the argument that the. 
United Nations had no competence to interfere 
in the internal affairs of any State. But it was 
an undeniable fact that under the principles of the 
Renville Agreement and of the Security Coun­
cil's resolutions, the Netherlands Government still 
exercised sovereignty over Indonesia. The Indo­
nesian question was therefore within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the Netherlands. In the circum­
stances, the representative of the Nether lands 
expressed the hope that the delegations of 
Poland and the Soviet Union would vote against 
placing the Indonesian question on the Assem­
bly's agenda. 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) recalled that at the 59th meeting his 
delegation had maintained that the cases of 
Cardinal Mindszenty and the Bulgarian traitors 
were questions essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the States concerned, in which 
the United Nations had no right to intervene. 
By discussing that question, the General Assem­
bly would violate the Charter. 

The Indonesian question, on the other hand, 
had long since assumed an international charac­
ter, as it affected the maintenance of inter­
national peace and security and the fate of 
millions of human beings in South East Asia. 
The argument which the representative of the 
Netherlands had just advanced was based on 
criteria which had been valid in the seventeenth 
century; it was so weak that even those delega­
tions which supported the Nether lands Govern­
ment did not dare to defend it. 
•. It was owing to the attitude adopted by the 
delegations of Belgium, the United Kingdom 
and the United States that the Security Council 
had been unable to take the immediate measures 
required to ensure the withdrawal of the Nether­
lands forces and the release of the leaders of 
the Indonesian Republic. The discussions on the 
Indonesian question in the Security Council had 
clearly proved that it was not the veto which 
prevented the Council from taking effective 
measures : the veto had never been applied in 
connexion with that question. The problem, how­
ever, still remained unsettled and, during the two 
years that the Indonesian question had been on 
the agenda of the Security Council, the territory 
of the Republic, which had originally had a 
population of fifty million, had been reduced to 
the town of Jogjakarta alone. It was not the veto 
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!'affaire ne soit aborde ailleurs que la ou elle se 
traite. Or, la discussion qui vient d'avoir lieu au 
sein du Bureau permet de constater qu'il est 
difficile de parter de procedure sans aborder le 
fond de la question. On peut alors se demander 
quel serait le caractere de la discussion, meme 
preliminaire, qui s'engagerait au sein d'une 
grande Commission de I' Assemblee. II est 
douteux que la tache de conciliation dont est 
chargee sur place la Commission des Nations 
Unies pour l'Indonesie dut s'en trouver facilitee. 

M. SNOUCK HuRGRONJE (Pays-Bas) estime 
qu'avant d'accuser certaines delegations de 
changer d'attitude d'un jour a l'autre, les repre­
sentants de la Pologne et de l'URSS devraient 
eux-memes faire preuve de plus de logique. Au 
cours de la 59eme seance, ils ont soutenu avec 
eloquence la these selon laquelle !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies n'a pas competence pour 
intervenir dans les affaires interieures d'un Etat. 
Or, c'est un fait indeniable que seton les principes 
de 1' Accord du Renville et les resolutions du 
Conseil de securite, le Gouvernement des Pays­
Bas exerce encore sa souverainete sur l'Indo­
nesie. Par consequent, la question d'Indonesie 
releve de la competence nationale des Pays-Bas. 
Dans ces conditions, le representant des Pays­
Bas exprime l'espoir que les delegations de la 
Pologne et de l'Union sovietique voteront contre 
!'inscription de la question d'Indonesie a l'ordre 
du jour de 1' Assemblk 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) rappelle que sa delegation a 
soutenu, au cours de la sgeme seance, que les cas 
du cardinal Mindszenty et des traitres de Bulgarie 
constituaient des questions relevant essentielle­
ment de la competence nationale des Etats intt~­
resses et dans lesquelles !'Organisation des Na­
tions Unies n'avait aucun droit d'intervenir. 
L' Assemblee generate viol era la Charte en 
examinant cette question. 

Par contre, la question d'Indonesie ·a depuis 
longtemps acquis un caractere international car 
elle concerne le maintien de la paix et de la 
securite internationales et le sort de millions 
d'etres humains dans l'Asie du Sud-Est. La these 
que vient d'exposer le representant des Pays-Bas 
se fonde sur des criteres qui etaient valables au 
XVIIeme siecle. Cette these est si peu fondee que 
meme les delegations qui soutiennent le Gou­
vernement des Pays-Bas n'osent la defendre. 

C'est a cause de !'attitude adoptee par les 
delegations de la Belgique, du Royaume-Uni et 
des Etats-Unis que le Conseil de securite n'a pu 
prendre les mesures immediates qui s'imposaient 
pour assurer le retrait des troupes neerlandaises 
et la liber~tion des dirigeants de la Republique 
d'Indonesie. Les discussions qui ont eu lieu au 
Conseil de securite a propos de la question de 
l'Indonesie prouvent de maniere evidente que ce 
n'est pas le veto qui empeche le Conseil de 
securite de prendre des mesures efficaces : le veto 
n'a jamais ete utilise une seule fois a propos de 
cette question. Le probleme n'a cependant pas 
ete regie et, depuis deux ans qu'il est a l'ordre du 
jour du Conseil de securite, le territoire de la 
Republique, qui contenait a l'origine une popula­
tion de cinquante millions d'habitants, a ete reduit 
a la seule ville de Djogjakarta. Ce n'est pas le 



which was hampering the work of the Security 
Council, but rather the policy of a group of coun­
tries which violated the United Nations Charter 
and supported the acts of aggression committed 
by a country with which they had certain politi­
cal and military ties. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
to recommend the postponement of the inclusion 
of the Indonesian question in the agenda of the 
General Assembly. 

The proposal was rejected by 9 votes to 4, with 
1 'abstention. · 

It was decided by 11 votes to 1, with 2 absten­
tions, to recommend the inclusion of )he Indo­
nesiom question in the agenda of the General 
Assembly. 

Sir Alexander CADOGAN (United Kingdom) 
asked the Chairman whether he intended to in­
form the General Assembly of the discussion 
which had just taken place and of the different 
points of view which had been expressed. He 
thought that such a pt;ocedure would be fully 
justified in that instance, in view of the very 
divergent opinions which had been expressed. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he would consider 
that possibility. 

With regard to the Committee of the Assembly 
to which the Indonesian question should be re­
ferred, the Chairman suggested that, in view of 
the fact that the agenda of the First Committee 
was already very full, the question should be 
referred to the Ad Hoc Political Committee. 

Mr. KATZ~SucHY (Poland) thought that, as 
the Indonesian question was a political question 
of great importance, it should be discussed by the 
First Committee, in accordance with the usual 
practice. Moreover, the question of the trial of 
Cardinal Mindszenty, the discussion of which 
would take some time, had been referred to the 
Ad Hoc Committee at the 59th meeting. 

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran) supported the suggestion 
of the representative of Poland. 

Mr. SANTA CRuz (Chile) proposed that it 
should be recommended that the item in question 
should be referred to the First Committee. I£ 
it were felt later that that Committee was less 
advanced in its work than the Ad Hoc Political 
Committee, the Indonesian question could then be 
transferred from one Committee to the other. 

It was so decided. 

29. Application of Israel for admission 
to membership in the United 
Nations 

The CHAIRMAN called attention to the letter 
dated 7 March 1949 from the President of the 
Security Council to the President of the General 
Assembly (A/818) and asked the members of 
the General Committee to take a decision on the 
recommendation which the Committee must make 
to the General Assembly concerning the applica­
tion of Israel fbr membership. The Committee 
must decide whether to recommend that the 
question should be referred to one of the Com­
mittees of the Assembly or to recommend that 
the Assembly should deal with it directly in: 
plenary meeting .. 
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veto qui entrave le Conseil de securite, mais au 
contraire Ia politique d'un groupe de pays qui 
violent la Charte des Nations Unies et soutien­
nent une agression menee par un pays avec lequel 
its ont certains liens politiques et militaires. 

I 

Le PRiEsiDENT met aux voix la proposition 
visant a recommander l'ajournement de }'inscrip­
tion a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee generate de 
Ia question d'Indonesie. 

Par 9 voix contre 4, wee une ab.stention, cette 
proposition est rejetee. 

Par 11 voix contre une, wee 2 abstentions, il 
est decide de recommander l'inscription de la 
question d' I ndonesie a l' ordre du jour de l' As­
semblee generale. 

Sir Alexander CAoocAN (Royaume-Une) de­
maude au President s'il a !'intention de rendre 
compte a l'Assemblee generate de la discussion 
qui vient d'avoir lieu et des differents points de 
vues qui ont ete exprimes. II estime que cette 
procedure serait parfaiterrlent justifiee dans le cas 
actuel, etant donne les points de vue tres di­
vergents qui ont ete exposes. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il examinera cette 
possibilite. 

En ce qui concerne la question de savoir a 
queUe Commission de l'Assemblee la question de 
l'Indonesie sera renvoyee, le President suggere 
qu'etant donne l'ordre du jour tres charge de Ia 
Premiere Commission, cette question soit ren­
voyee a la Commission politique Speciale. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) estime que la ques­
tion d'Indonesie est une question politique tres 
importante et qu'elle devrait, pour cette raison, 
etre discutee par la Premiere Commission, seton 
Ia procedure habituelle. D'autre part, la Commis­
sion politique speciale s'est vu attribuer, au cours 
de la 59<me seance du Bureau, la question du 
proces du cardinal Mindszenty dont l'examen 
prendra un certain temps. 

M. ENTEZAM (Iran) appuie la suggestion du 
representant de Ia Pologne. 

M. SANTA CRuz (Chili) propose de recom­
mander le renvoi de cette question a la Premiere 
Commission. Si l'on estime par Ia suite que cette 
Commission est en retard par rapport a la Com­
mission politique speciale, il sera toujours possible 
de transferer Ia question d'Indonesie d'une Com­
mission a !'autre. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

29. Demande d'admission d'lsrael 
I' organisation des Nations Unies 

• a 

Le PRESIDENT, attirant l'attention du Bureau 
sur Ia lettre, en date du 7 mars 1949, du President 
du Conseil de securite au President de l' As­
sembtee generate (A/818), invite les membres du 
Bureau a se prononcer sur Ia recommandation 
que celui-ci doit adresser a l' Assemblee generate 
au sujet de Ia question de Ia demande d'admission 
d'Israei: le Bureau doit-il recommander de 
renvoyer Ia question a l'une des Commissions de 
l'Assemblee ou de Ia traiter directement en seance 
pleniere? 



Sir Alexander CADOGAN (United Kingdom) 
thought that the usual practice was to recom­
mend to the General Assembly that a question 
should be referred to the appropr~ate Committee. 
If the Assembly wished to follow a different 
procedure, it was its right so to decide. 

Mr. PADILLA NERVO (Mexico) agreed that 
that was the usual practice. He recalled, however, 
that precedents existed for referring the question 
of the admission of new Members to the Ai>sem­
bly in plenary meeting in cases where the 
Security Council had recommended the admission 
of those States. The Security Council had rec­
ommended the admission of Israel, and it was 
probable that the General Assembly would admit 
the State of Israel as a Member of the United 
Nations. The matter had been discussed in detail ; 
by referring the matter direct to the General 
Assembly in plenary meeting further discussion 
would be avoided and time would be saved. 

Sir Alexander CADOGAN (United Kingdom) 
pointed out that he merely wished the General 
Committee to follow the usual procedure. As the 
Security Council had recommended Israel's ad­
mission, all the General Committee had to do was 
to recommend to the General Assembly that the 
question should be placed on its agenda and leave 
it to the latter to decide how it would deal with 
the problem. 

Mr. C. MALIK (Lebanon) suggested that it 
would be preferable to defer the question of the 
admission of Israel for the time being. In addi­
tion to the letter from the President of the 
Security Council to the President of the General 
Assembly, which was before the General Com­
mittee, there was another relevant document, 
namely, resolution 194 (III) adopted by the 
General Assembly on 11 December 1948. That 
resolution established the Conciliation Commis­
sion and laid down provisions regarding the inter­
nationalization of Jerusalem and the question of 
refugees from Palestine. Those questions seemed 
to have a direct bearing on the question of the 
admission of Israel, the inclusion of which in the 
agenda had been proposed to the General Com­
mittee. The Conciliation Commission had not yet 
submitted a report to the General Assembly on 
the progress of its work, or on the implementation 
of the General Assembly resolution regarding the 
internationalization of Jerusalem and the question 
of Palestine refugees. According to information 
received by the Lebanese delegation, the Con­
ciliation Commission would shortly submit a 
report on its work. It would therefore seem 
reasonable, putting aside all political considera­
tions, to defer the examination of the question of 

. the admission of Israel until the Conciliation 
Commission had submitted its report. 

It was known that one of the parties concerned 
had stated publicly on several occasions that it 
would not comply with the provisions of resolu­
tion 194 (III) of the General Assembly regarding 
the internationalization of Jerusalem and the 
question of Arab refugees. It was therefore essen­
tial, before any decision was taken on the appli­
cation of Israel for membership, that exact 
information should be forthcoming on the real 
intentions of the parties concerned with regard 
to that resolution. 

The question of the internationalization of 
Jerusalem was of vital importance. It went far 

Sir Alexander CADOGAN (Royaume-Uni) pense 
que Ia procedure habituellement suivie consiste a 
recommander a l' Assemblee generale le renvoi 
.d'une question a Ia Commission competente. Si 
1' Assemblee desire faire autrement, il lui appar­
tient de prendre Ia decision elle-meme. 

M. PADILLA NERVO (Mexique) reconnait que 
c' est bien Ia Ia procedure habituelle. 11 rappelle 
neanmoins qu'il existe des pn!cedents en ce qui 
conceme le renvoi de Ia question de !'admission 
de nouveaux Membres a l'Assemblee en seance 
pleniere, dans le cas oU. le Conseil de securite a 
recommande !'admission des Etats en question. 
Or, le Conseil de securite a precisement recom­
mande l'admission d'Israel, et il est vraisemblable 
que 1' Assemblee generale admettra l'Etat d'lsrael 
comme Membre de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. La question a ete discutee en detail; en 
Ia renvoyant directement a l' Assemblee generale 
en seance pleniere, on eviterait toute nouvelle 
discussion et cela permettrait de gagner du temps. 

Sir Alexander CADOGAN (Royaume-Uni) pre­
cise qu'il desire seulement que le Bureau se 
conforme a la procedure habituellement suivie. 
Puisque le Conseil de securite a recommande 
!'admission d'lsraet, il suffit que le Bureau 
recommande a 1' Assemblee generale d'inscrire 
cette question a son ordre du jour et laisse a 
celle-ci le soin de decider comment elle traitera le 
probleme. 

M. C. MALIK (Liban) suggere qu'il serait 
preferable d'ajourner pour le moment l'examen 
de Ia demande d'admission d'Israel. Outre Ia 
lettre du President du Conseil de securite au 
President de 1' Assemblee generale dont le Bureau 
est saisi, il existe, en effet, un autre document qui 
a trait a Ia question, a savoir Ia resolution 194 
(III) adoptee par l'Assemblee generale le 11 
decembre 1948. Cette resolution portait creation 
de Ia Commission de conciliation et etablissait des 
dispositions relatives a l'internationalisation de 
Jerusalem et a Ia question des refugies de Pales­
tine. Ces questions ont, semble-t-il, un rapport 
direct avec Ia question de !'admission d'Israel 
dont !'inscription a l'ordre du jour est soumise 
au Bureau. La Commission de conciliation n'a 
pas encore fait rapport a l'Assemblee generale sur 
Ia marche de ses travaux ou sur !'application des 
dispositions de Ia resolution de 1' Assemblee gene­
rale concernant l'intemationalisation de Jerusalem 
et les refugies de Palestine. D'apres les renseigne­
ments dont dispose Ia delegation du Liban, Ia 
Commission de conciliation doit presenter pro­
chainement un rapport sur ses travaux. II semble­
rait done normal, en dehors de toute consideration 
politique, d'ajourner l'examen de Ia question de 
!'admission d'Israel jusqu'a ce que Ia Commis­
sion de conciliation ait presente son rapport. 
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L'on sait que l'une des parties interessees a 
declare publiquement et a plusieurs reprises 
qu'elle ne se conformerait pas aux dispositions 
de Ia resolution 194 (III) de l'Assemblee gene­
rale en ce qui concerne l'internationalisation de 
Jerusalem et Ia question des refugies · arabes. 
11 est done indispensable qu'avant de prendre 
une decision sur la demande d'admission d'Israei, 
des precisions soient apportees quant aux inten­
tions veritables 'des parties interessees a l'egard 
de la resolution en question. 

La question de l'internationalisation de J erusa­
lem est d'une importance capitale; elle depasse 



beyond any political considerations and affected 
hundreds of millions of Christians and Moslems. 
Mr. Malik pointed out that the Archbishop of 
Canterbury himself had taken a stand on the 

. question some time previously. The Archbishop 
had stated that in view of the claims made by 
the Israeli Government on the New City of 
Jerusalem, it was important that the Old City and 
the Holy Places should be placed under interna­
tional control. Mr. Malik also quoted the papal 
encyclical In multiplicibus, issued on 24 October, 
in which the Pope had emphasized the necessity 
of establishing international control over J eru­
salem and its environs and of guaranteeing free 
access to all the Holy Places. 

In view of the importance of the matter, the 
Lebanese delegation considered it necessary to 
ensure that both the parties concerned, the Arabs 
and the Jews, should define their positions con­
cerning the implementation of the provisions 
of the resolution of 11 December 1948, before the 
Committee decided whether or not to recommend· 
that the question of Israel's application for mem­
bership should be placed on the agenda of the 
General Assembly. 

Mr. AusTIN (United States of America) 
thought that the considerations raised by the 
Lebanese representative had considerable political 
importance and were outside the competence of 
the General Committee ; the latter could not take 
them into account in taking a decision. 

The United States delegation attached little 
importance to the question whether the matter 
should be referred to a Committee or to the 
General Assembly in plenary meeting; the result 
would be the same. It suggested, however, that 
the matter should be referred to the General 
Assembly in plenary meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that the letter he had 
received did not constitute a request for the 
inclusion of a question in the agenda. It was a 
letter from the President of the Security Council 
transmitting a recommendation of that Council to 
the General Assembly. It was therefore the obvi­
ous duty of the Chairman of the General Com­
mittee to forward that recommendation to the 
Assembly. The General Committee could not 
defer its decision; it was for the General Assem­
bly to take a decision on the question. The only 
problem before the General Committee was 
whether to recommend to the General Assembly 
that the application of Israel for membership 
should be referred to a Committee for considera­
tion, or to recommend that the Allsembly should 
itself consider the application in plenary meeting. 
In five cases, namely, those of Sweden, Afghan­
istan and Iceland/ and those of Pakistan and 
Yemen, 2 the applications for membership had 
been referred to a Committee for consideration; 
in two cases, namely, those of Burma3 and Siam/ 
the applications had been considered in plenary 
meeting without having been referred to a Com­
mittee. 

1 See Official Records of the second part of the first 
session of the General Assembly, 46th plenary meeting. 

2 See Official Record'S of the second session of the 
General Assembly, 9!st plenary meeting. 

3 See Official Records of the second special session of 
the General Assembly, 131st plenary meeting. 

4 See Official Records of the second Part of the first 
session of the General Assembly, 67th plenary meeting. 
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toute consideration politique et affecte des cen­
taines de millions de Chretiens et de Musulmans. 
M. Malik signale que l'Archeveque de Cantorbery 
lui-meme a pris position a ce sujet il y a quelque 
temps. II a souligne notamment qu' etant donne 
les revendications du Gouvernement d'Israet a 
l' egard de la Ville nouvelle de Jerusalem, il etait 
important de placer la vieille Ville et les Lieux 
saints sous controle international. M. Malik cite 
egalement l'encyclique papale In multiplicibus 
promulguee le 24 octobre, dans laquelle le Pape a 
souligne la necessite d'etablir un controle in­
ternational sur Jerusalem et ses environs et de 
garantir le libre acces aux Lieux saints. 

Etant donne !'importance de la question, la 
delegation du Liban estime done qu'il est neces­
saire de faire preciser !'attitude des deux parties 
interessees, les Arabes et les Juifs, concernant 
!'application des dispositions de Ia resolution du 
11 decembre 1948, avant de decider si le Bureau 
doit recommander ou non a 1' Assemblee generale 
!'inscription a l'ordre du jour de la demande 
d'admission d'Israel. 

M. AusTIN (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) con­
sidere que les questions soulevees par le repre­
sentant du Liban revetent un caractere politique 
d'une importance considerable et ne rentrent pas 
dans le cadre des fonctions du Bureau; celui­
ci ne peut en tenir compte dans Ia decision qu'il 
doit prendre. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis attache peu 
d'importance au fait de savoir si Ia question doit 
etre renvoyee a une Commission ou a I' Assemblee 
generale en seance pleniere ; le resultat final sera 
le meme. Elle suggere neanmoins de la renvoyer 
a I' Assemblee en seance pleniere. 

Le PRESIDENT explique que la lettre qu'il a 
re<;ue ne constitue pas une demande d'inscription 
d'une question a l'ordre du jour. Cette lettre 
transmet a I' Assemblee generale, par l'interme­
diaire de son President, une recommandation du 
Conseil de securite. II est done, normalement, du 
devoir du President et du Bureau de transmettre 
cette recommandation a I' Assembh~e. Le Bureau 
ne peut ajourner sa decision sur la question: il 
appartient a I' Assemblee generale de decider en 
cette matiere. La seule question est de savoir 
si le Bureau recommandera a l'Assemblee de 
renvoyer l'examen de la demande d'admission 
d'Israel a une Commission ou d'examiner elle­
meme cette demande en seance pleniere. Dans. 
cinq cas, ceux de la Suede, de I' Afghanistan et 
de l'Islande', et ceux du Pakistan et du Y emen2 , 

l'examen de la demande d'admission a ete renvoye 
a une Commission ; dans deux cas, ceux de Ia 
Birmanie3 et du Siam\ la demande a ete exa­
minee en seance pleniere sans etre renvoyee a 
une Commission. 

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la seconde partie de 
ta premiere session de l' Assemblee generate, 46eme seance 
pleniere. 

2 Voir les Documents officiets de la deuxieme session 
de l' Assemblee generate, 91 eme seance pleniere. 

3 Voir les Documents officiets de la deuxieme session 
extraordinaire de l' Assembtee generate, 131 erne seance 
pleniere. 

4 Voir les Documents o!ficiels de ta seconde partie de la 
premiere session de l' Assemblee generale, 67eme seance 
ph!niere. 



The question raised by the rep~esentative of 
Lebanon referred to the substance of the matter 
and could not be discussed by the General 
Committee. 

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran) pointed out that the 
majority of applications for membership in the 
United Nations had been referred to the First 
Committee, with the exception of two cases which 
had been considered in plenary meeting during a 
special session. If the question were referred to 
the First Committee, that would not mean that 
the latter would have to discuss the substance 
of the problem. On the other hand, if the General 
Committee recommended that the Assembly 
should examine Israel's application for member­
ship in plenary meeting, certain delegations might, 
during the debate, oppose that procedure and ask 
that the question should be referred to a Com­
mittee. Time would thus be lost. 

Mr. Entezam therefore felt that it would be 
preferable to refer the consideration of the matter 
to the First Committee or to the Ad Hoc Political 
Committee. 

Mr. C. MALIK (Lebanon) regretted that the 
United States representative had interpreted his 
statement as an attempt to divert the General 
Committee from its proper functions. The Chair­
man had stated that it was not for the General 
Committee to decide whether Israel's application 
for membershi'p should be placed on the agenda, 
but only to recommend that it should be con­
sidered either by a Committee or by the Assembly 
in plenary meeting. It would seem, therefore, that 
the matter was already settled; but Mr. Malik 
would not challenge the Chairman's decision. He 
felt, however, that no provision of the rules of 
procedure prevented the General Committee from 
recommending the postponement of the considera­
tion of any question. 

Mr. ]. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) observed that the question of Palestine 
and the setting up of two distinct States, Jewish· 
and Arab, had been discussed in detail during 
three sessions of the General Assembly, and by 
the Security Council. The question was perfectly 
clear. The Security Council had recommended the 
admission of Israel into the United Nations in 
accordance with the provisions of Article 27 and 
of Artide 4, paragraph 2 of the Charter. 

In view of the Security Council's recommen­
dation, of the precedents established in the cases 
of the applications of Siam and Burma, and of 
the detailed discussions which had taken place 
on the matter', the USSR delegation proposed that 
it should be recommended that the General 
Assembly should consider the question directly 
in plenary meeting. 

Mr. C. MALIK (Lebanon) pointed out that 
the cases of Siam and Burma differed from the 
case under discussion. The applications for mem­
bership of those two countries had been sub­
mitted during special sessions, when the First 
Committee had been dealing with special ques­
tions; the consideration of the applications had 
therefore been referred to the General Assembly 
in plenary meeting. 

Moreover, unlike the ~pplications for member­
ship previously considered, Israel's admission had 
not been unanimously recommended by the 
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Les questions soulevees par le representant du 
Liban touchent au fond du probleme et ne 
peuvent pas faire l'obj~t d'un debat au Bureau. 

M. ENTEZAM (Iran) fait remarquer que la 
plupart des demandes d'admission a !'Organisa­
tion des Nations Unies ont ete renvoyees a la 
Premiere Commission, a !'exception de deux cas 
qui ont ete examines, au cours d'une session 
extraordinaire, en seance pleniere. Renvoyer la 
question a la Premiere Commission ne signifie 
pas que celle-ci sera tenue d'engager un debat sur 
le fond du probleme. Par contre, si le Bureau 
recommande a l'Assemblee d'examiner la de­
mande d'admission d'Israel en seance pleniere, 
certaines delegations risquent, lors de la discus­
sion, de combattre cette procedure et de demander 
que la question soit renvoyee a une Commission. 
II en resulterait une perte de temps. 

M Entezam pense done qu'il serait preferable 
de renvoyer I' exam en de cette question a la 
Premiere Commission ou a la Commission poli­
tique speciale. 

M. C. MALIK (Liban) regrette que le repre­
sentant des Etats-Unis ait cru voir, dans son 
intervention, une tentative pour detourner le 
Bureau de ses fonctions propres. Le President 
a declare, d'autre part, qu'il n'appartenait pas au 
Bureau de decider si la demande d'admission 
d'Israel devait etre inscrite a l'ordre du jour, mais 
seulement de recommander son examen ou par 
une Commission ou par 1' Assemblee en seance 
pleniere. II semble a M. Malik que la question est 
d'ores et deja tranchee, mais il ne desire pas 
contester la decision du President. II pense 
cependant qu'aucune disposition du reglement 
interieur n'empeche le Bureau de recommander 
l'ajournement de l'examen d'une question. 

M. ]. MALIK (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) declare que la question de Pa­
lestine et de la creation de deux Etats distincts, 
l'un juif et l'autre arabe, a ete discutee en detail 
au cours de trois sessions de 1' Assemblee generale 
et par le Conseil de securite. La question est a 
present entierement claire. Le Conseil de securite 
a recommande !'admission d'Israel dans !'Or­
ganisation des Nations Unies, conformement aux 
dispositions de 1' Article 27 et du paragraphe 2 de 
l' Article 4 de la Charte. 

Etant donne la recommandation du Conseil de 
securite, les precedents etablis dans les cas des 
demandes d'admission du Siam et de la Birmanie, 
et les discussions detaillees qui ont eu lieu a ce 
sujet, la delegation de l'URSS propose de recom­
mander a 1' Assemblee d' examiner directcment 
la question en seance pleniere. 

M. C. MALIK ( Liban) fait observer G ue les cas 
du Siam et de la Birmanie differaient du cas 
present. Ces demandes d'admission ont ete 
presentees au cours de sessions extraordinaires, 
ou la premiere Commission s'occupait de ques­
tions speciales, de sorte que l'examen de la ques­
tion a ete renvoye a 1' Assemblee en seance 
pleniere. 

En outre, a la difference des demandes d'a.~l­
mission precedemment examinees, la deman '" 
d'admission d'Israel n'a pas ete recommandee a 



Security Council ;1 one member had voted against 
and one of the permanent members of the Council· 
had abstained from voting. It therefore seemed 
preferable to recommend that the question should 
be referred to the First Committee so that, if 
necessary, a full discussion might take place 
th~ . 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that in any case 
the General Assembly was free to take whatever 
decision it pleased. 

He put to the vote the Mexican representa­
tive's proposal that it should be recommended that 
the General Assembly should consider the ques­
tion in plenary meeting. 

The proposal was adopted by 9 votes to 3, with 
2 abstentions. 

30. Application of Ceylon for admission 
to membership in the United 
Nations 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the General 
Committee should simply transmit to the General 
Assembly the letter dated 17 March 1949 from 
the President of the Security Council to the 
President of the General Assembly (A/823). 

Mr. J. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) proposed, on behalf of the USSR dele­
gation, that it should be stated in the report that 
the General Committee did not recommend the 
inclusion of the question of the admission of 
Ceylon in the agenda of the General Assembly. • The Security Council had not recommended the 
admission of Ceylon. The admission of States to 
membership in the United Nations was governed 
by Article 4, paragraph 25 and by Article 27, 
paragraph 3 of the Charter, which stipulated 
that the admission of any new Member must be 
effected by a decision of the General Assembly 
upon the recommendation of the Security Council, 
such recommendation requiring an affirmative 
vote of seven members, including the concurring 
votes of all the permanent members. That proce­
dure had invariably been applied hitherto, and 
there were no grounds for altering it. Since the 
Sec~rity Council had not recommended the ad­
mission of Ceylon, the inclusion of the question 
in the agenda of the Assembly would be contrary 
to the provisions of the Charter. 

Reference might perhaps be made to General 
Assembly resolution 197 (III) I on the ques­
tion of the admission of Ceylon to the United 
Nations. There were, however, no grounds for 
such reference, since the question of Ceylon had 
been placed on the Security Council's agenda 
under pressure from the delegation of the United 
Kingdom and with the support of the delegation 
of the United States. Two days after the close 
of the first part of the third session of the 
General Assembly, those two delegations had 
urged the adoption of an unusual procedure 
whereby the question of the admission of Ceylon 
would be treated as an urgent case and placed on 
the agenda of the Security Council.2 In adopting 
that procedure, they had deliberately disregarded 
resolution 197 (III) B, adopted by the General 

1 See Official Records of the Security Council, fourth 
year, No. 17. 

2 Ibid., third year, No. 129. 

56 

l'unanimite par le Conseil de securite1 ; un 
membre a vote contre et l'un des membres 
permanents du Conseil s'est abstenu. Pour cette 
raison, il paraitrait preferable de recommande:r 
le renvoi de la question a la Premiere Commis­
sion, afin qu'il puisse y avoir, si besoin est, une 
discussion complete. 

Le PRESIDENT souligne qu'en tout etat de cause, 
1' Assemblee gem!rale demeure libre de sa decision. 

II met aux voix la proposition du representant 
du Mexique tendant a recommander a 1' As­
semblee generate d'examiner la question en seance 
pleniere. 

Par 9 voix contre 3, avec 2 abstentions, cette 
proposition est adoptee. 

30. Demande d'admission de Ceylan a 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies 

Le PRESIDENT suggere que le Bureau trans­
mette simplement a 1' Assemblee generate la 
lettre, en date du 17 mars 1949, que le President 
du Conseil de securite a adressee au President de 
l'Assemblee generate (A/823). 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) propose, au nom de la delega­
tion de l'URSS, de dire dans le rapport que le 
Bureau ne recommande pas !'inscription de la 
question de !'admission de Ceylan a l'ordre du 
jour de l'Assemblee . 

Le Conseil de securite, en effet, n'a pas recom­
mande !'admission de Ceylan. L'admission de 
nouveaux Membres dans !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies est regie par le paragraphe 2 de 
1' Article 4 et le paragraphe 3 de 1' Article 27 de la 
Charte, qui prevoient que !'admission de nou­
veaux Membres doit faire !'objet d'une decision 
de I' Assemblee generate sur la recommandation 
du Conseil de securite ; cette derniere est faite a 
la suite d'un vote affirmatif de sept de ses 
membres dans lequel sont comprises les voix de 
tous les membres permanents. Cette procedure a 
ete appliquee sans exception jusqu'a present et 
il n'existe aucune raison de la modifier. Puisque 
le Conseil de securite n'a pas recommande 
!'admission de Ceylan, !'inscription de cette ques­
tion a l'ordre du jour de l'Assembtee serait 
contraire aux dispositions de la Charte. 

L'on pourrait peut-etre se referer a la reso­
lution 197 (III) I de l'Assemblee generate con­
cernant la question de !'admission de Ceylan dans 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. Cette reference 
ne serait pas justifiee car la question de Ceylan a 
ete inscrite a l'ordre du jour du Conseil de 
securite sous la pression de la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni et avec l'appui de la delegation 
des Etats-Unis. Celles-ci ont demande en effet, 
deux jours apres la fin de la premiere partie de 
la troisieme session de l'Assemblee, !'inscription 
de la question de !'admission de Ceylan a l'ordre 
du jour du Conseil de securite, selon une proce­
dure extraordinaire d'urgence2

• En adoptant cette 
procedure, elles ont deliberement laisse de ceM 
la resolution 197 (Ill) B adoptee par l'Assemblee 
au cours de la meme session, sur !'initiative 

'Voir les Proces-verbaux officiels du Conseil de se­
curite, quatrieme annee, n° 17. 

• Voir les Proces-verbaux o fficiels du C onseil de se­
curite, troisieme annee, no 129. 



Assembly at the same ses13ion at the request of 
the Swedish delegation, asking the Security 
Council to reconsider all applications for admis­
sion ; they had thus contrived to have the question 
of the admission of Ceylon placed on the 
Security Council's agenda. In the circumstrtnces, 
the delegation of the USSR had been obliged to 
vote against the admission of Ceylon,1 and the 
Security Council had thus been unable to recom­
mend ,the admission of that applicant. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the document 
under discussion was a letter from the President 
of the Security Council to the President of the 
General Assembly, requesting the latter to inform 
the Assembly of the results of the Security 
Council's discussion on the admission of Ceylon 
to membership in the United Nations and to 
transmit to the Assembly the verbatim record of 
the 384th meeting of the Council. He therefore 
considered that the Committee had no option but 
to transmit that information and the relevant 
documents to the General Assembly. The pro­
posal made by the representative of the Soviet 
Union amounted to a suggestion that the Com­
mittee should not accede to the request of the 
President of the Security Council. 

Mr. ]. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) pointed out that in the agenda of the• 
General Committee there was no difference be­
tween the wording of the two items "Application 
of Israel for admission . . ." and "Application 
of Ceylon for admission ... " The delegation of 
the USSR felt that there was no analogy between 
Israel's application for admission, which had been 
recommended by the Security Council, and that 
of Ceylon, which had not been so recommended. 
The delegation of the Soviet Union therefore 
proposed that the application of Ceylon for mem­
bership should not be included in the agenda of 
the Assembly. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that a report must be 
made to the Assembly on both cases, even though 
the Security Council had adopted a favourable 
attitude towards the first and an unfavourable 
attitude towards the second. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) pointed out that 
if the Chairman desired merely to comply with 
the request of the President of the Security 
Council by communicating the contents of his 
letter to the General Assembly, the circulation of 
that document to all the members of the Assembly 
would suffice. The President, if he wished, could 
also circulate the verbatim record of the 384th 
meeting of the Security Council. Compliance with 
the request of the President of the Security 
Council did not require that the question should 
be placed on the agenda of the General Assembly. 
In the form in which the question had been sub­
mitted to the General Committee, it would appear 
that the General Assembly was required to re­
consider Ceylon's application for admission. It 
was, however, impossible for the General Assem­
bly to do so, since the admission of that country 
had not been recommended by the Security 
Council. 

The proposal to place the question on the 
agenda had really been made for propaganda pur­
poses. The delegation of Poland was therefore 
opposed to its inclusion in the agenda. 

1 See Official Records of the Security Council, third 
year, No. 129. 

de Ia delegation suedoise, tendant a ce que le 
Conseil de securite examine a nouveau toutes les 
demandes d'admission; elles ont ainsi artificielle­
ment place Ia question de Ceylan a l'ordre du 
jour du Conseil de securite. Dans ces conditions, 
Ia delegation de l'URSS a dft voter contre 
!'admission de Ceylan1 et celle-d n'a pas pu faire 
!'objet d'une recommandation de Ia part du 
Conseil de securite. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que le document en 
discussion est une lettre adressee par le President 
du Conseil de securite au President de 1' Assem­
blee generate, invitant ce dernier a faire connaitre 
a l'Assemblee le resultat des debats au Conseil de 
securite concernant !'admission de Ceylan dans 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies et a lui com­
muniquer le texte du compte rendu steno­
graphique de Ia 384eme seance du Conseil. II lui 
semble done qu'il est tenu de porter ce renseigne­
ment, accompagne des documents y relatifs, a la 
connaissance de l' Assemblee generate. La proposi­
tion du representant de !'Union sovietique 
reviendrait a ne pas repondre a Ia demande du 
President du Conseil de securite. 

M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) fait observer que, dans 1' ordre 
du jour du Bureau, i1 n'existe pas de difference 
dans le libelle des deux questions: "demande 
d'admission d'Israet ... " et: "demande d'admis­
sion de Ceylan . . .". La delegation de l'URSS 
considere que l'on ne peut mettre en paraiiele la 
demande d'admission d'Israet, qui a fait !'objet 
d'une recommandation du Conseil de securite, et 
celle de Ceylan qui n'a fait !'objet d'aucune 
recommandation du Conseil. C' est pourquoi elle 
propose que Ia demande d'admission de Ceylan ne 
soit pas inscrite a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee. 

Le P,R:EsiDENT souligne que I' Assemblee doit 
etre informee dans l'un comme dans !'autre cas, 
bien que !'opinion du Conseil de securite ait, dans 
le premier, ete favorable et, dans le second, 
defavorable. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) souligne que si le 
President desire seulement satisfaire a Ia de­
mande du President du Conseil de securite en 
transmettant a I' Assemblee generate le contenu de 
sa lettre, Ia distribution de ce document a tous les 
membres de I' Assemblee doit y suffire. Le 
President peut, s'il le desire, faire distribuer en 
outre le compte rendu stenographique de Ia 384eme 
seance du Conseil de securite. II n' est pas besoin, 
pour repondre a Ia demande du President du 
Conseil de securite, d'inscrire Ia question a 1' ordre 
du jour de l'Assemblee generate. Dans Ia forme 
sous laquelle Ia question a ete soumise au Bureau, 
il semblerait que l'Assemblee generate ait a exa­
miner de nouveau Ia demande d'admission de 
Ceylan. Cet examen n'est pas possible, puisque 
le Conseil de securite n'a pas recommande 
!'admission de ce pays. 

En realite, cette question a ete proposee pour 
inscription a l'ordre du jour a des fins de pro­
pagande. C'est pourquoi Ia delegation de Ia Po­
logue est opposee a son inclusion dans l'ordre du 
jour. 

1 Voir les Proces-verbaux otficiels du Conseil de se­
curite, troisieme annee, no 129. 



The General Assembly was free to decide on 
its own agenda. In accordance with Article 12 of 
the Charter, the Security Council was entitled to 
place certain items on the agenda of the Assem­
bly, but it was always the latter's prerogative to 
take the final decision as to whether or not such 
questions should be included in its agenda. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that on 8 December 
1948 the General Assembly had requested the 
Security Council to reconsider Ceylon's applica­
tion for membership as soon as possible. The 
Council had reconsidered the application and had 
transmitted its decision to the President of the 
General Assembly; that decision was contained 
in document .A;/818. Unless a majority of the 
members of the General Committee decided other­
wise, he felt it his duty to transmit that letter 
to the General Assembly. 

He drew the attention of the Committee to 
rule 126 of the rules of procedure, which provided 
as follows: "If the Security Council does not 
recommend the applicant State for membership 
. . . the General Assembly may, after full con­
sideration of the special report of the Security 
Council, send back the application to the Security 
Council, together with a full record of the dis­
cussion in the Assembly, for further considera­
tion and recommendation or report." 

Mr. Koo (China) expressed the view that the 
objections made to the inclusion of the question 
in the agenda might have resulted from a mis­
interpretation of the purport of the question. In 
recommending the inclusion of the question in the 
agenda, the General Committee would be advocat­
ing neither the admission of Ceylon nor con­
sideration of its admission. All that was necessary 
was to place the letter from the President of the 
Security Council to the President of the General 
Assembly on the agenda of the Assembly in order 
that that body might be formally notified of the 
Council's decision. The circulation of the letter 
to members of the Assembly was a different 
matter. 

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran) observed that it was 
true that in the case of Ceylon, the Committee 
was not dealing with an application for member­
ship submitted by that country and rejected by 
the Security Council, but with a request made 
by the General Assembly itself that the applica­
tion should be reconsidered. It would therefore 
be normal to inform the General Assembly of the 
decision taken by the Security Council. But since 
the General Assembly was not bound to discuss 
the question in the course of the current session, 
the representative of the USSR was at liberty, 
if he so desired, to request the General Com­
mittee to recommend to the General Assembly 
that the question should not be discussed at that 
time. 

The delegation of Iran, however, would vote 
against the proposal of the Soviet Union. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he too, as represent­
ative of AusTRALIA, would vote against the pro­
posal of the USSR, since he considered that it 
was for the General Assembly itself to take a 
decision on the matter. 

He put the proposal of the representative of the 
Soviet Union to the vote. 

The proposal was rejected by 12 votes to 2. 

58 

L' Assemblee generale est libre de determiner 
elle-meme son ordre du jour. Le Conseil de se­
curite a le droit, conformement a 1' Article 12 de 
Ia Charte, de placer certaines questions a l'ordre 
du jour de 1' Assemblee, mais celle-ci est toujours 
libre ensuite de decider si ces questions figureront 
ou non de maniere definitive a son ordre du jour. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que 1' Assemblee gene­
rate, le 18 decembre 1948, a invite le Conseil de 
securite a examiner a nouveau aussitot que pos­
sible la demande d'admission de Ceylan. Le 
Conseil a procede a ce nouvel examen et a trans­
mis sa decision au President de 1' Assemblee ; 
celle-ci figure dans le document A/818. A moins 
que la majorite des membres du Bureau n'en 
decide autrement, il estime done de son devoir 
de transmettre cette lettre a 1' Assemblee general e. 

Il attire en outre !'attention des membres du 
Bureau sur l'article 126 du reglement interieur 
qui stipule que "Si le Conseil de securite ne 
recommande pas }'admission de l'Etat qui fait 
la demande . . . 1' Assemblee generale peut, a pres 
examen approfondi du rapport special du Conseil 
de securite, renvoyer la demande au Conseil de 
securite, accompagnee du compte rendu complet 
des de bats de I' Assemblee, afin que le Conseil 
procede a un nouvel examen et formule une 
recommandation ou etablisse un rapport." 

M. Koo (Chine) signale que les objections 
soulevees a propos de }'inscription de cette ques­
tion a l'ordre du jour proviennent peut-etre d'une 
confusion sur la portee de la question. En recom­
mandant d'inscrire cette question a 1' ordre du 
jour, le Bureau ne recommande ni !'admission, ni 
l'examen de !'admission, de Ceylan. II s'agit 
simplement de placer a l'ordre du jour de l'As­
semblt~e la lettre adressee par le President du 
Conseil de securite au President de 1' Assemblee 
generale, afin de porter officiellement a la con­
naissance de celle-ci la decision du Conseil. La 
distribution de cette lettre aux membres de 
l'Assemblee est une question differente. 

M. ENTEZAM (Iran) fait observer qu'il est vrai 
que, dans le c:J.s de Ceylan, il ne s'agit pas d'une 
demande d'admission presentee par ce pays lui­
meme et rejetee par Ie Conseil de securite, mais 
d'une demande soumise par 1' Assemblee generale 
elle-meme concernant la revision de la demande 
d'admission de Ceylan. II serait done normal de 
porter a la connaissance de 1' Assemblee generate 
la decision prise par le Conseil de securite. Mais 
puisque l'Assemblee n'est pas tenue d'examiner 
la question au cours de cette session, le repre­
sentant de l'URSS est libre, s'il le desire, de 
demander au Bureau de recommander a 1' Assem­
blee generale que la question ne soit pas examinee 
a l'heure actuelle. 

La deiegation de l'Iran votera cependant contre 
la proposition de l'Union sovietique. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il votera egalement, 
en tant que representant de l'AusTRALIE, contre la 
proposition de l'URSS, car il estime qu'il appar­
tient a 1' Assemblee elle-meme de prendre une 
decision sur cette question. 

I1 met aux voix la proposition du representant 
de l'Union sovietique. 

Par 12 voix contre 2, cette proposition est 
rejetee. 



The CHAIRMAN said that he would transmit 
to the General Assembly the letter from the 
President of the Security Council. The letter 
would be placed on the agenda of the next 
plenary meeting of the General Assembly. 

In reply to a question by Mr: J. MALIK (Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics), the PRESIDENT 
explained that the decision of the Security 
Council would be communicated to the Assembly, 
in accordance with rule 126 of the rules of proce­
dure; only if a proposal were submitted in con­
nexion with the question would the Assembly 
proceed to consider it. 

31. Appointment to fill a vacancy in the 
membership of the Committee on 
Contributions: note by the Secre· 
tary-General (A/BUR/114) 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that, in accordance 
with its usual practice, the General Committee 
should recommend to the Assembly that the ques­
tion should be referred to the Fifth Committee. 

It was so decided. 

The meeting rose at 2 p.m. 

SIXTY-FIRST MEETING 

Held at Flushing Meadow, New York, 
on Thursday, 28 April 1949, at 2.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. H. V. EVATT (Australia). 

32. Measures, including re-allocation of 
agenda items among Committees, to 
enable the General Assembly to 
complete its work 

The CHAIRMAN said that the General Com­
mittee should endeavour to find and propose 
measures which would enable the General Assem­
bly to carry out its work in the minimum period 
of time. He pointed out that the .First Com­
mittee still had five items on its agenda, whereas 
the ad hoc Political Committee had already dis­
posed of all the items on its agenda. It might 
therefore be advisable to recommend that the 
Assembly should refer to the ad hoc Political 
Committee certain questions so far assigned to 
the First Committee. 

Mr. LAPIE (France) observed that, according 
to the Chairman's statement, the ad hoc Political 
Committee could be considered a second Political 
Committee. A decision of principle should be 
taken on that point. 

The French delegation felt that it was useful, 
from time to time, to establish ad hoc committees 
to study questions which entailed prolonged dis­
cussion, in order to relieve the First Committee 
of part of its work. Such a committee had been 
set up for the examination of the Palestine ques­
tion. Mr. Lapie also supported the establishment 
of similar committees to deal with problems con­
nected with the functioning of the United 
Nations itself. But if the General Committee de­
cided to recommend to the General Assembly that 
it refer certain fundamentally political problems 
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Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il transmettra a 
1' Assemblee generate la lettre du President du 
Conseil de securite. Celle-d sera portee a l'ordre 
du jour de la prochaine seance pteniere de 
1' Assemblee. 

En reponse a une question posee par 
M. J. MALIK (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques), le PRESIDENT precise que 1' Assem­
blee sera saisie de la decision du Conseil de 
securite, conformement a !'article 126 du regle­
ment interieur; ce n'est que dans le cas ou une 
proposition serait presentt~e sur cette question que 
1' Assemblt~e en entreprendrait la discussion. 

31. Nomination a un poste vacant au 
Comite des contributions: note du 
Secretaire General (A/BUR/114) 

Le PRESIDENT suggere que, conformement a 
la procedure habituelle, le Bureau recommande a 
l' Assemblee de renvoyer cette question a la 
Cinquieme Commission. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

La seance est levee a 14 heures. 

SOIXANTE ET UNIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Flushing Meadow, New-York, 
le jeudi 28 avril 1949, a 14 h. 30. 

President: M. H. V. EvATT (Australie). 

32. Mesures permettant a I' Assemblee 
generale de terminer ses travaux, 
notamment nouvelle repartition 
entre les ,Commissions des ques· 
tions inscrites a l'ordre du jour 

Le PRESIDENT declare que le Bureau doit 
rechercher et proposer des mesures susceptibles 
de permettre a l'Assemblee generale d'accomplir 
ses travaux dans le minimum de temps. A cet 
egard, il y a lieu de constater que cinq questions 
sont encore inscrites a l'ordre du jour de la 
Premiere Commission, alors que la Commission 
politique Speciale a termine l' etude de toutes les 
questions inscrites a son ordre du jour. II semble 
done utile de recommander a l' Assemblee gem!­
rale de renvoyer a la Commission politique spe­
ciale l'examen de certaines questions confiees 
jusqu'a present a la Premiere Commission. 

M. LAPIE (France) fait observer que, d'apres 
la declaration du President, il semblerait que la 
Commission politique speciale constituat une sorte 
de deuxieme Commission politique. II serait sou­
haitable de prendre sur ce point une decision de 
principe. 

La delegation fran<;aise estime qu'il est sans 
doute utile de creer, de temps a autre, des com­
missions speciales chargees d' etudier des questions 
dont 1' examen prend beau coup de temps, ceci afin 
de soulager la Premiere Commission d'une partie 
de sa tache. Une commission de ce genre avait 
ete creee pour examiner la question de Palestine. 
Le representant de la France approuve egalement 
la creation de telles commissions pour s'occuper 
de problemes relatifs au fonctionnement meme 
de !'Organisation. Mais si le Bureau decidait 
maintenant de recommander a l' Assemblee gene-
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