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.J PREFACE 

In drafting the Charter of the United Nations, the 

various nations of the world were faced by a problem which 

arose from the fact that, although all states are legally 

equal, there were great discrepancies in the relative strength, 

size, population, and impoz^ance among the existing states. 

If any lav of equality were followed, all states would have 

to be given an equal vote in decisions made by the United 

Nations, If the differences in size, area, and ifflpoz*tance 

were recognized, the major powers would have to have their 

voting power augmented in one way or another. In so far as 

the organization was given powers, the problem would be made 

more acute, because in such a situation the major powers 

would be even more reluctant to place themselves in a posi

tion of voting equality with the small states. 

The same problem, in one form or another, is met each 

time a federal form of political organization is used. The 

writers of the Constitution of the United States of America 

faced and solved a similar problem with the device of a bi-> 

cameral congress, with equal representation in one of the 

houses and proportional representation in the other house. 

In the Charter of the United Nations a compromise was 

reached by following a law of numerical equality in the 
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General Assembly and by recognizing the predominant position 

of the major powers in the Security Council. The Powers of 

the Security Council were much greater than those of the 

General Assembly, in that the Security Council is empowered, 

according to Article Twenty-Six of the Charter as follows: 

In order to promote the establishment and maintenance 
of international peace and security with the least diver
sion for armaments of the world's human and econoiuic re
sources, the Security Council shall be responsible for 
formulating, with the assistance of the Military Staff 
Committee referred to in Article 47, plans to be sub-
raittea to the Members of the United Nations for the esta
blishment of a system for the regulation of armaments. 

Two devices were used in the Security Council to recog

nize the predominant importance of the major powers. The 

major powers were given permanent seats on the Security 

Council, and they were given a veto. The Charter leaves no 

doubt as to who are the major powers. Chapter V, Article 

23, Section 1 of the Charter states that the Big Five shall 

have a permanent seat on the Council, and lists these powers 

as being the United States of America, France, the Republic 

of China, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. The 

Charter states that a non-permanent member of the Security 

Council is any member of the United Nations, other than one 

of the Big Five. 

The device of dividing the seats in a governmental 

organ into two classifications, permanent and non-permanent, 

is, in so far as the writer can determine, relatively new and 
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untried in the field of political organization. The same de

vice was used on the Council of the League of Nations, but it 

is not a standard practice in the organization of governments. 

Therefore, the role that can and will be played by the non-

permanent members is problematical and difficult to predict. 

Most institutions of government have a long history behind 

them. When a new governmental device, such as the non-perma

nent seat, comes into existence, there are no precedents, and 

one man's interpretation of what was intended is as good as 

another's. Much depends not upon the document creating the 

office, but on the personalities of the first incumbents and 

on the events of the first months or even years during which 

the new device is being tried. The precedents established by 

the first imcumbents in the new type of position will go far 

towards establishing the accepted meaning of the words that 

describe the new office. As an example, there was called to 

mind the far reaching influence of the early tenure of Chief 

Justice Marshall upon the Supreme Court of the United States. 

It is the purpose of this study to investigate the 

first year of the Security Council of the United Nations and 

to discover the role that was played by the non-permanent 

members of the Security Council in that formative period. 

The first step will be to determine, if possible, what 

role was intended by the men who drafted the charter at San 

Francisco for the non-permanent members to play. To accomplish 

this a survey will be made of the Official Documents of the 
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United Nations Conference on International Organization. This 

part of the problem is also to try to determine whether or 

not the original basic idea behind the provision for non-

permanent members of the Council was to permit them to have 

a voice in the major issues of the world; and, if so, whether 

they would be permitted to express their opinions and ideas 

freely as equals of the Big Five permanent members. In all 

justice, these non-permanent members, being members of the 

Security Council, one of the vital organs of the United 

Nations, should be able to exercise their ideas freely, sub

ject to being ignored or over ruled. 

The second and major part of this study will be to 

take the official records of the Security Council of the 

United Nations and determine what role the non-permanent mem

bers actually have played. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTER PAGE 

PREFACE ii 

I. UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE ON INTERNATIONAL 

ORGANIZATION 1 

II. THE CASES OF IRAN AND GREECE AS HEARD BEFORE 

THE SECURITY COUNCIL 10 

III. THE CASE OF IRAN 25 

IV. THE SPANISH QUESTION 34 

V. THE UKRAINE V. GREECE 47 

VI. DISCUSSION CONCERNING RE-EXAMINATION OF 

APPLICATIONS FOR MEMBERSHIP IN THE 

UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION 62 

VII. THE GREEK QUESTION 6d 

VIII. CONCLUSIONS g6 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 95 

vi 



CHAPTER I 

UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE ON INTERNATIONAL 

ORGANIZATION 

The small member nations of the United Nations were 

well represented at the United Nations Conference on Inter

national Organization at San Francisco. But for all practi

cal purposes they might not have been there because they 

succeeded in getting none of their major objectives accepted 

by the Conference. One by one their proposals were either 

ignored or voted down by the big nations. 

From an examination of the official records of the 

United Nations Conference on International Organization, 

the small nations tried but failed to obtain acceptance of 

four major objectives. These four objectives will be taken 

up, not according to their actual importance, but in the 

order of importance placed upon them by the small nations 

at the San Francisco Conference. 

(1) Increase in the Number of Non-Permanent Members 

on the Council; Perhaps of all the proposals for inclusion 

in the United Nations Charter, that which would have in

creased the membership of the non-permanent members on the 

Security Council was the one for which the small nations 



fought hardest. Time after time, the small countries brought 

forth proposals for an increase in the non-permanent seats on 

the Security Council, but each time they were overriden by 

the larger nations. Delegates who spoke in favor of increas

ing the number of non-permanent members on the Security Coun

cil were those from Ecuador, Egypt, Lebanon, Venezuela, Iran, 

Iraq, Chile, El Salvador, Colombia, Liberia, and New Zealand. 

On April 30, 1945, Mr. Duran Ballen, the representative from 

Ecuador, speaking on behalf of an increase in the membership 

of the Security Council, said: 

It would be highly plausible to increase the number 
of members of the Security Council, granting a numer
ically superior representation to the small states in 
order to strengthen that organ, situate its roots in 
universal public opinion and with due respect to the 
system of proportion of representation. 

Concerning the voting arrangement in the Council, an 
earnest analysis leads us to declare it inacceptable that 
the majority required for decisions concerning questions 
other than those of procedure, that is the most important 
ones, should include the veto of all permanent members 
since this is equivalent to breaking the principle of 
juridical equality among states, reducing those who have 
no permanent seats to a deplorable and unjust condition 
of inferiority and, even more deplorably, to provoke the 
collapse of the functions of the Council in the not im
possible case that any one of its permanent members 
should wish to interfere with its smooth running. 

In such a strange situation, we would have not an 
association of states, but the almighty will of a single 
state against the consensus of the others, that is, an 
undeniable example of anarchy within a seemingly inter
nationally organized world.-*-

Documents of the United Nations Conference on Inter
national QrganizTtlo'n. San Francisco, 1945, (United Nations 
Information Organizations, New York, 1945), Vol. I, p. 27 of 
the Verbatim Minutes of the Fifth Plenary Session, San Fran
cisco Opera House, April 30, 1945. (Vol. I, p. 370.) 



Mr. Ballen's words were the strongest used by any of 

the delegates of the small nations speaking in favor of an 

increase in the membership of the Security Council. The 

typical appeal for an Increase in membership of the Council 

was exemplified by the Egyptian delegate, Mr. Badawi Paha 

who stated in part: 

• . .they (the Egyptian delegation) proposed increasing 
the number of members of the Security Council from 11 to 
14. That was in itself a modest request, but it met with 
great opposition. Many other delegates agreed with the 
idea of increasing the membership of the Security Council, 
but this was not acceptable. The Security Council, in our 
view, would be more democratic if this amendment were 
adopted and would represent all of the great regions of 
the world. In our opinion, this would not have in any 
way diminished its capacity for acting very quickly. How
ever, as I said, the sponsoring governments insisted on 
the lower number and on the maintenance of their text. 
One after the other, all the delegates withdrew their 
amendments. The Egyptian delegation, in particular, did 
not insist on a vote being taken on their amendment, out 
of deference to the great powers who have to bear the 
responsibility for maintaining peace and security in the 
world.^ 

Mr. Badawi Paha went on to say that he hoped, "that 

the great powers will, when suitable opportunity arises, re

vise their opinion and look upon the problem from the point 

of view of peace rather than from the point of view of war." 

During the month of May the delegates of Lebanon, 

Venezuela, Iran, Iraq, Chile, El Salvador, Colombia, and 

^Documents of the United Nations Conference on Inter« 
national Qr^aniza'tlon. 194$» Verbatim Minutes of the Fifth 
Plenary Session, Vol. I, p. 2?, Vol. I, p. 370). 

2lbid. 



Liberia all spoke on behalf of increasing the membership num

ber of the Security Council. The consensus expressed by 

these countries was that the total membership of the Council 

should be at least fifteen members. 

From a survey of the Verbatim Minutes of the Confer

ence, it seemed that the small nations were sincerely inter

ested in getting the membership of the Security Council in

creased, but that they did not press the matter for fear that 

they might get nothing at all if they did so. As the matter 

stood, they were entitled to six seats in the Security Coun

cil. Something was better than nothing at all, so they simply 

gave over to the large nations because they were the large 

nations I 

(2) Method of Election of the Non-Permanent Members 

of the Council: During the course of the San Francisco Con

ference there were many different opinions advanced as to the 

proper method of electing the non-permanent members to the 

Security Council. The most agreed upon method was that of 

geographic distribution. Badawi Paha, the Egyptian delegate, 

stated: 

In connection with the method of election of non-per
manent members, we think that the method should be based 
on geographical distribution by regions. The text which 

^Documents of the United Nations Conference on Inter-
national OrganizatIonT~r945» Verbatim Minutes of the Fifth 
Plenary Session, Vol. XI, p. 252, Summary report of the 
second meeting of Committee IIl/l. 
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has been adopted contains two criteria for the election 
of non-permanent members. The first is the contribution 
of states to the maintenance of peace and security and 
to the other purposes of the Organization; the second is 
the equitable geographical distribution. These criteria 
are very satisfactory in theory, but in practice I think 
they should be more clearly defined and that the Assembly 
should lay down rules for the election. If the Assembly 
does not do this, then each state will be free to apply 
the criteria as it sees fit, according to its own judg
ment. You will then have all the hazards of a veto^ you 
will have the temporary combinations of influence, all of 
which is not very reassuring. 

The New Zealand representative supported the position 

of Australia and India that non-permanent members of the 

Council should be those who have proved themselves willing 

and able to make active contributions. (Apparently toward 

world peace and support of the United Nations). He also 
2 

Stated that geographic positions might be important. 

The delegate from El Salvador suggested that the em

phasis in electing non-permanent members should be placed 

upon the contribution which each nation would be capable of 

making.-̂  

The Mexican delegation submitted a proposal in the 

United Nations Document 2(G/7 (c) suggesting the following: 

^Documents of the United Nations Conference on Inter
national Organizatlorn. 1945/Verbatim Minutes of thelFlfth 
Plenary Session, Vol. XI, p. 252, Summary report of the second 
meeting of Committee III/l. 

^Documents of the United Nations Conference on Inter
national Organizatro'n. 1945• (United Nations Information Or
ganizations, New York, 1945), Summary report of the second 
meeting of Committee IIl/l, Veterans Building, May 5, 1945. 

3lbid.. p. 255. 



The semi-permanent delegates shall represent the states 
whose responsibility for the maintenance of peace is more 
considerable in the international community. It shall be 
the duty of the Assembly to decide every eight years which 
shall be these states. 

Needless to say, this proposal was not adopted. 

The Canadian delegation submitted an amendment to 

Chapter VI, Section A of the proposed United Nations Charter 

which read: 

The General Assembly shall adopt rules governing the 
choice of the non-permanent members to the maintenance 
of international peace and security and the performance 
of their obligations to the United Nations.^ 

This proposal was likewise not adopted. 

The Indian delegate had the most elaborate proposal of 

all. His statement was that, although all nations are 

sovereign, special considerations should be taken into account 

in selecting states to sit on the Security Council. He 

stressed the importance of considering the position of coun

tries for the next twenty-five years and suggested the fol

lowing criteria for the selection of the non-permanent mem

bers: 

1) population 
2) industrial potential 
3) willingness and ability of countries to contribute 

to international^security arrangements, and 
(4) past performance 

He went on to suggest that there should be five or six 

^United Nations Document. Doc. 2 G/14 (t), p. 1. 

^United Nations Document, Doc. 2 Q/12 (h), pp. 3,4. 



associate members with permanent seats on the Council, but 

without the right to vote.^ 

The New Zealand delegates supported the position of 

Australia and India that non-permanent members of the Council 

should be those who have proved themselves willing and able 

to make active contributions, adding that geographic positions 
2 

might also be important. 

The delegate from El Salvador emphasized the importance 

in electing non-permanent members to the Council, of consider

ing the contribution each nation would be capable of making. 

He expressed the view that contributions made in the past 

depended somewhat upon the geographic situation of a parti

cular state with respect to the conflict.'̂  

Liberia proposed that the non-permanent members be 

elected in alphabetical order so that all small states could 

have a chance to serve on the Council. This proposal was 

defeated thirty-six to two.^ 

(3) Veto. The Australian representative proposed 

limiting the veto power of the permanent members of the 

^United Nations Document, Doc. 2 G/12 (h), pp. 3,4. 

Documents of the United Nations Conference on Inter
national Organization. 1945i Verbatim Minutes of the Fifth 
Plenary Session. Vol. XI, p. 254, Summary report of the second 
meeting of Committee III/l. 

^Ibid. 

^United Nations Document. Doc. 666, II/1/26 (1) (a), 
p. 6. 



Security Council. He also stated that he agreed with the 

delegation from India on the criteria that should be used 

in the election of non-permanent members of the Security 

Council and added that geographical distribution should not 

be overlooked. 

(̂ ) Eligibility for Re-Election t£ the Security 

Council: The Australian delegate proposed that no retiring 

member should, without the permission of the General Assembly, 

be immediately eligible for reelection. Those who opposed 

this amendment argued that if it were adopted, the distinction 

between permanent and non-permanent members might be done 

away with, since the General Assembly could decide that a 

retiring non-permanent member might again be reelected. 

The Charter, in regard to the Security Council, under

went very little change from its original writing. It stated 

in part: 

Article 23 

1. The Security Council shall consist of eleven Members 
of the United Nations. The Repubiic of China, France, 
•the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United King
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United 
States of America shall be permanent members of the Se
curity Council. The General Assembly shall elect six 
other members of the United Nations to be non-permanent 

•^Documents of the United Nations Conference on Inter
national Organ!z'atlon. 1945, Verbatim Minutes of the Fifth 
Plenary Session, Vol. XI, p. 253, Summary report of the Second 
meeting of Committee III/l. 

^United Nations Document. Doc. 666, II/1/26 (1) (a), p.6. 
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members of the Security Council, due regard being spec
ially paid, in the first instance to the contribution 
of Members of the United Nations to the maintenance of 
international peace and security and to other purposes 
of the Organization, and also to equitable geographical 
distribution.-'-

2. The non-permanent members of the Security Council 
shall be elected for a term of two years. In the first 
election of the non-permanent members, however, three 
shall be chosen for a term of one year. A retiring mem
ber shall not be eligible for immediate re-election.^ 

3. Each member of the Security Council shall have one 
representative.3 

•̂ Charter of the United Nations. Chapter V, Article 23, 
Section Tl 

^Ibid., Section 2. 

^Ibid., Section 3. 



CHAPTER II 

THE CASES OF IRAN AN! OF GREECE AS HEARD 

BEFORE THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

Non-Permanent Members for the First Year: 

(1) Australia (4) Mexico 
(2) Brazil (5) Netherlands 
(3) Egypt (6) Poland 

FIRST THROUGH TWENTY-FOURTH MEETING: Held at Church House, 
Westminster, London. 

TV/ENTY-FIFTH THROUGH EIGHTY-EIGHTH MEETING: Held at Hunter 
College, New York. 

The first meeting of the Security Council was opened 

by the Temporary Chairman, Mr. N.J.O. Makln, the delegate 

from Australia, who declared that "the Security Council" 

was "duly constituted and in session".^ His first act was 

to call on the Polish Delegate, Mr. Modzelewski, "for the 

presentation of the section of the Report of the Prepara-
2 

tory Commission which relates to the Security Council". 

Mr. Modzelewski reported that the work done by the 

Commission, in so far as it concerned the Security Council, 

^Security Council. Official Records. First Year: First 
Series, Church House, Westminster, London, 1946, p. 2, 

^Ibid. 
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covered the following main points: 

We drew up a provisional agenda for the first meeting 
of the Security Council, We worked out a draft directive 
to the Military Staff Committee. Finally, we drew up 
provisional rules of procedure for the Security Council.^ 

Mr. Modzelewski went on to call the Council's attention 

to the following items on the provisional agenda, (which are 

the only items relevant to this thesis): 

Item 6, concerning the adoption of the provisional 
rules of procedure, without which the work of the Security 
Council would become very difficult; 

Item 7, concerning recommendations to the General 
Assembly regarding the appointment of the Secretary-
General; 

Item S, concerning the adoption of the directive to 
the Military Staff Committee to meet at a given place 
and date; 

Item 11, concerning the reception and consideration of 
reports which may cover many matters. 

After Mr. Modzelewski had made his report to the Se

curity Council, Item nine was adopted by the Council which 

provided a method for selecting a President for the Security 

Council.-^ 

The Australian representative, Mr. N.J.O. Makin, 

Minister of the Navy, assumed the Presidential chair. He 

expressed his gratitude for the honor accorded him and his 

country.^ 

^Security Council, Official Records. First Year: First 
Series, Church House, Westminster, London, 1946, p. 2. 

^Ibid.. pp. 2-3. 

^Ibid., p. 4. 

^Ibid. 
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In his address to the Security Council, he went on to 

say the following: 

Our work must be based on the Charter. We are not 
permitted to go beyond it, but we shall not fail to exer
cise to the full the very great powers which have been 
given to this Council. 

The guiding principles for the members individually, 
and for the Council, are already laid down and have al
ready been accepted by each one of us. I would call to 
mind five of the principles that are found in Article 
2 of the Charter: 

1. The Principle of the sovereign equality of all 
Members. 
2. The undertaking to fulfill in good faith the ob
ligations which members assume in order to assure 
to all Members of the United Nations the rights and 
benefits resulting from membership. 
3. The undertaking to settle international disputes 
by peaceful means in such a manner that international 
peace and security and justice are not endangered. 
4. The undertaking to refrain in international re
lations from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of 
any State, and from the use of force in any other 
manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United 
Nations. 
5. The undertaking to give the United Nations every 
assistance in any action which takes place in accord
ance with the Charter, and to refrain from giving 
assistance to any State against which the United ^ 
Nations is taking preventive or enforcement action. 

He further stated that he would like to stress 

. . .that the calling together of the Security Council 
will not by itself establish peace. The maintenance of 
peace requires the co-operation of all Members of the 
United Nations. That co-operation rests, in the ultimate 
issue, on the will of the peoples of the world to work 
for peace. A real will to peace must not spring from fear, 
but from positive faith in the brotherhood of men.^ 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, pp. 5-b. 

2lbld., p. 6. 
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Following Mr. Makin's speech, were speeches by the 

delegate from the United States of America, Mr. Stettinius; 

from China, Mr. Wellington Koo; from the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, Mr. Gromyko; from the United Kingdom 

of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Mr. Bevin; from France, 

Mr. Vincent Auriol; from Egypt, Mr. Badawi Pasha; from Brazil, 

Mr. De Freitas-Valle; from Poland, Mr. Modzelewski, from 

Netherlands, Mr. Van Kiefens, and finally from Mexico, Mr. 

De Rosenzweig Diaz. 

Lastly, the agenda and the provisional rules of pro

cedure were adopted. Mr. Stettinius, the United States dele

gate, moved to adjourn, and the President declared the Coun

cil adjourned until a time that was to be determined later. 

The meeting rose at 4:l6 p.m. 

SECOND MEETING: 

In the second meeting only two important adoptions 

were made. The first was a directive to the Military Staff 

Committee to meet at a given place and date. All the other 

items on the agenda were deferred until a later date. The 

Egyptian delegate, Mr. Badawi Pasha, put forth a resolution, 

viz: 

That the States which have presented complaints should 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, pp. 6-11. 

^Ibid., p. 11. 
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be invited to participate in the work, in the sitting! JS 
of the Security Council.' 

The resolution was adopted. 

The President adjourned the meeting until Monday at 

3:00 p.m. The meeting rose at 4:10 p.m. 

THIRD MEETING: 

The only item on the agenda relevant to this section 

of the thesis was item two which was a letter from the Head 

of the Iranian Delegation to the Executive Secretary dated 

January 10, 1946.^ 

The Council had already asked the Iranian delegate 

to appear before the Security Council and he was present at 

this session. The President of the Council said: 

I ask the Security Council whether it vfishes to ask 
the representative of Iran to take his seat now at the 
Council table in order that he may exercise the right 
to participate, without vote, in the discussion? I 
point out that the right is the same whether under Arti
cle 31 or Article 32 of the Charter. Are there any ob
jections to the procedure of inviting Iran to take its 
seat at the table.^ 

There were no objections made and the Iranian delegate 

took his seat at the Security Council table.^ 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. 19. 

^Ibid..p. 21. 

-̂ Official Records of the Security Council. Supplement 
No. 1, Annex 2A, p. 22. 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. 31. 

^Ibid., p. 31. 
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The President stated that this was the first occasion 

on which the Security Council had been called upon to act 

under Chapter VI of the Charter, entitled, ^The Pacific 

Settlement of Disputes". He stressed the fact that the deci

sion of the Council would set a precedent for the Council's 

future action. The Council followed the suggestion of the 

President to consider first the communications from Iran and 

then those from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The 

delegate from Iran, i^. Taqizadeh was then called upon to 

present his complaint. 

The Iranian delegate then brought his complaint a-

gainst the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics before the 

Security Council. In substance his contentions were as 

follows: 

(1) that the Soviet authorities had gone so far as to 
prevent the Government of Iran from controling some 
parts of its own country; 

(2) that the security forces of Iran had been prevented 
from exercising their proper functions of suppressing 
disord§as; 

(3) that the Soviet authorities had disrupted the eco
nomic life of the country; 

(4) that no armed forces of the Iranian Government had 
been allowed to proceed beyond limits specified by 
the Soviet authorities; and 

(5) that the Soviet authorities had prevented the Iranian 
authorities from applying Iranian laws and regulation 
in the given areas, and in some cases had applied 
their own laws.^ 

-̂ Official Records of th£ Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, pp. 31-32. 

^Ibid., p. 34. 
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Mr. Taqizaheh contended thr.t the actions of the Union 

of Soviet Socialist Republics violated international law, the 

Tri-Partite Treaty of Alliance of January 29, 1942, between 

/ the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Great Britain and 

Iran, were contrary to the Three-Power Declaration by the 

United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union and that 

the Soviet actions were also contrary to the Preamble to the 

Charter of the United Nations. 

After the Iranian delegate had spoken, the President 

called upon the delegate from the Soviet Union, Mr. Vyshinsky. 

He stated that 

I will pass to the procedural aspect of the question. 
Here there are two main points. In the first place, it 
must be established whether or not negotiations took 
place between the Iranian and Soviet Governments. In the 
second place, the results of such negotiations must be 
considered.^ 

Mr. Vyshinsky went on to show that in his opinion the 

Soviet Union could not be charged under Article 34 of the 

United Nations Charter since that related article to a dif

ferent type of dispute; that Article 36, Paragraph 1 was in

applicable and that Article 37 could not be applied since it 

applied to a situation in which the parties found themselves 

unable to agree.^ Mr. Vyshinsky was apparently trying to con

fuse the issue by stating that there was no dispute, thus 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, pp. 39-42. 

^Ibid., pp. 34'. ^Ibid., p. 32. 
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there could be no case. 

FOURTH MEETING: 

The Security Council held a arivate meeting on January 

29, 1946, at which time it was unanimously agreed to recommend 

to the General Assembly the name of Mr. Trygve Lie, of Norway, 

for the post of Secretary General. 

FIFTH MEETING: 

During the first part of this meeting, the represent

atives of Iran and the delegation of the Soviet Union were 

permitted to add a supplementary statement for their charges 

and countercharges. In substance, both delegations relnter-
2 

ated what they had said in the third meeting of the Council. 

The second part of the meeting was devoted to a general 

discussion of the Iran-Soviet Union dispute. Here for the 

first time, perhaps, we run into something concrete. It is 

significant to note that the first three members to speak 

were Mr. Bevin, the British delegate, Mr. Stettinius of the 

United States, and Mr. Bidault, the French delegate. The 

next delegate to speak represented one of the non-permanent 

members of the Council. The Polish delegate said: 

I could be satisfied with merely associating myself, 
in the name of Poland, with the remarks made by the rep
resentatives of the United States of America, China and 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. ITJI (ForThe recommenSation see Supplement 
No. 1 of the Official Records.) 

^Ibid., p. 45-54. 
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France; nevertheless, I would like to add a few words. . 

Mr. Van Kieffens of the Netherlands also found himself 

in agreement with a majority of the Big Five Permanent mem

bers of the Council. He stated: 

I am entirely in agreement with the main points made 
by the speakers who have proceeded me.^ 

Mr, Bevin, the British delegate, purposed, in part 

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

Considering that both parties have affirmed their 
readiness to seek a solution of the matter at issue by 
negotiations; and that such negotiations will be resumed 
in the near future. 

Requests the parties to inform the Council of any re
sults achieved in such negotiations. The Council in the 
meanwhile retains the right at any time to request in
formation on the progress of negotiations.3 

The British proposal was adopted unanimously. The 

President adjourned the Council at 7:16 p.m.^ 

SIXTH MEETING: 

Provisional Agenda 

1. Adoption of the agenda. 
2. Letter from the Acting Head of the Soviet Delegation 

to the President of the Security Council dated 21 
January 1946. ̂  

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, pp. 59-bO. 

^Ibid., p. 60. ^Ibid.. p. 70. 

^Ibid., p. 71. 

5see Official Records of the Security Council. First 
Year, First Series, Supplement No. 1, Annex 3. 
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3. Letter from the Head of the Ukrainian SSR delegation 
to the President of the Security Council dated 21 
January 1946.1 

4. Letter from the Head of the Yugoslav delegation to the 
Executive Secretary (undated).^ 

The agenda was first adopted and then one or two other 

items were considered. The next thing concerning this thesis, 

however, was the letter from the Acting Head of the Soviet 

delegation to the President of the Security Council dated 

21 January, 1946. In this letter Mr. Vyshinsky, the Soviet 

delegate, brought out four contentions concerning the pres

ence of British troops in Greece. He contended that: 

1. In Greece an extremely tense situation has been created 
which is frought with serious consequences, both for 
the Greek people and for the maintenance of peace and 
security. 

2. The presence of British troops in Greece is not dic
tated by necessity since they are not there to protect 
the communications of British troops stationed in de
feated countries. 

3. The presence of British troops in Greece has in actual 
fact become a means of exerting pressure on the inter
nal political affairs of that country. 

4. This circumstance is frequently used by reactionary 
elements in Greece against the democratic forces of 
the country.^ 

This case was brought to the Security Council under 

Article 35 of the United Nations Charter. 

Mr. Bevin, the British delegate, in answering the 

^See Official Records of the Security Council. First 
Year, First Series, Supplement No. 1, Annex 4. 

2 
Ibid., Annex 5. 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. 74. 
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charges brought by Mr. Vyshinsky, contended that this was not 

a question for the Security Council, since there was no threat 

to international peace, and that British troops were in Greece 

by an agreement with the Greek Government, and that this whole 

matter was of concern only to the British Government and to 

the Greek Government. There were then several proposals 

made, most of them recommending no action at all. Here again 

we find the non-permanent members in complete agreement with 

the majority of the large nations. The majority had recom

mended that no action at all be taken. 

Mr. Stettinius, the United States delegate, had 

stated earlier that he thought the best course to take was 

the course of no action. Mr. Van Klefens of the Netherlands 

stated: 

. . .1 want to make it quite clear that I associate my
self with the opinion expressed by Mr. Stettinius, as 
it was amplified by the President. . . .^ 

In conclusion, the Security Council did nothing. The 

decision was that the best course of action was no action at 

all and the matter was closed. The Greek question was dis

cussed from the seventh through the eleventh meetings. The 

eleventh meeting was concerned with a Communique from the 

Security Council that dealt with procedure to be followed in 

dealing with items on its agenda and future items proposed 

Official Reyrds of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. IT9T 
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for the agenda of the Council.^ 

TWELFTH TO THE NINETEENTH MEETING: 

The main item considered during these meetings was 

the letter from the Head of the Ukrainian SSR delegation to 

the President of the Security Council dated January 21, 1946.^ 

The Ukrainian SSR delegate in stating his complaint 

declared: 

. . .The Ukrainian delegation does not raise the question 
of the withdrawal of British troops from Indonesia. The 
essence of the Ukrainian delegation's declaration con
siders that the use of British troops for the suppression 
of the national movement of the Indonesian people is in
admissible. The Ukrainian delegation has serious reasons 
to express surprise that the British military authorities 
found it possible to use Japanese armed forces in oper
ations undertaken by them in Indonesia against the 
Indonesian People. Such use of Japanese enemy troops 
against the national movement in Indonesia undermines the 
authority of the United Nations and should not be per
mitted.^ 

Mr. Bevin, the British delegate, answered the Ukrainian 

charges by stating that the British Government had not used 

its troops to surpress the national movement of the Indonesian 

people and that British troops were sent to Indonesia because 

the Dutch had no ships with which to send their own troops 

and that General MacArthur had ordered the British into 

Indonesia. He left further decisions up to the Security 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. 173. 

^Ibid., Supplement No. 1, Annex 4. 

^Ibid.. pp. 177-B. 
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Council, but stated that he would have nothing to do with a 

proposed commission by the Ukrainian delegation to investigate 

the situation in Indonesia. 

Next Mr. Van Kieffens of the Netherlands was called 

by the Security Council as a witness. Mr. Van Kieffens 

stated in behalf of the British that 

Looking at this matter from the point of view of the 
Charter—and that will be my last remark but one—I ob
serve, first of all, that there is here no dispute. I 
observe, in the second place, that there is no situation 
threatening to endanger international peace and security. 
Keeping an eye on the language of the Charter, I observe, 
in the third place, that there is no international fric
tion which may lead to infringement of the peace. In the 
fourth place, I deny that there is an infringement of 
Article 1, in so far as that has anything to do with the 
continued presence of British troops in the Netherlands 
Indies, because apart from Article 1, paragraphs 2 and 
3, there is also Chapter XI in the Charterj and we are 
at present engaged in a sincere and wholehearted attempt 
to put that house in order on a very liberal basis, as I 
hope everybody will soon be able to see. Fifthly, and 
this is my conclusion, there is, therefore, no case for 
the Security Council to deal with. 

Much later in the debate, the Egyptian delegate, Mr. 

Rlaz, agreed with the British and Netherlands delegations 

when he said: 

With regard to the presence of British troops in 
Indonesia (and on this point there is no disagreement) 
they were sent by virtue of an agreement between allies 
and for every definite purpose. 

The Security Council is in no way concerned with that, 
and I consider that a commission of inquiry would serve 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, pp. 178-82. 

^Ibid., p. 136. 
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no useful purpose. . . .It is not for us to intervene, 
since as yet there is no question of a conflict of an 
international character.^ 

The United States of America delegate, Mr. Stettinius, 

stated that he thought that the Ukrainian delegate had a 

right to make his charges, but that the Security Council had 

the right to merely ignore his charges if it so desired. The 

delegate from the Netherlands (a non-permanent member) stated 

that he thought the Ukrainian delegate should be given the 

oppojrbunity to propose his motion. After listening to the 

discussion, Mr. Stettinius withdrew his statement in order 

not to "prejudice to the future".'̂  (That is, set a precedent.) 

Much later in the debate, the delegate from the Nether

lands tried to smooth the situation over when he said: 

Thirdly, I made it clear that there could be only one 
case (in which it was a little theoretical), in which I 
would not object—not that I would approve, but I would 
not object, — to a commission being sent and that is 
if both-̂ the British and Ukrainian Governments wanted 
it. . .̂  

The Egyptian delegate, Mr. Riaz, much later in the de

bate, proposed an amendment to the Ukrainian delegate's pro

posal. This amendment touched off a debate as to whether the 

amendment was an amendment to the Ukrainian delegate's pro

posal or whether it was an entirely new proposal. The Egyp

tian delegate's proposal was as follows: 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. 214. 

^Ibid., pp. 230-1. ^Ibid.. p. 247. 
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After having heard the declarations of the represent
atives of the Ukrainian SSR, the United Kingdom, the 
Netherlands, and the Soviet Union, 

The Security Council, 
Regarding the presence of British troops in Indonesia: 
Declares that it is clearly understood that British 

troops shall not be used in any circumstances against the 
Indonesian National Movement, and that they will be with
drawn from Indonesia as soon as the strictly limited pur
poses which have brought about their presence have been 
accomplished; these are: 

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

nationals who are still interned; 
Regarding the situation created by the Indonesian 

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

The Council expresses its will to be informed in a 
very short time of the results of these negotiations. 

The Council reserves its.right to take such further 
action as it thinks proper.-*• 

At the conclusion of the Indonesian case only two 

members voted for the Egyptian delegate's proposal, thus the 

proposal was defeated and the Indonesian case was concluded 
2 

by the non-action of the Security Council. 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. 251. 

^Ibid.. p. 263. 



CHAPTER III 

THE CASE OF IRAN 

NINETEENTH THROUGH THE TWEATY-THIRD MEETING: 

The chief item discussed during the course of these 

meetings was the letter from the Heads of the Lebanese and 

Syrian delegations. The case was brought to the Security 

Council under Article Thirty-Five. The Lebanese and Syrian 

delegates claimed that there were French and British troops 

still in their countries, without just reason, and that 

their presence was an infringement of the sovereignty of 

those states and that the past had shown that their presence 

had been a menace to peace and security and that they request 

their withdrawal.^ 

The French delegate, in answering the charges by the 

Lebanese and Syrian delegations, claimed that the war had 

not been officially declared ended, and he went on to state: 

I therefore ask the representatives of the United 
Nations, in view of the efforts which have been made to 
bring about the independence of Syria and Lebanon, to 
place their trust in France to ensure, in conjunction 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First 
Year, First Series, Supplement No. 1, Annex 0, p. 2S2. 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First 
Year, First Series, pp. 27J-0T" 
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with Great Britain, the solution of this problem.^ 

The British delegate stated that the British Govern

ment desired 

. • .to withdraw at the earliest possible moment and to 
be free of responsibility to which, by our presence in 
the Levant, we are exposed.^ 

There were three main proposals brought forth during 

the course of the debate. The Mexican delegate made a pro

posal,-̂  the Egyptian delegate issued a suggestion,^ and the 

United States delegate made a motion.^ The Lebanese and 

Syrian delegates stated that they preferred first the Egyp

tian observation and second choice was the Mexican statement.^ 

In the voting, the Mexican proposal and the Egyptian 

suggestion were defeated and only the United States motion 

carried, with seven votes being cast for it. However, the 

delegate from the Soviet Union voted against the proposal, so 

the President stated: 

I understand that it is the consensus of opinion of 
the Council that Article 27, paragraph 3, (which states 
that: "Decisions of the Security Council on all other 
matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of seven 

•̂ Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, pp. 293-4. 

^Ibid.. p. 295. ^Ibid., pp. 31^-9. 

^Ibid., p. 324. 

^Ibid.. p. 332-3, for original proposal; p. 355 for 
amended proposal. 

^Ibid., p. 340. 
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members including the concurring votes of the permanent 
members;") would mean that in respect of the last vote 
taken, the motion was not carried.-̂  

MEETINGS TWENTY-FIVE THROUGH THIRTY-SIX: 

The new President, Mr. Quo Tai-chi of China, took over 

his duties at the twenty-fourth meeting. At the twenty-fifth 

meeting the Iranian question was again opened. The Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics tried oesperately to keep the 

Iranian question off the agenda by contending that there was 

no dispute, since direct negotiations were being conducted 

between the governments of the Soviet Union and Iran. The 

delegate from the Soviet Union asked for a postponsTErt of the 

Iranian question until April 10, 1946. 

This touched off a debate in the Security Council 

over whether the delegate of Iran should be heard. The dele

gate of the Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko, had been heard and the 

debate now centered around the issue of whether to hear Iran. 

The Egyptian delegate, Mr. Hansen Pasha, came out in support 

of hearing Iran. Mr. Pasha stated: 

I wish only to say that no member of this Council 
would, I am sure, wish to rush matters, and we are all 
working towards a peaceful solution of all the questions 
which are brought before us. . . . 

To be consistent, I am coming back to the proposal 
which I made this morning: that is to say, that we sep
arate the two questions and admit the Iranian represent
ative to plead the cause which he wishes to present to 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. 368. 

2 Ibid., No. 2, pp. 10-30. 
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U3 today. Vre should like to hear the other party and its 
arguments. . . .1 

The United States delegate, Mr. Byrnes, supported the 

proposal of the Egyptian delegate when he said: 

Therefore if the representative of Egypt moves as a 
substitute for the motion of the representative of the 
USSR that the representative of the Iranian Government 
be permitted to participate in accordance with the Charter 
I shall be happy to support that motion. If he does not 
wish to make the motion, then I will make the motion.^ 

Colonel Hodgson, the Australian delegate, stated his 

country's viewpoint when he declared: 

Consequently, the view of the Australian delegation is 
that it is prepared to give favourable consideration to 
the request of the delegation of the USSR until such time 
as the Iranian Government submits its case in writing as 
it sees the facts of the present situation-—it being 
clearly understood, of course, in the meantime, that the 
item remains on the agenda of the Council and that the 
parties will not take action to alter the existing posi
tion or prejudice the settlement.^ 

The Polish delegate, Mr. Lange, supported the Austra

lian delegate's proposal for Iran when he said, "I propose 

that the motion by the representative of Australia be the 

first to be subjected to a vote.^ 

The Mexican delegate, Mr. Castillo Najera, opposed the 

Australian motion for Iran to submit her statement in writings, 

and stated, "I therefore suggest that the Council should in-

^Officlal Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. "W. 

^Ibid., p. 31. ^Ibid., p. 33. 

^Ibid., p. 34. 
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vite the Iranian representative to take part in our discus

sion."^ 

The French delegate, Mr. Bonnet, stated his country's 

feelings when he said: 

I think we might abandon the vote system and return 
to the old sub-committee method. Tomorrow morning, or 
tomorrow afternoon, the rapporteur of the sub-committee 
could present his report, which would help a great deal 
to simplify our discussion.^ 

The suggestion of the French delegate, Mr. Bonnet, was 

adopted by nine votes. The President, Mr. Quo Tai-chi, nom

inated the representative of the United States, the represent

ative of the Soviet Union, and the representative of France 

to compose this sub-committee.-^ 

The sub-committee which was appointed accomplished 

nothing, and the debate was resumed the following day. 

At this meeting the delegate of the Soviet Union 

again tried to have the Iranian question postponed for dis

cussion until April 10, 1946.^ However, when the proposal 

was voted upon, only two voted in its favor. Since it had 

failed to obtain the affirmative votes of seven members, the 

proposed was not adopted.^ 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. 3b. 

^Ibid.. p. 42. ^Ibid., p. 43. 

^Ibid., p. 44. ^Ibid., p. 47. 

^Ibld., p. 56. 
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After the motion of the delegate failed to be carried, 

the Egyptian delegate stated: 

I move that the Council receive the complaint of the 
Iranian Government embodied in its letter date 18 March, 
addressed to the Secretary-General, and ask that the 
Iranian representative appear at the Council so that we 
may hear his point of view concerning the question of 
postponement requested by the USSR representative; and 
subsequently that the Council take such measures or action 
as it deems fit. 

The French delegation supported the Egyptian delega

tion's proposal and the delegate of the Soviet Union, Mr. 

Gromyko, said that he was not in a position to take further 

part in the discussion of the Iranian question and stated, 
2 

"I am leaving the Council Chamber." At this point, Mr. 

Gromyko and other members of the delegation of the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics left the Council Chamber. 

The Egyptian proposal was then adopted, with eight 

voting in favor of the proposal.-^ 

The Iranian delegate, Mr. Ala, was then asked by the 

President of the Security Council to take his seat at the 

Council table and to make his charges. He declared that the 

negotiations between the two countries had not been success

ful and went on to make his charges against the Soviet Union.^ 

The motion which was finally adopted was that one 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. 5^^ 

^Ibid., p. 58. ^Ibid., p. 6l. 

^For the charges of the Iranian delegate, see Ibid., 
pp. 64-65. 
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proposed by the delegate from the United States of America, 

Mr. Byrnes. His proposal in part, was: 

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

"Provided, however, that if in the meantime either 
the USSR Government or the Iranian Government or any 
member of the Security Council reports to the Secretary-
General any developments which may retard or threaten to 
retard the prompt withdrawal of the USSR troops from 
Iran, in accordance with the assurances of the USSR to 
the Council, the Secretary-General shall immediately call 
to the attention of the Council such reports, which shall 
be considered as the first item on the agenda.1 

The Egyptian delegate agreed with the proposal of Mr. 

Byrnes, but reminded the Council of his efforts at San Fran

cisco to give the small powers power more nearly equal to 

that of the large powers. He further stated that he was 

glad 

. . .to see that at our first test the Big Powers have 
seen eye to eye with the smaller nations and have allowed 
Iran to state her case boldly.2 

The proposal of the United States delegate was also 

supported by the Brazilian delegate, Mr. Velloso,^ by the 

Australian delegate. Sir Alexander Cadogan,^ by the Polish 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, p. 5^. 

o 3 
^Ibid.. p. 90. Ibid., p. 91. 

^Ibid., No. 2., p. 91. 
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delegate, Mr. Lange,-̂  by the Mexican delegate, Mr. Castillo 

Najera, and by the French delegate, Mr. Bonnet.^ 

The proposal put forth by the delegate of the United 

States of America was adopted by nine votes.^ 

At the thirty-second meeting of the Security Council, 

the Iranian delegate read to the Council a telegram which he 

had received from his government addressed to himself, i.e.. 

In view of the fact that the USSR Ambassador has 
again today, 14 April, categorically reiterated that the 
unconditional evacuation of Iranian territory by the Red 
Army will be completed by 6 May 1946, it is necessary 
that you immediately inform the Security Council that 
the Iranian Government has complete confidence in the 
word and pledge of the USSR Government and for this rea
son withdraws its complaint from the Security Council. 

"Signed) Hussein Ala c 
"Ambassador for Iran"'' 

The French delegate, Mr. Bonnet, proposed: 

"The Security Council. 

"Having again examined at its meeting of 15 April 
the case submitted to it on 26 March and included in its 
agenda on that date" 

"Takes note of the communication made to it on 15 
April by the representative of Iran, 

"Notes the agreement reached between the two Govern
ments concerned, and 

•̂ Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, no. 2, pp. 5T-2. 

^Ibid., p. 92. ^Ibid. 

^Ibid., p. 97. ^Ibid.. p. 123. 

^See Twenty-Sixth Meeting. 
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"Instructs the Secretary-General to collect all further 
information which might prove useful in the drafting of 
the report to be submitted by the Council to the General 
Assembly on the Iranian case."^ 

The French delegate's proposal was defeated by eight 

votes to three. This brought an end to the discussion of 

the Iranian question, and the delegate from the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics stated that in the future he 

would take no part in discussions of the Iranian question by 

the Security Council.^ 

There were many different opinions as to which Article 

of the United Nations Charter the Iranian case should be 

brought under and presented to the Council. The delegate 

from the Netherlands stated that he thought that Article 

Thirty-One should be applied.^ Iran insisted that Articles 

Thirty-Four, Thirty-Five, and Thirty-Seven should be in 

her behalf. Articles Thirty-One, Thirty-Four, and Thirty-

Seven were envoked in behalf of the Council hearing Iran's 

4 case.^ 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2., p. 176. 

^Ibid., pp. 213-4. ^Ibid., p. 19, 

^Ibid., pp. 31-2. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE SPANISH QUESTION 

MEETINGS THIRTY-FOUR TO FIFTY: 

The main issue debated during the course of these 

meetings was the Spanish question. 

The Spanish question was brought before the United 

Nations Security Council by the Polish delegate, Mr. Lange, 

under Articles Thirty-Four and Thirty-Five of the Charter 

of the United Nations. 

The Polish delegate contended: 

The Franco regime in Spain is not merely an internal 
affair of interest to that country alone. It is a 
matter of concern to all the United Nations for the 
following reasons: 

1. The Franco regime was placed in power with the 
support of Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany against the 
will of the Spanish people who for almost three years 
heroically resisted Franco and the Axis. It was the 
first of the quisling governments in Europe. 

2. The Franco regime was an active partner in the 
Axis war against the United Nations. It wilfully gave 
aid and comfort to our enemies. 

3. The Franco regime caused a state of international 
friction by compelling the French Republic to close its 
borders with Spain and by massing troops along the 
borders of France. 

4. The Franco regime allowed the territory of Spain 
to become a haven for German assets, for German personnel 
and for German scientists engaged in pursuits dangerous 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2, pp. I5'6-77 
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to the peace of mankind. The Franco Government gives 
refuge and encouragement to a large number of war crim
inals, Nazi leaders, and agents who are using the terri
tory of Sjain as a base of operation for their activities 
and for their plans of reconquest. Three continents are 
immediately affected by these activities: Europe, Africa, 
and Latin America.^ 

The Polish delegate then proceeded to bring forth his 

motion, which was as follows: 

"The Security Council 

"Declares that the existence and activities of the Franco 
regime in Spain have led to international friction and 
endangered international peace and security: (this label 
is from Article Thirty-Three.) 

"Calls upon, in accordance with the authority vested in 
it under Articles 39 and 41 of the Charter, all Members of 
the United Nations who maintain diplomatic relations with 
the Franco Government to sever such relations immediately; 
(here Lange is asking for action under Articles Thirty-
Nine and Forty-One.) 

"Expresses its deep sympathy to the Spanish people; hopes 
and expects that the people of Spain will regain the free
dom of which they have been deprived with the aid and 
contrivance of Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany, and 

"Is convinced that the day will soon come when it will 
be able to welcome the Spanish nation into the community 
of the United Nations."2 

The French delegate, Mr. Bonnet, stated that France's 

opinion was that "the continuation of the situation existing 

in Spain constitutes a threat to internatio lal peace and se

curity."-^ 

The Mexican delegate stated his country's position 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2., p. 156. 

^Ibid.. p. 167. ^Ibid., pp. 167-8. 
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toward Spain as follows: 

There is in Spain a situation the continuance of which 
endangers international peace and security. I believe 
that this is a point which should not be open to doubt 
or be the subject of a prolonged consideration by the 
United Nations. It is an undeniable fact.^ 

The Mexican delegate then added his voice to that of 

the French delegate in supporting the following motion of 

the Polish delegate: 

. . .1 am prepared to vote in favour of the motion pre
sented by the representative of Poland. . . .2 

However, the delegate from the Netherlands opposed 

the proposal because he contended: 

So long as Franco does not really threaten interna
tional peace and security, whether Spain wants to keep 
that regime or not is a matter for Spain and for Spain 
alone. It is, in my opinion, in the language of the 
Charter, a matter which is essentially within Spain's 
domestic jurisdiction. On this point I must disagree 
with my friend, the representative of Mexico. . • . 

So long as there is no evidence that the Franco 
regime really threatens international peace and security, 
and I do not think there is such evidence, the question 
as to whether it should or should not be continued, rests 
solely with the Spanish people. I can come to no other 
conclusion. -̂  

Mr. Stettinius, the delegate from the United States, 
stated: 

My government has two broad objectives with regard to 
the situation in Spain. The first is that the Franco 
regime and its trappings and affiliated organizations, 
such as the Falange, be removed from power by the Spanish 
people at the earliest possible moment in order that 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2.,p. l7T. 

^Ibid.. p. 184. ^Ibid.. p. 177. 
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Spain may resume its rightful place in the family of na
tions. Our second objective is, and I am sure that this 
is also the earnest desire of every one of us here and of 
every Government of the United Nations, that this change 
in regime in Spain be accomplished by peaceful means and 
that the Spanish people be spared the horrors of a re
sumption of a civil conflict, which would almost certain
ly have serious international repercussions.1 

The British delegate. Sir Alexander Cadogan, stated: 

Previous speakers have called attention to paragraph 6 
of Article 2 of the Charter, but I must point out that 
that paragraph is immediately followed by a further state
ment, in paragraph 7, to the effect that nothing in this 
Charter authorizes the United Nations to intervene in 
matters which are essentially within the domestic juris
diction of any State. The nature of the regime in an̂ r 
fiven country is Indisputably a matter of domestic juris-
iction.2 

Therefore, the British delegate stated that he was 

"unable to vote in favor of the resolution which the Polish 

representative has submitted to the Council."^ 

The delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

went into great detail in discussing the nature of the Franco 

regime, the question of Franco's foreign policy during World 

V7ar II, and whether or not Franco's regime really constituted 

a threat to peace and security.^ He stated that he hoped the 

Security Council would correctly apprdise the situation in 

Spain and the serious threat it represented for future peace 

and that the Council would support the proposal made by the 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2., p. 178. 

^Ibid., p. 181. ^Ibid., p. 185. 

^Ibid., p. 187. 
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Polish delegate.1 

The Brazilian delegate, Mr. Velloso, stated that he 

could not support the Polish delegate's proposal, because 

in his opinion the severance of diplomatic relations with 

Franco's Government would not clear up the situation. "It 

would be precisely the reverse which would help in clarifying 
2 

the matter." 

The Chinese delegate, Mr. Quo Tai-chi, stated: 

The view of the Chinese Government is that, until this 
Council is convinced beyond a doubt that the facts in 
question really constitute a threat to the peace, it 
should not resort to any immediate collective action. It 
is only when the threat to the peace has been positively 
established that the Security Council can decide what 
measure it may wish to recommend Member Nations to apply.-̂  

The Australian delegate submitted a revision of the 

Polish delegate's resolution,^ and the United States delegate 

stated that he would support this resolution, but not the 
5 

original resolution;^ whereupon the delegate of the Union 

of Soviet Socialist Republics stated that he was supporting 

the original Polish resolution. Mr. Velloso supported the 

Australian delegate's proposal, because he doubted "whether 

the question brought up by the representative of Poland was 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2., p. 153. 

^Ibid.. p. 194. ^Ibid., p. 199. 

^For the revised proposal see Ibid.. p. 2l6. 

^Ibid.. p. 218. ^Ibid., p. 223. 
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within our jurisdiction. I suggested, with respect to certain 

grave charges made against the Spanish Government, that the 

Security Council was bound under Article 1, paragraph 1, of 

the Charter to try to clarify them."^ 

The French delegate proposed that five members of the 

Council be asked to obtain additional information on the 

Spanish question and to report to the Council in a few days. 

This, he hoped, would enable them to reach their conclusions. 

The Polish delegate then proposed that a sub-committee be ap

pointed to study his proposal and to find a basis for unanimi

ty.-̂  The Australian delegate immediately rejected both of 

these proposals, because he felt that it would not be right 

for the Council to give a sub-committee authority to make 

recommendations as to what the permanent members should do.^ 

The delegate from the Netherlands also opposed the French 

proposal;5 but he supported the Australian proposal,^ as did 

the British delegate,' The Mexican delegate supported the 

Australian proposal also. 

The delegates from Australia, France, and Poland met 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2., p. ??5. 

^Ibid., p. 227. -̂ Ibid.. p. 228. 

^Ibid., p. 230. ^Ibid. 

^Ibid., p. 231. '̂ Ibid.. p. 232. 

^Ibid., p. 233. 
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aside from the Security Council and composed a draft for the 

Spanish question. It was submitted to the Council in the 

following form: 

^The attention of the Security Council has been drawn 
to the situation in SpaTn by a Member of tKe^United Na-
tions-*- acting in accordance with Article 35 of the Charter 
and the Security Council has been asked to declare that 
this situation has led to international friction and en
dangers international peace and security. 

"Therefore the Security Council, keeping in mind the 
moral condemnation of the Franco regime in tKe Security 
Council, and the resolutions concerning Spain which were 
adopted at the United Nations Conference on International 
Organization at San Francisco^ and at the first General 
Assembly of the United Nations,3 and the views expressed 
by members of the Security Council regarding the Franco 
regime, 

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

"To this end, the Security Council appoints a sub-com
mittee of five of its members and instructs this Sub-Com
mittee to examine the statements made before the Security 
Council concerning Spain, to receive further statements 
and documents, and to conduct inquiries as it may deem 
necessary, and to report to the Security Council as soon 
as practicable."*•• 

The Polish delegate then proposed to the sub-committee's 

^See Official Records of the Security Council. First 
Year, First Series, Supplement No. 2, Annexes 3a and 3b. 

^See Documents of the United Nations Conference on 
International OrganizatTon. Volume 6, Commission I, General 
Provisions, pp. i24-3b. 

^See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly, dur
ing the first part of the first sesiro"n, p. 39. 

Wficial Records of th£ Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2, p. 2^. 
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resolutionltwo amendments which were acceptable to Australia,^ 

and which were suaported by Mexico.^ The Australian proposal, 

amended by Poland,^ was adopted by ten votes with one absten

tion.^ 

At the Forty-Second meeting of the Security Council, 

Mr. A Parodi of France took over as the President of the 

Security Council. 

The Sub-Committee set up to study the Spanish question 

made its report to the Security Council and stated: 

The conclusion reached by the Sub-Committee was that 
although the activities of the Franco regime do not con
stitute an existing threat to the peace, within the mean
ing of Article 39 of the Charter, nevertheless such ac
tivities do constitute a situation which is a potential 
menace to international peace and security, and which is 
therefore a situation the continuation of which is likely 
to endanger the maintenance of international peace and 
security within the meaning of Article 34. 

In short, the Sub-Committee based its findings upon 
Chapter VI of the Charter instead of Chapter VII. . . . 

In accordance with these conclusions, the Sub-Committee 
therefore presents for consideration by the Security 
Council the positive recommendations contained in paragraph 
31 of its report, together with^a consequential observa
tion contained in paragraph 32." 

Paragraph thirty-one reads as follows: 

The first of these recommendations is that the Security 

^Official Records of the Seoirity Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2, p. 2CT. 

^Ibid., p. 242. 3Ibid., p. 243. 

^See Ibid., p. 244 for final Australian resolution as 
amended by Poland. 

5lbid., p. 245. ^Ibid.. p. 315. 
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Council should endorse the principles contained in the 
declaration by the United Kingdom, the United States of 
America, and France, on 4 March last. Those principles 
are as follows: 

First, "so long as General Franco continues in control 
of Spain, the Spanish people cannot anticipate full and 
cordial association with those nations of the world which 
have, by common effort, brought defeat to German Nazism 
and Italian Fascism". 

Secondly, "there is no intention of interfering in the 
internal affairs of Spain, and the Spanish people must in 
the long run work out their own destiny." The hope is 
expressed in the declaration "that leading patriotic and 
liberal-minded Spaniards may soon find means to bring 
about a peaceful withdrawal of Franco, the abolition of 
the Falange, and the establishment of an interim or care
taker government under which the Spanish people may have 
an opportunity freely to determine the type of government 
they wish to have and to choose their leaders". 

Thirdly, essential features of such a change referred 
to in the declaration of the Three Powers are "political 
amnesty, return of exiled Spaniards, freedom of assembly 
and piitical association and provision for free public 
elections". 

And fourthly, "An interim Government. . .dedicated to 
these ends should receive the recognition and support of 
all freedom-loving peoples" including "full diplomatic re
lations and the taking of . . .political measures to as
sist in the solution of Spain's economic problems".! 

The delegates of the United States of America,^ the 

United Kingdom, and Poland,^ all supported this recommenda

tion by the Sub-Committee. 

The Sub-Committee's resolution was expanded^ and was 

supported by the delegate of the United States, the delegate 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, rio. 2, p. 3T5". 

^Ibld., p. 321. ^Ibid. 

^Ibid.. p. 324. ^See Ibid., p. 326.for 

^Ibid., p. 328. 
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of Egypt,-̂  and the delegate of the Netherlands.^ 

The next move, a proposal by the delegate of the 

United Kingdom, was an amendment which was a substitute for 

the last two paragraphs of the Sub-Committee's resolution. 

"The Security Council resolves 
"to adopt the three recommendations of the Sub-Com

mittee set out above, subject to the deletion of para
graph (b), after the words 'reports of this Sub-Committee' 
and the addition of the words 'together with the minutes 
of the discussion of the case by the Security Council'.-^ 

This proposed amendment, when put to a vote, was rejected by 

six votes to two, with three abstentions.^ 

When the whole recommendation of the Sub-Committee was 

voted upon, there were nine votes in favour, one against, with 

one abstention. The President then declared that "The three 

recommendations of the Sub-Committee are adopted, but as one 

of the permanent members of the Council has cast a negative 

vote, the resolution is not carried".^ This statement brought 

forth a rejoinder from the Soviet delegate, Mr. Gromyko, but 

the President declared that he did not care to discuss the 

matter with Mr. Gromyko. 

Since the Sub-Committee's proposal did not carry, due 

to the fact that one member of the permanent council voted 

Qgainst it, Mr. Lange, the Polish delegate, brought forth 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No.. 2., p. 5?8. 

^Ibid., p. 339. ^Ibid.. pp. 348-9. 

^Ibid., p. 378. ^Ibid., p. 379. 

^Ibid., p. 380. 
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another proposal.^ V/hen this proposal was voted on only the 

following members voted in its favour: France, Mexico, Poland, 

and the Soviet Union. The delegates from the follov.rLng coun

tries voted against the proposal: Australia, Brazil, China, 

Egypt, Netherlands, United Kingdom, and the United States. 

After the Polish resolution had been defeated, Mr. 

Lange proceeded to bring forth another proposal, which in 

part stated that the Security Council 

"Therefore resolves 

"To keep the situation in Spain under continuous ob
servation and to keep the question of a list of matters 
of which it is seized, in order to be able to take such 
measures as may be necessary in the interest of peace 
and security; and 

"To take up the matter again not later than 1 September 
1946, in order to determine what appropriate practical 
measures provided by the Charter should be taken, it be
ing understood that any member of the Security Council 
has a right to bring the matter up before the Council at 
any time before the mentioned date."-̂  

The delegate for the United Kingdom stated that with 

a few alterations, he could accept the Polish resolution.^ 

The delegate of the United States said that he could 

not accept the Polish proposal unless it contained some sort 

of an amendment similar to the one proposed by the delegate 

of the United Kingdom.^ 

^See Official Records of the Security Council, First 
Year, First Series, No. 2., p. 3̂ tr"for this proposal. 

^Ibid., p. 3^3. ^Ibid., p. 389. 

^Ibid., p. 394. ^Ibid.. p. 397. 
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The French delegate also supported the amendment pro

posed by Sir Alexander Cadogan of the United Kingdom.''• 

At the Forty-Eighth meeting a drafting committee was 

appointed. The delegate of Australia was appointed because 

he had been Chairman of the Sub-Committee, the Polish dele

gate because he wr.s the author of the draft resolution, and 

the representative of the United Kingdom because he was the 
2 

author of the amendment. 

The drafting committee submitted its draft at the 

following meeting and all members, with the exception of 

Poland and the Soviet Union, voted for the proposal. The 

President declared that the amended draft resolution was 

carried, whereupon the delegate of the Soviet Union stated 

that the President had made a mistake. He stated that the 

resolution had failed to be adopted because one of the perma

nent members of the Security Council had voted against it, as 

did one of the non-permanent members. He further declared 

that "this resolution is not of a procedural character. It 

concerns questions of substance which have already been 

voted upon once"."^ 

The President stated that the matter was one of pro

cedure, whereupon a disagreement began. A vote was taken on 

^Official Reg) rds of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2, p. 397. 

^Ibid., p. 400. ^Ibld.. p. 413. 
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whether it was a matter of substance or procedure. Those dele

gates who voted in favour of the question being one of proce

dure were Australia, Brazil, China, Egypt, Mexico, Netherlands, 

United Kingdom, and the United States. Those who thoû xht it 

was a question of substance were the delegates of France and 

the Soviet Union. The Polish delegŝ te abstained.^ 

Mr. Johnson, the delegate from the United States, pro

posed that the Spanish question be dropped from the agenda, 

provided that the way be left open for further action. All 

members voted in favour of this proposal, with the exception 

of the delegates of Poland and the Soviet Union, who voted 

against the measure. The United States delegate's proposal 

was not adopted, having failed to obtain the affirmative vote 
2 

of one permanent member of the Council, who had the power of 

the veto. 

This ended the consideration of the Spanish question. 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2., p. 1^1. 

^Ibid., p. 446. 



CHAPTER V 

THE UKRAINE V. GREECE 

At the fifty-fifth meeting, the question of the ad

mission of Albania to the United Nations was discussed. Her 

acceptance was bitterly opposed by the Greek delegate. Al

bania was not admitted as a member. 

MEETINGS FIFTY-EIGHT TO SEVENTY-TV/O: 

The next issue of major importance was the consider

ation by the Security Council of the complaint against Greece 

by the Ukrainian delegation.*^ 

The fifty-eighth and fifty-ninth meetings were devoted 

to a discussion of whether the Ukrainian complaint against 

Greece should be placed on the agenda. In the initial vote, 

the delegates of Australia, Brazil, Mexico, Netherlands, 

Poland, and the Soviet Union voted for inclusion of the com

plaint on the agenda. Those of France, the United Kingdom, 

and the United States voted against its inclusion. China and 

Egypt abstained.-^ 

^Offld al Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 2, pp. SF-HOT 

^For the text of the complaint itself, see United Na
tions Docunent s/44 or Supplement No. 5, Annex 8, First Year, 
First Series. 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. b., p. TF6. 
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After much discussion, the complaint was challenged 

by the delegate of the Netherlands, supoorted by the repre

sentative of the United Kingdom, the argument being that the 

telegram of the Ukrainian Foreign Minister did not contain 

sufficient substantiation of the facts. 

The delegates of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-

lics,'*-Egypt, and Mexico,'̂  supported the inclusion of the 

complaint on the agenda. 

In the second and final vote, the delegates of China, 

Egypt, France, Mexico, Poland, the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics, and the United States of America voted for the 

inclusion of the complaint on the agenda and the delegates 

of the Netherlands and the United Kingdom voted against its 
2 

inclusion. The Australian and Brazilian delegates abstained. 

The delegate of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub

lics, Mr. Manuilsky, was invited to the table to make his 

complaints. In substance, he charged that the British had 

intervened in the internal affairs of Greece and that the 

Greek Government was using the election as an "instrument 

for further preparations to implement its aggressive plans 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 7, pp. 179^^. 

2Ibid., p. 194. ^Ibid., pp. 176-7. 

^Ibid., p. 197. 
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against other nations." 

Mr. Denramis, the Greek spokesman, denied that the 

United Kingdom had intervened in the internal affairs of 

Greece and stated that the British troops were there merely 
2 

to preserve order. 

He further stated: 

We regard as inadmissable any public discussion of 
our Internal affairs because under Article 2, paragraph 
7 of the United Nations Charter, this constitutes the 
intervention in the internal matters of a sovereign State, 
a proud and independent Member of the United Nations. But 
we cannot allow the charges brought by this Council a-
gainst our Country to go unanswered.-^ 

Mr. Denramis further contended that two hundred and 

fifty teams of experienced ©bservers—American, English, and 

French—supervi sed the Greek elections.^ 

He said that: 

The mission entrusted to these observers grew out of 
the agreement concluded at Yalta by America, Great Britain, 
and Russia, to help liberated countries set up democratic 
governments, followed by the agreement of Greek political 
parties to seek such Allied help. America, France, and 
Great Britain accepted the Greek invitation; Russia de
clined it.^ 

Mr. Denramis concluded the main body of his argument 

by stating: 

. . .1 think, first, that the principle of res judicata 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year 
First Series, Ho. 8, pp. ro9^^^0. 

^Official Records of th£ Security Council. First Year 
First Series, No. 9, p. 21?. 

3Ibid., p. 219. ^Ibid., p. 221. 

5lbid., p. 222. 
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should also be applied to questions which come before the 
Security Council so that there should be no need for the 
Council, at the expense of its prestige, to intervene 
every six months in a country's internal affairs. Secondly, 
it is fantastic to accuse Greece of fascism when it is 
remembered that she offered armed opposition to the Ital
ian and German fascists at a time when other countries 
preferred to follow a more prudent "wait and see" policy. 
Thirdly, there is an English saying: "It takes two to make 
a quarrel." If Greece is accused of being one of the 
parties endangering peace, where is the second party?! 

The delegate from the United Kingdom, Sir Alexander 

Cadogan, in disclaiming the Ukrainian charges, stated: 

As regards the situation in Greece, I do not claim 
that all is perfect and tranquil there. Certainly all 
is not perfect by Soviet Standards. All is not perfect 
even by British democratic standards. My Government 
never claimed that it is. But two facts I do claim, one 
is that conditions in Greece are not nearly in such a 
sorry plight as in certain European countries whose situa
tions have not, as yet, been investigated by this Council; 
and the second is that conditions in Greece would be better 
than they are if it were not for Communist pressure and 
propaganda inside her territory and along her borders. 

What Greece now needs is to be left alone. . • .2 

At this same meeting the President of the Security 

Council read a letter from Albania. The Albanian represen

tative was asking that he be invited to the Security Council 

table, under Article Thirty-Two of the Charter, since his 

country was being threatened by Greece, thus endangering the 

peace. He stated that he would be able to "shed more light 

on the just and correct charges against Greece".-^ 

After the continuation of the Albanian request to 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 9, p. 240. 

^Ibid.. p, 248. ^Ibid., p. 250. 
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appear before the Security Council, the Chinese representative 

seemed to have the most sensible approach. He stated: 

. . .it is our opinion that the right of the Albanian 
representative to come to the table of the Security Coun
cil is not clearly provided under the Charter nor under 
rule 39 in the rules of procedure. But, if some method 
or rule can be found to enable the representative of 
Albania to come to the table, I shall be glad to hear 
him.**-

The Australian delegate proposed that no further dis

cussion of Albania's request be conducted until the Council 

had decided how they were going to examine the complaint.2 

The President of the Security Council at this time 

was Mr. Nerve of Mexico, and he stated that he thought the 

Albanian delegate should be invited to the table and called 

for a vote to decide if the Council would hear the delegate 

from Albania in order that he might make a factual statement. 

The delegates of Brazil, China, Egypt, France, Mexico, Nether

lands, Poland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and 

the United States voted in favor of hearing the Albanian. The 

delegates of the United Kingdom voted against hearing the 

Albanian delegate, and the Australian delegate abstained.-^ 

The representative of Albania, Colonel Tuk Jokova, then 

took a seat at the table.*•• 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 10, p. ̂ 2 . 

^Ibid., p. 264. ^Ibid.. pp. 266-7. 

^Ibid.. p. 267. 
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In substance, the Albanian delegate claimed and de

manded the following things: 

1. He claimed that the Greek Government was aiming to 
grab Southern Albania. 

2. He demanded that the Security Council force Greece 
to stop her alleged provocations on the Albanian 
border. 

3. He demanded that the Greek Government stop her alleged , 
inhuman persecution of the Albanian minority in Greece, 

The delegate from the United States of America, in 

backing the Government of Greece, stated: 

My Government regards certain other specific Ukrainian 
charges as lacking basis in fact: They are: (a) that the 
Greek elections and referendum were falsified; (b) that 
Greece is threatening the peace because she claims that a 
state of war exists with Albania; (c) that Greece is 
threatening the peace because she has put forward claims 
for Northern Epirus; and (d) that unbridled propaganda of 
the Greek monarchist extremists is endangering the peace. 
In the view of the United States delegation, these charges 
may be disposed of from the beginning as not having been 
substantiated. 

He concluded by stating that "My Government rejects 

this contention (the one by the Ukrainian delegate) as en

tirely beyond the realm of credulity."^ 

The Australian delegate stated that in his opinion the 

Council should pass on to the next item of business on the 

agenda.^ 

The Ukrainian delegate, Mr. Manuilsky, again contended 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 10, p. 57l. 

2lbid., p. 273. ^Ibid.. p. 276. 

^Xbid.. p. 281. 
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that there was a situation in Greece which endangered the 

peace and security and thus fell within the scope of Articles 

Thirty-Four and Thirty-Five of the Charter of the United 

Nations. He requested that the Security Council take imme

diate action. 

The Brazilian delegate, Mr. Velloso, in supporting 

Greece stated: 

V/ith respect ,to the Greek Government, we all know 
that there is a minority in Greece which is violently 
opposed to it. It is understandable that the represent
ative of the Ukraine may have special reasons for want
ing to give this minority his valuable moral support. 
But the truth—excuse me for being so in such a blunt 
fashion—is that that is none of our business. 

Wr, Velloso also stated that the Council had discharged 

its duty in granting a hearing to the "litigants" and that 

the Council should pass on to the next item of business on 

the agenda.^ 

Mr. Gromyko, the delegate from the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, took issue with the delegates from 

the United Kingdom and the United States of America for their 

stand against the Ukrainian delegate.^ 

The British delegate repeated that in his opinion, Mr. 

Manuilsky had "wholly failed to substantiate his charges."^ 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 11, p. ̂ 4 . 

^Ibid., p. 295. ^Ibid., p. 296. 

^Official Records of the Security Council, First Year, 
First Series, No. 12, p. ^ 0 ^ ^ 9 . 

^Ibid., p. 315. 
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The delegate from the Netherlands, in backing Greece, 

stated that 

. . .The fact that Greece wishes to present a claim to 
what it calls Northern Epirus, and is prepared to deal 
with it in an orderly peaceful way cannot be called evi
dence of aggressive designs; moreover it is the Peace 
Conference which has Jurisdiction for hearing that claim, 
not the Security Council. . . .1 

The Australian delegate stated that he wished to sub

mit a resolution which was as follows: "That the Security 

Council pass to the next item on the agenda."^ 

The delegate from the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub

lics brought forth a lengthy proposal, which in part stated: 

For the above-mentioned reasons,^ the Security Council 
resolves to call upon the Greek Government: 

(1) to take measures in accordance with Article 2, 
paragraph 4 of the Charter of the United Nations for the 
immediate cessation of the provocative activities of the 
aggressive monarchist elements on the Greco-Albanian 
frontier; 

(2) to call upon the Greek Government to put an end 
to the agitation regarding the state of war which is 
said to exist between Greece and Albania, in spite of 
the fact that Albania is endeavouring to establish nor
mal peaceful relations with Greece; 

(3) to terminate the persecution of national minorities 
in Greece, which is contrary to Article 1, paragraphs 2 
and 3 of the Charter of the United Nations; 

(4) to retain on the agenda of the Security Council 
the question of the menacing situation brought about as 
the result of the activities of the Greek Government so 
long as the latter fails to carry out the recommendations 
proposed by the Security Council.*•• 

•̂ Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 13, p. 35*4. 

2lbid., p. 329. 

^The same reasons as set forth in Mr. Grymoko's reso
lution just above. 

^Official Records of the Security Council, op.cit. ,p.335. 
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The Polish delegate, Mr. Lange, in supporting the pro

posal made by the delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics stated, "These, I think, are very modest and moderate 

demands, going less far than other proposals. . . .""̂  I-̂r. 

Lange went on to request of the Council that they not approach 

the Greek problem in "the spirit of Munich".^ 

The Manuilsky accused the head of the Greek Government 

as saying in effect that there was no dispute between Greece 

and Albania, but that the real dispute was between the Union 

of Soviet Socialist Republics and Great Britain, He further 

accused Mr. Tsaldarls of trying to muddle the issue and shift 

the blame on the British Authorities. He also took issue with 

the delegate of the United Kingdom for continuing to deny "the 

fact" that the British Government was intervening in the inter-

3 
nal affairs of Greece. 

Mr. Johnson, the delegate from the United States, stat

ed: 
Under instructions from my Government, I shall vote 

against this motion, (made by the delegate of the USSR) 
since we reject without qualification the contention that 
these charges have been established. In fact, I welcome 
the opportunity which has been presented to the Council 
to clear the British and Greek Governments of the serious 
accusations levelled against them. . . .̂  

•̂ Official Records of Lhe Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 14, p. I5"3. 

^Ibid., p. 353. ^Ibid.. p. 354. 

^Ibid., p. 366. 
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The delegate from the United Kingdom stated that he 

would like to back step for a moment and look at the thing 

(Ukraine charges) in its true perspective: 

. . .What, in effect, is the issue before us? the re
presentative of the Soviet Socialist Republic of the 
Ukraine comes before us to complain that Greece threatens 
the peace of the world, and that in that nefarious design 
she is aided and abetted by his Majesty's Government in 
the United Kingdom. He is supported in everything he im
plies and insinuates by the representative of the USSR, 
and there is a sort of gloomy Greek chorus provided by 
the Polish representative, who moans about the "shadow 
of Munich".! 

The Australian delegate declared that ". . .we shall 

stand by the resolution that we have already moved, that the 

Council shall pass on to the next item on the agenda".^ 

Mr. Gromyko stated that he wanted to take the oppor

tunity to remind the Security Council that in the past com

missions and their decisions had not been very successful and 

that if a commission were appointed, the "substance of the 

question raised by the Government of the Ukraine might be lost 

sight of."^ 

The representat ive of the Netherlands proposed the 

following: 

The Security Council. 

Having been informed that a number of frontier inci
dents have taken place on the frontier between Greece on 

Official Rey rds of the Security Council. First Year 
First Series, No. 15, p. 5^6. 

^Ibid., p. 379. ^Ibid., p. 384. 
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the one hand and Yugoslavia, Albania, and Bulgaria, on 
the other. 

Invites the Secretary-General to notify the Govern-
ments of the said countries on behalf of the Security 
Council, that the Council, without pronouncing any opin
ion on the question of responsibility, earnestly hopes 
that these Governments, each in so far as it is concerned 
will do their utmost, in as much as that should still be 
necessary, to stop those regrettable incidents by giving 
approoriate instructions to their national authorities 
and by making sure that these instructions are rigidly 
enforced.1 

The Australian delegate declared, in speaking of the 

proposal made by the Netherlands, ". . .we would have no 

difficulty in supporting that at the same time as we supported 
2 

our own resolution". 

The United States delegate proposed the following 

resolution: 

Resolved, 
That the Security Council, acting under Article 34 

of the Charter, establish a commission of three individ
uals to be nominated by the Secretary-General, to repre
sent the Security Council on the basis of their compe
tence and impartiality, and to be confirmed by the Secur
ity Council; 

That the Security Council instruct the commission: 

(1) To investigate the facts relating to the border 
incidents along the frontier between Greece, 
on the one hand, and Albania, Bulgaria, and 
Yugoslavia on the other; 

(2) To examine the statements submitted to the 
Security Council concerning these incidents 
and such further information from other sources 
as it deems necessary; 

(3) To submit to the Security Council as soon as 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 15, p. T̂ 'O. 

^Ibid., p. 390. 
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practical a report on the facts disclosed by its 
investigations; 

That the committee shall have authority to conduct its 
investigation in the area and to call upon Albania, Bul
garia, Greece, and Yugoslavia for information relevant 
to its Investigation; 

That the Security Council request the Secretary-Gen
eral to communicate with the appropriate authorities in 
the countries involved in order to obtain permission for 
the commission to conduct its investigation in these 
countries.1 

The delegate from the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub

lics stated that the proposal made by the United States of 

America could not be adopted because the Security Council 

had in no way examined the questions relating to the situa

tion of the Greek-Yugoslav and the Greek-Bulgarian frontiers, 

and furthermore, the Security Council had not heard repre-
2 

sentatives from Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. 

The delegate from the Netherlands tried to find a 

middle ground that would be acceptable to both parties by 

suggesting that the words "Bulgaria" and "Yugosl=:via" be 

left out of the proposal,^ since this was what the delegate 

from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics objected to, 

but the delegate from the Union of Soviet of Socialist Repub

lics informed him that he could not accept even this, since 

he considered it to be wrong.^ 

lOfflcial Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 16, p. 3^6. 

^Ibid., p. 397- ^Ibid., p. 401. 

^Ibid^, p. 402. 
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The first of the four proposals to be voted upon was 

that of the delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub

lics. The proposal was voted upon as a whole, and was de

feated by a vote of nine against, with only the Polish and 

the Soviet delegates voting in its favour.-̂  

Next, the proposal of the delegate of the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics was voted upon point by point 

and was defeated point by point by the same vote as had been 

the original vote on the proposal as a whole, with only the 

delegate of Poland and the delegate of the Union of the Soviet 

Socialist Republics voting for it each time.^ 

The proposal brought forth by the delegate of the 

Netherlands also failed to be adopted, since the delegates 

of only six countries voted for adoption of the proposal, 

these being the delegates of Brazil, China, Mexico, Nether

lands, United Kingdom, and the United States. There were 

three votes against the proposal, these being cast by the 

representatives of Egypt, Poland, and the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics. There were two abstentions, Australia 

and France.-^ 

The next proposal to be voted upon was that submitted 

by the delegate of the United States. The representatives of 

Official Reoords of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 15, p. 1^8. 

^Ibld,, p, 408-9. ^Ibid., p.. 409-10. 
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Brazil, China, Egypt, Mexico, the Netherlands, United Kingdom, 

and the United States all voted in behalf of its adoption. 

The Polish and the Soviet delegates voted against it and the 

Australian abstained. The resolution was not adopted, since 

one of the permanent members voted against it. 

I Before the Australian delegate's proposal could be 

voted upon, the Polish delegate brought forth a proposal, 

which read as follows: 

The Security Council, having considered the situation 
brought to its attention by the Ukrainian Socialist 
Republic decides to keep the situation under observation 
and to retain it on the list of the matters with which 
the Council is seized.^ 

The Australian delegate stated that he could not accept 

this resolution and would insist upon a vote on his own pro-
3 

posal. 

The Polish delegate's resolution was rejected by a 

vote of nine against and two votes for, with only the dele

gates of Poland and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

voting in its behalf.^ 

The Australian delegate finally withdrew his proposal 

when it was pointed out to him that this case was automati

cally off the agenda by a negative vote; that is, the defeat 

of the Polish delegate to keep the case on the agenda? 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
First Series, No. 16, p. 2JT2. 

^Ibid., p. 413. ^Ibid., p. 415. 

^Ibid., p. 418. ^Ibid., p. 422. 



61 

Thus the Ukrainian complaint against Greece was re

moved without any decision whatsoever. 



CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION CONCERNING RE-EXAMINATION OF APPLICATIONS 

FOR MEMBERSHIP IN THE UNITED NATIONS 

ORGANIZATION 

EIGHTIETH MEETING: 

At the eightieth meeting the Security Council heard 

a report from the Chairman of the Committee on Experts con

cerning the conditions under which Switzerland might become 
2 

a party to the Statute of the International Court of Justice. 

EIGHTY-FIRST MEETING THROUGH THE EIGHTY-EIGHTH MEETING: 

At the eighty-first meeting the United States dele

gate, Mr. H. Johnson, became the president of the Security 

Council. 

The Security Council was informed by the represent

ative of France and Slam at this meeting that their dispute 

had been settled and this item was dropped from the agenda.3 

The principal item discussed at the eighty-first meet

ing was a letter from the Secretary-General to the President 

iFor this report see United Nations Document S/l91 or 
Security Council Official Records. First Year, Second Series, 
Supplement No. S, Annex 13. 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 22, p.TOl. 

3lbid., pp. 505-7. 
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of the Security Council forwarding a resolution of the Gen

eral Assembly concerning re-examination of applications for 

membership.! The Security Council had examined applications 

for membership in the United Nations by the Hashemite King

dom of TransJordan, Ireland, the Mongolian People's Repub

lic, the People's Republic of Albania, and Portugal, but had 

not made any recommendations. The Secretary-General stated: 

Since membership in the United Nations is open to all 
peace-loving States which accept the obligations con
tained in the Charter and which in the judgment of the 
Organization are able and willing to carry out these ob
ligations, as stated in Article 4, therefore, 

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Recommends that the Security Council re-examine the 
applications for membership in the United Nations of the 
above-mentioned States on their respective merits as 
measured by the yardstick of the Charter, in accordance 
with Article 4. 

I have the honour to request you to be so good as to 
bring this resolution to the attention of the Security 
Council. 2 

In regard to the above proposal by the General Assem

bly, the Australian delegate, Mr. Hasluck, stated: 

I should like to propose that this Council adopt the 
recommendation which it has received from the General 
Assembly. % . 

But assuming we do adopt it, that does not, of course, 
dispose of that matter. The adoption of this recommen
dation commits us to re-examine it. We would still have 
to consider the methods and means of re-examination. It 

^For the letter see United Nations Document S/l97. 
2 
Official Records of the Security Council, First Year, 

second Series, No. 23, pp. 5>W^9. 
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is quite obvious to any practical person that we could 
not hope, in a plenary meeting of the Council in public 
this afternoon, to conduct that re-examination. We will 
have to consider some measures for doing the work, assum
ing that we adopt the recommendation. And it would seem 
to me that, as we have in existence a body already, a 
Committee for the Admission of New Members, which assisted 
the Council on a previous occasion, if we do adopt this 
recommendation, we should immediately transmit it to that 
Council in order that the Committee may commence the re
examination to which the recommendation refers. 

I propose that the Council adopt the Assembly recom
mendation and refer the question to the Committee for 
the Admission of New Members.! 

The delegate from the Netherlands, Mr. Van Kieffens, 

stated that: 

The only thing which is known to us as a certainty is 
that the General Assembly is not altogether satisfied 
with the method followed so far by the Security Council. 
But, I believe that that point should be settled before 
we proceed with item 3 on the agenda, beyond adopting 
the principle that these applications will be re-exam
ined.-̂ ^ 

The Egyptian delegate, Hassan Pasha, agreed with the 

Australian delegate but stated that he thought "the question 

raised by the Netherlands representative" was "very reason

able in so far as we have first to consider the question of 

the recommendation of the General Assembly". He went on to 

say that he in no way considered the General Assembly to be 

a body of appeal, but owing to its full jurisdiction over all 

matters, he had no doubt but that it could recommend the re

examination of the candidates which had been previously pre-

•̂ Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 23, p."T08-^. 

^Ibid., p. 509. 
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sented to the Security Council.^ 

The Mexican delegate, Mr. Padilla Nerve, agreed with 

the Australian delegate but disagreed with the representative 

of the Netherlands saying that he did not think it necessary 

to postpone consideration of the applications of these five 

states until "some result" had "been achieved regarding the 

recommendation of the General Assembly that a committee of 

the General Assembly should confer with a committee of the 

Security Council regarding the rules of procedure for the ad

mission of new members."^ 

The Chinese delegate, Mr. Quo Tai-chi proposed that 

the Council postpone the consideration and examination of 

the applications of the States in question until the Council 

had some new factor or new situation to consider, or until 

new rules governing the procedure for the admission of members 

had been drawn up in conformity with the decisions reached 

by the Assembly committee and the Council sub-committee.3 

Mr. Lange, the Polish delegate, believed that the 

Council had two questions to consider, first, whether they 

should adopt the recommendation of the General Assembly, and 

second, the procedure to be followed in case the recommenda

tion was adopted. On the first question, he stated that if 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 23, p.T05T" 

^Ibid.. p. 510. ^Ibid.. p. 511. 



66 

the Council did adopt the recommendation, it would be done 

as a "free decision because we think that such a decision 

is politically advisable and wise". He also went on to say 

that if the Council did adopt the recommendation, it would 

in no way have acted in contravention of Article Four of the 

Charter. He upheld the proposal made by the Netherlands and 

supported by China. 

The Brazilian delegate, Mr. Velloso, stated that it 

might not be the legal duty of the Council to accept the 

recommendation, but that it was their moral duty to do so.2 

The delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub

lics, Mr. Gromyko, stated that 

. . .it seems to me that we could save time today by 
taking a simple decision, which suggests itself, that 
is, that we could agree that the Security Council re
examine the applications, concerning which it was pre
viously unable to take a positive decision.-̂  

The Australian delegate stated that he was in almost 

complete agreement with the Russian delegate, but the repre

sentative of the United Kingdom declared that he would pre

fer to adopt the Australian proposal.^ 

At the end of the meeting, no agreement had been 

reached by the members of the Council, and the president 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year 
Second Series, No. 23, p."Tll-12. 

^Ibid.. p. 512. ^Ibid., pp. 513-14. 

^Ibid., pp. 514-15. 
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requested that the representatives of Australia and the Neth

erlands withdraw their proposals and amendments in order to 

permit him to consult with them and the other members of the 

Council. This was acceptable to both Australia and the 
2 

Netherlands. 

At the next meeting it was agreed to postpone discus

sion of the General Assembly's letter indefinitely but that 

any member could bring it up again any time he so desired.3 

At this same meeting the application of Siam for mem

bership in the United Nations was discussed. All members 

were in favour of admitting Siam, except the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, who asked that the application be post

poned.^ At the next meeting, however, the delegate of the 

Soviet Union stated that he was ready to support Siam for 

membership in the United Nations. The Chinese delegate pro

posed the following resolution which was adopted unanimously: 

The Security Council, having taken note of the unan
imous approval by its members of the application of Siam 
for membership in the United Nations, recommends to the 
General Assemblv that it admit Siam to membership in the 
United Nations.* 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 23, p.T21. 

^Ibid.. pp. 521-522. 

3officisl Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Se<D nd Series, No. 24, p.T23-$. 

^Ibid.. pp. 525-9. 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 25, pp. 55^3. 
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THE GREEK QUESTION 

EIGHTY-SECOND THROUGH EIGHTY-EIGHTH MEETING: 

The final item of great importance discussed by the 

Security Council during the first year of its existence was 

the situation brought to the Council by Greece concerning 

the situation in Northern Greece.! 

The President's suggestion of procedure touched off 

a debate which lasted throughout the first meeting of the 

discussion of the Greek situation. He stated that since 

Greece was the nation bringing the situation to the Council's 

attention, the Council should invited Greece to participate 

in the discussion, without vote. He further stated: 

. . .1 assume that under Article 31 of the Charter the 
Council would wish to extend an invitation to the Yugo
slav Government, as a Member of the United Nations to 
participate without vote in a discussion of this question 
on the ground that its interests are especially affected. 
The Albanian Government and the Bulgarian Government are 
not Members of the United Nations. It will therefore be 
necessary to deal with them on a different basis. 

!For the Greek letter, see Official Records of the 
Security Council. First Year, Second Series, Supplement No. 
10, Annex lb. 

2 
Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 

Second Series, No. 24, p.T3^T7~ 
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He suggested that Albania ?nd Bulgaria be allowed to 

give a factual statement, but not be allowed to participate 

in the discussion. The President then stated: 

I would suggest to the Council that we follow this 
precedent (set by the Polish delegate, Lange) and decide 
now, that, at an appropriate stage in the proceedings, 
the Albanian and Bulgarian Governments should be invited 
to the Council table to present any facts bearing on the 
issues before the Council.! 

The delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

disagreed with the President and stated that in his opinion 

all of the disputing states should be invited to participate 
2 

in the discussion without vote. 

The Australian delegate agreed with the United States 

delegate and disagreed with the Soviet delegate, saying: 
. .. .We cannot share the view put forward by the repre
sentative of the Soviet Union that, having decided to in
vite them, we should apparently then adjourn for a time 
in order that they may attend. It seems to us that we 
have enough before us to go ahead immediately and try 
to adduce sufficient facts that will enable us to take 
the first decision: whether or not to conduct an investi
gation. 3 

The representative of the Netherlands introduced an 

entirely new view when he stated that the Albanian and Bul

garian delegates could not be invited to participate in the 

discussion, because Article Thirty-One referred only to mem

ber states; but under Article Thirty-Two, which referred to 

disputes, any nation could be brought before the United 

!official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 24, p."331. 

Îbixi.. p. 521. ^Ibid.. pp. 531-32. 
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Nations. Whether or not Albania and Bulgaria would be in

vited would depend upon the Council's decision as to whether 

there was a dispute rather than a situation.^ 

The Egyptian delegate agreed with the delegate of the 

United State's proposal.^ 

The Mexican delegate stated that: 

. . .this Council will of course decide whether there 
is a dispute or a situation. It seems to me that this 
is a dispute. But anyway, I am of the opinion that those 
States that have requested to be invited to the Council 
have, according to Article 32—and until this Council 
decides otherwise—the right to be invited and to take 
part without vote in the discussion of this question.3 

The delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

again stated: 

I consider that the only correct decision on this 
question would be to invite the representatives of Bul
garia and Albania at the very beginning of the discus
sion of the question raised by the Greek Government. Not 
to admit these representatives at the beginning would be 
an unjust decision on the part of the Security Council.^ 

The delegate from the United Kingdom, Lord Inverchapel, 

stated in agreeing with the Soviet delegate: 

. , .1 think that they should be <̂ iven every opportunity 
to make, as you (the USSR) suggested earlier in this de
bate, a declaration of facts.5 

lOfficial RecD rds of the Security Council. First Series, 
First Year, No. 24, p. 53T7 

^Ibid. 

3official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 25, p.T36« 

^Ibid., pp. 537-8, ^Ibid., p. 53^. 
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Mr. Lange stated th^t in his opinion there was no 

question but that all three Governments mentioned in the 

Greek charges had the right to answer these charges, but that 

the Governments of Yugoslavia and Greece had an additional 

right, namely the right of participation in the discussions. 

^® stated that therein lay the difference between the rights 

of Members and non-members.! 

Mr. Lange made the following proposal: 

. . .that we invite to the table immediately the repre
sentative of Greece. Yugoslavia, &algaria, and Albania, 
with the understanding that the latter two representa
tives are at the table in order to hear any charges 
which may be made against them, during the discussion, 
in order to answer such charges, make counter-charges 
if they have any, and answer questions, at any moment, 
which any of the members of our Council might want to 
ask.^ 

The Chinese delegate proposed that the Council invite 

the Greek and the Yugoslav representatives to come to the 

table immediately and present their cases. After listening 

to these two delegates, the Council would then be able to 

decide if a dispute existed and on the basis of Article Thirty-

Two could invited the Albanian and Bulgarian representatives.3 

The Mexican delegate took issue with the Polish dele

gate by stating: 

I do not agree with the representative of Poland that 
we must assume that this is a situation. I think this 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 25, pp. 5"J^9. 

^Ibid.. p. 539. 3ibid,, p. 540. 
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Council must not assume anything. This Council could 
act objectively only after hearing the facts, and we can
not hear the facts if the parties concerned are not to be 
called to this table. , . . 

The Charter does not provide for that half-way measure 
of inviting a representative of a Government to make a 
statement and then have him withdraw from this Council 
Table; I do not see any provision in the Charter to that 
effect. Either Article 32 applies or it does not apply.! 

?fr. Lange replied that he did not mean to have the re

presentatives of Albania and Bulgaria make a statement and 

leave the table. But he still contended that they should not 

be allowed to discuss the case unless the Security Council 

found that a dispute existed. 

Mr. Gromyko, for the third time, stated that it would 

be unjust not to invite all three defendants from the very 

beginning.3 

The delegate from the Netherlands proposed that all 

countries involved in the situation be invited to participate 

in the discussion and if after hearing the case and deciding 

that situation was a situation and not a disnute, then Article 

Thirty-Two would not have been infringed upon.'*' 

The Mexican delegate stated that the situation and the 

accusation made against Yugoslavia were exactly the same as 

those against Albania and Bulgaria and that there was no rea

son why those two States should not be dealt with in the same 

!official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 25, p."T41. 

^Ibid.. pp. 541-2. ^Ibid.. p. 543. 

^Ibid., p. 544. 
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manner. He went on to say, however, that if the Security 

Council members applied Article Thirty-One to Bulgaria and 

Albania they would run the risk of giving these and the other 

two nations unjust and unfair treatment and that he could not 

agree to this.! 

The dele:̂ ite from the Union of Soviet jocialist Repub

lics proposed that the Security Council invite the represen

tatives of Greece, Yugoslavia, Albania, and Bulgaria to parti-

cipate in the examination of the question raised in the state

ment of the Greek Government and that the Security Council 

invite immediafcely these representatives to participate in 

the examination of the question from the very beginning. 

This resolution failed to carry,3 

The second proposal was submitted by the delegate of 

the Netherlands,^ but was amended by I^. Lange,5 and it was 

this proposal that was finally adopted by the Security Coun

cil. The first paragraph was accepted unanimously.. It read: 

The representatives of Greece and Yugoslavia are in
vited to participate in the discussion without vote. 

The second paragraph was also accepted unanimously. 

It read: 

•̂ Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, Wo. 25, p.T47. 

^Ibid., pp. 548-9. ^Ibid.. p. 556. 

^Ibid., pp. 549-50. ^Ibid., p. 558, 
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The representatives of Alb.̂ ;nia and Bulgaria are in
vited to enable the Security Council to hear such declar
ations as they may wish to -r.ake. 

The Third paraô raph v:?s then voted upon. It read: 

Should the Security Council find at a later stage that 
the matter under consideration is a dispute, the repre
sentatives of Albania and Bulgaria will be invited to par
ticipate in the discussion without vote.! 

The delegate from the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-

lies, in voting against the third paragraph stated that if a 

situation were found to exist, Albania and Bulgaria could 

not participate further in the discussion. The Mexican dele-

gate abstained from voting on the third paragraph. 

The Greek representative, Mr. Tsaldarls, took his seat 

at the table along with delegates from Yugoslavia, Albania, 

and Bulgaria. Mr. Tsaldarls contended that Yugoslavia, Al

bania, and Bulgaria were causing the civil uprising in Greece 

by training, arming, and staffing bandits and by permitting 

them to raid Greek territory, burn villages, murder, and rob. 

In his speech he quoted at great length from the American 

3 press.^ 

The Yugoslavian representative then answered the Greek 

delegate by saying: 

. . .The responsibility for the present civil war in Greece 
rests on the fact that the present regime is contrary to 
the feeling of the Greek people. This regime could not 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 25, pp. 5*^9. 

2 Ibid. 3xbid,. pp. 564-570. 
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continue to exist without artificial support from abroad, 
(meaning England).! 

The Yugoslavian delegate claimed that the Government 

of the Federal Peoples Republic of Yugoslavia, in a note to 

the big powers on July 18, 1945, had proposed that an inquiry 

be made into the events then taking place in Greece. "The 

inquiry we proposed was not made."^ 

The Yugoslavian delegate also quoted the American 

Press at great length in order to prove that he was right in 

this case and that Greece was wrong.3 He further contended 

that photostatic copies of documents presented by the Greek 

representative were not authentic and that anyone could have 

written the documents and could then have made the photostats.^ 

He ended his speech by stating: 

May I point out that this is the third time in the 
brief life of the Security Council that the Tsaldarls 
Government has been brought up for discussion. Once this 
discussion was timed to coincide with the Paris Peace 
Conference. Now it is timed to coincide with the United 
Nations Assembly session. Is the continued existence of 
this regime really of such vital importance to the world 
peace?^ 

The Albanian delegate claimed that the Greeks had 

attacked Albanian outposts (frontiers) and that they (the 

attackers) were either killed or taken prisoner.^ 

^Official ReoD rds of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 25, pp. 570-7n 

Îbjjd., p. 571. 3ibid., pp. 572-6. 

^Ibid., p. 578. ^Ibid., p. 581. 

Ibio., p. 591. 
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He further claimec' that the Greek Governr.ent itself 

was responsible for the predicament it was in when he said 

that "both its domestic and its foreign policy reflect the 

characteristics of fascist regimes against which humanity 

has waged a ruthless war".! 

The Bulgarian delegate claiTied that: 

. . .the Bulgarian people and Governrasnt have been sub
jected to a particularly vicious and slanderous attack 
on the part of the Greel: press. Dispatches emanating 
from Athens contain fantastic and malicious stories 
obviously aiming at discrediting the present Bulgarian 
regime, at creating an unfavourable impression on the 
statemen engaged in drafting the peace treaties and thus 
at securing more favourable terms for Greece.^ 

He further claimed that Bulgaria was still under the 

supervision of an Allied Control Commission which had total 

control over the whole of Bulgarian territory,3 

After all four parties had been heard, the President 

proposed that: 

. . .in accordance with the spirit of that Article (Arti-
cal Thirty-Two) and vd.th the spirit of justice with which 
the Charter is inspired, we invite Albania and Bulgaria 
to participate, without vote, during the remainder of this 
discussion, in order to assist the members of the Council 
in reaching an appropriate settlement of the case,*̂  

The President's proposal was adopted.5 

The next important step taken by the Security Council 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 26, p.T92. 

^Ibid., p. 595. ^Ibid.. pp. 598-9. 

^Ibid., p, 608. ^Ibid,, p. 613. 
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was the proposal made by the United States delegate, which 

read as follows: 

Whereas, 
There have been presented to the Security Council oral 

and written statements by the Greek, Yugoslav, Albanian, 
and Bulgarian Governments relating to disturbed conditions 
along the frontier between Greece on the one hand and Al
bania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia on the other, which con
ditions, in the opinion of the Council, should be investi
gated; 
Resolved: 

That the Security Council, under Article 34 of the 
Charter, establish a commission of investigation to ascer
tain the facts relating to the alleged border violations 
along the frontier between Greece on the one hand and Al
bania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia on the other; 

That the Commission be composed of a representative of 
each of the permanent members of the Council and of Brazil 
and Poland; 

That the commission shall proceed to the area at once, 
and not later than 15 January, 1947, and shall submit to 
the Security Council at the earliest possible date a re
port on the facts disclosed by its investigation. The 
commission shall, if it deems it advisable or if requested 
by the Security Council, make preliminary reports to the 
Security Councilj 

That the commission shall have authority to conduct its 
investigation in the area including such territory in Al
bania, Bulgaria, Greece and Yugoslavia as the commission 
considers should be included in its investigation in order 
to facilitate the discharge of its functions, and to call 
upon the Governments, officials and nationals of those 
countries, as well as such other sources as the commission 
deems necessary, for information relevant to its investi
gation; 

That the Security Council request the Secretary-General 
to communicate with the appropriate authorities of the 
countries named above in order to facilitate the commis
sion's investigation in those countries; 

That each representative on the commission be entitled 
to select the personnel necessary to assist him and that, 
in addition, the Security Council request the Secretary-
General to provide such staff and assistance to the com
mission as it deems necessary for the prompt and effective 
fulfillment of its task,! 

Second 
^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Series, Mo. 27, pp7"61inr3l. 
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The delegate from the United Kingdom supported the pro

posal by the United States delegate,^ as did the Australian 

delegate, the Brazilian delegate,3 and the French delegate.^ 

The first delegate to offer an amendment to the United 

States delegate's proposal was that of the Union of Soviet 

Socialists Republics, For the fifth paragraph he suggested 

the following: 

That the commission shall have authority to conduct 
its investigation in Greece, and also in the frontier 
districts of Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia, and to 
call upon the governments, officials and nationals of 
these countries, as well as such other sources as the 
commission deems necessary, for information relevant to 
its investigation.5 

He also proposed an amendment to the last paragraph 

which read as follows: 

That each representative on the commission be entitled 
to take with him one or two assistants, and that, in ad
dition, the Security Council request the Secretary-Gen
eral to provide the^necessary number of technical assist
ants for his staff.° 

These amendments were proposed because, in Mr. Gromyko's 

opinion, the draft resolution "will improve the text and make 

it more precise".' 

!official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 27, p."^3^57" 

^Ibid.. p. 633. ^Ibid.. p. 634. 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 28, p.T55T" 

^Ibid., p. 646. ^Ibid., p. 648. 

7lbid., p. 646. 
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The Bulgarian delegate stated that he would like to 

have on the commission a member or representative from each 

of the countries involved in the dispute.^ 

The Bulgarian delegate further proposed an amendment 

to the one made by the United States delegate. The proposed 

amendment read as follows: 

The commission of investigation will have as an ob
jective of particular Importance, besides the other tasks 
assigned to it by the Council, to find whether any of the 
Governments of the countries involved in the present dis
pute has given proof of international good will in its 
domestic policy, or, on the contrary, has promoted through 
various means a spirit of distrust and hate towards its 
neighbours, thus preventing establishment of ffiendly, 
neighborly relations among the Balkan peoples.2 

The next amendment came from the Polish delegate, Mr. 

Lange. He suggested the following: 

1. In paragraph 1, add the words "in northern Greece and" 
before the phrase "along the frontier between Greece on 
the one hand and Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia on the 
other. 
2. In paragraph 2, add the words "the disturbed conditions 
in northern Greece and" before the phrase "alleged border 
violations along the frontier between Greece on the one 
hand and Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia on the other". 
3. Paragraph 5 should read: 

That the commission shall have authority to conduct its 
investigation in northern Greece and in such places in 
other parts of Greece, in Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia 
as the commission considers should be included in its in
vestigation in order to elucidate the causes and nature of 
the above-mentioned disturbances; 

That the commission shall have authority to call upon 
the Governments, officials and nationals of those coun
tries, as well as such other sources as the commission 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 28, p.T4Fr" 

^Ibid,, p. 650. 
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deems necessary, for information relevant to its investi
gation. 
4. At the end add the following paragraph: 

That representatives of the Governments of Greece, Al
bania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia be invited to participate 
in the work of the commission in a consultative capacity.! 

Mr. Lange stated that he added these amendments (1) 

because he thought that they would greatly facilitate the 

work of the commission conducting the investigations and (2) 

that they would be helpful in allowing the participation in 

a consultative capacity of representatives of the four Govern

ments concerned. 

The delegate of the United Kingdom proposed an amend

ment to be added to the last paragraph of the proposal, and 

it read as follows: 

That the commission be invited to make any proposals 
that it may deem wise for averting a repetition of dis
turbances in those frontier areas.3 

The Greek delegate stated that: 

The Polish amendment to add representatives of the 
four nations concerned to the commission of investigation 
in a consultative capacity without the right to vote, is 
unnecessary in our view, since the commission will have 
the right to call for evidence and services of any na
tional of the country in which the investigation takes 
place.**' 

The United States delegate stated that he would accept 
the Polish amendment on the condition that the clauses: 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 28, pp. 652-3. 

^Ibid., pp. 653-4. ^Ibid,, p. 661, 

^Ibid,, p, 664. 
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". . .impartially, before attempting to reach any conclusions 

regarding the issues involved" be added to the end of the 

paragraph.! 

The Egyptian delegate stated that he was willing to 

accept the United States delegate's proposal.^ 

Mr. Lange stated: 

I do not want to enter into discussions concerning 
the details of the wording. All I want to indicate is 
that the Greek Government has drawn our attention, in 
its documents, to the situation in northern Greece and 
the political warfare being waged in this quarter, and 
has asked us to investigate the problem. If we want to 
dismiss that part and limit ourselves to the frontier 
incidents, then I have no objection,3 

The delegate from the United Kingdom urged the adoption 

of the original proposal but the Yugoslavian delegate stated 

that he preferred the Polish wording.^ 

At the conclusion of the meeting, the United States 

delegate's proposal, with its various amendments, was voted 

on paragraph by paragraph. The first paragraph was adopted 

by a ten to one vote. The delegates of Australia, Brazil, 

China, Egypt, France, Mexico, Poland, the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom, and the United States 

of America voted for the proposal; the delegate from the 

Netherlands voted against it. 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 28, p.T67T" 

2 q 
Ibid. Ibid., pp. 669-70. 

^Ibid., pp. 670-71. ^Ibid.. p. 675. 
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The first paragraph as amended in its final form read: 

Whereas there have been presented to the Security Coun
cil oral and written statements by the Greek, Yugoslav, 
Albanian, and Bulgarian Governments relating to disturbed 
conditions in northern Greece, along the frontier between 
Greece on the one hand and Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugo
slavia on the other; which conditions, in the opinion of 
the Council, would be investigated before the Council 
attempts to reach any conclusions regarding the issues 
involved.-L 

A Polish amendment to the second paragraph was defeated 

by a vote of five to six. 

The delegates of France, Mexico, Poland, the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America 

voted for the amendment and the other delegates voted against 

it. 

The original second paragraph was then adopted unan

imously. This paragraph read: 

Resolved: that the Security Council, under Article 
34 of the Charter, establish a commission of investi
gation to ascertain the facts relating to the alleged 
border violations along the frontier between Greece on 
the one hand and Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia on 
the other.'̂  

The third paragraph was adopted with the British and 

Mexican amendments. This amended paragraph read: 

That the commission be composed of a representative of 
each of the members of the Security Council as it will be 
constituted in 1947.3 

Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 28, p."^5T~ 

2 Ibid., pp. 675-6. 3ibid.. p, 681. 
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The delegates of Australia, Brazil, China, Egypt, 

France, Mexico, the United Kingdom, and the United States of 

America voted for the measure and the delegates from the 

Netherlands and Poland voted against the measure. The dele

gate from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics abstained. 

There were no proposed amendments for the fourth para

graph; so it was adopted unanimously, as modified by the 

Egyptian delegate. The paragraph in its final form read: 

That the commission shall proceed to the area not 
later than 15 January 1947, and shall submit to the 
Security Council at the earliest possible date a re
port on the facts disclosed by its investigation,! 

The fifth paragraph was adopted with an amendment by 

Poland by a vote of nine, with two abstentions. The dele

gates from Australia, Brazil, China, France, Mexico, the 

Netherlands, Poland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

and the United States voted for the proposal. The delegates 

from Egypt and the United Kingdom abstained.^ 

The sixth paragraph of the original United States 

proposal was adopted unaminously. It read: 

That the Security Council request the Secretary-
General to communicate with the appropriate authorities 
of the countries named above in order to facilitate the 
commission's investigation in those countries.-^ 

The seventh paragraph of the United States delegate's 

draft resolution was adopted unanimously after the delegate 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 28, p."382. 

^Ibid., p. 688. 3ibid.. p. 688, 
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of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics dropped his pro

posed amendment. This paragraph read as follows: 

That each representative on the commission be entitled 
to select the personnel necessary to assist him and that, 
in addition, the Security Council request the Secretary-
General to provide such staff and assistance to the com
mission as it deems necessary for the prompt and effec
tive fulfillment of its task.! 

Mr. Lange, the Polish delegate, made one final pro

posal which read as follows: 

That representatives of the Governments of Greece, 
Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia be invited to partici
pate in the work of the Commission in a consultative 
capacity. 

The United States delegate proposed an amendment to 

change the words "to participate in the work", as in the 

original proposal, to "to join or associate themselves with 

the commission in a liaison capacity". The Chinese delegate 

then suggested that the word "assist" be used instead of the 

word "associate". This was acceptable to the Polish dele

gate so the proposal with the changes suggested by the repre

sentatives of China and the United States were adopted unan

imously. Thus the final draft read: 

That a representative of each of the Governments of 
Greece, Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia be invited to 
assist in the work of the commission in a liaison capac
ity.3 

The last proposal was made by the delegate of the 

^Official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, No. 28, p.5F8̂ I5T 

^Ibid., p. 691. ^Ibid., p. 695. 



85 

United Kingdom and amended by the dexegate of the Netherlands 

This proposal read: 

That the commission be invited to make any proposals 
that it may deem wise for affecting repetition of border 
violations and disturbances in these areas. 

The delegates of Australia, Brazil, China, France, 

Mexico, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United 

States voted in behalf of the proposal. There were three 

abstentions, Egypt, Poland, and the Soviet Union.! 

A vote was then taken by a show of hands on the entire 

resolution, and it was adopted unanimously.'^ 

This was the last important major item taken up by 

the Security Council in its first year of existence. 

!official Records of the Security Council. First Year, 
Second Series, NoT 28, p."^99. 

^Ibid., p. 701. 



CHAPTER VIII 

CONCLUSIONS 

The final part of the problem of this thesis was that 

of drawing certain conclusions from the study of the Security 

Council Records, These records were the major source of in

formation in determining what role the non-permanent members 

have played. 

The first non-permanent member who succeeded in hav

ing a resolution passed was Egypt. At the second meeting the 

Egyptian delegate proposed that any state which presented a 

complaint to the Security Council should be invited to partic

ipate in the discussion of the proceedings. The resolution 

was adopted. 

The first dispute to be heard by the Security Council 

was between Iran and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

The Iranian delegate had asked the Security Council to hear 

the controversy because he contended that the Soviet Union 

authorities in his country had prevented the Government of 

Iran from controlling some parts of its own territory, that 

the Iranian forces had been prevented from exercising their 

proper functions of suppression of disorders, that the Soviet 

forces had disrupted the economic life of Iran, that no armed 
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force of the Iranian Government had been allowed to proceed 

beyond limits specified by the authorities of the Soviet 

Union, and that in some instances the authorities had applied 

Soviet laws instead of Iranian laws. Before the conclusion 

of the case, however, the Soviet Union withdrew its forces 

from Iran.. Therefore, whether the proceedings of the Security 

Council had any influence on the decision of the Soviet Union 

to withdraw its troops is hard to say. The facts presented 

to the Security Council would seem to indicate that the Soviet 

Union withdrew its forces simply because it was ready to do 

so. This seems to be so, because if the Soviet Union had 

been greatly concerned as to the decision of the Security 

Council in regard to the dispute, it would not have permitted 

its delegate to walk out and have no part in the discussion. 

Before the Iran-Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

controversy was heard or discussed, the small states won one 

important victory. The Egyptian delegate proposed that any 

state which presented a complaint to the Security Council 

should be invited to participate in the discussion of the 

proceedings. This seemed important, because all of the big 

five powers are permanent members and are automatically en

titled to take part in all discussions. The adoption of this 

suggestion was extremely important to the small powers, be

cause it gave them the right to speak for themselves before 

the Security Council, in case they became involved in a dis

pute. 



The term small power or small state has been used ex

tensively throughout this thesis. By the term "small" the 

writer intended for the word to be all inclusive; that is, 

it means small in size, area, population, economic resources, 

military resources, and of minor importance in regard to 

military power. 

The discussion of the Iran-Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics dispute did not result in any definite action by 

the Security Council. However, a majority of the states 

represented on the Security Council took sides with Iran. 

It was a delegate from a small state who proposed that the 

Iranian delegate be allowed to appear before the Security 

Council. It was also the Egyptian delegate who prouosed that 

the Iranian delegate re-appear before the Council to give it 

his views on the proposed Soviet postponement of the proceed

ings. Even though the delegate from the Soviet Union walked 

out of the Council during the hearing of the dispute, the 

Egyptian delegate's proposal was carried by eight votes. 

At the Thirty-Second Meeting of the Security Council, 

the Iranian delegate requested that the Security Council drop 

the Iran-Union of Soviet Socialist Republics issue from its 

agenda because the Soviet Government had pledged to withdraw 

its forces. 

The second major dispute discussed by the Security 

Council was that of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

versus Greece. The delegate of the Soviet Union contended 
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that the presence of British troops in Greece was no longer 

dictated by necessity, that the presence of British troops 

had become a means of exerting pressure on the internal po

litical affairs of that country, and that that circumstance 

was frequently used by reactionary elements in Greece against 

the democratic forces of that country, A majority of the 

countries represented on the Security Council sided with the 

delegates of Greece and the United Kingdom—and against the 

Soviet Union delegate. The case was concluded by the non

action of the Security Council. 

The third controversy heard by the Security Council 

was that of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic versus 

the United Kingdom. The main argument of the delegate of 

the Ukraine was that British troops were being used in Indo

nesia to suppress the democratic movement there. He did not 

raise the question of the withdrawal of the troops. This 

case was concluded by the non-action of the Security Council. 

However, one important precedent may have been brought about 

due to the action of one of the non-permanent members—the 

delegate of the Netherlands. The United States delegate had 

stated that he thought the delegate of the Ukraine had a 

right to make his charges (due to the adoption of the Egyptian 

delegate's proposal by the Security Council at the second 

meeting), but that the Security Council had a right, if it so 

desired, merely to ignore those charges. The delegate from 

the Netherlands avowed that he thought that the Ukrainian 
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delegate should have the opportunity to propose his motion, 

whereupon the United States delegate withdrew his statement, 

to avoid prejudicing the future meetings by setting a prece

dent at that time. 

The fourth dispute heard by the Security Council was 

that of Syria and Lebanon versus France and the United King

dom. This debate was concluded by the non-action of the Se

curity Council. There were only three proposals issued dur

ing the discussion, these being suggested by the delegates 

of Egypt, Mexico, and the United States. The plaintiffs 

stated that their first choice was for the Egyptian delegate's 

motion. However, the suggestions of the delegates of both 

Mexico and Egypt were defeated, and only the proposition of 

the delegate of the United States obtained the requisite nxim-

ber of votes, but it failed to carry because the delegate of 

the Soviet Union voted against it. Nothing was decided in 

this dispute, but the fact that the case came before the Se

curity Council seems to Indicate that the small nations were 

allowed to speak and act freely without interference on the 

part of the permanent members. 

The fifth debate listened to by the Security Council 

was that of the Spanish question. This matter was brought 

before the Security Council by the Polish delegate, his main 

contentions being that Spain was a haven for German officials 

and German assets and that Franco had caused international 

friction by massing troops on the French-Spanish border. 
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forcing France to close her borders. No definite action or 

plan of action was decided upon during the discussion of this 

question. The only motion adopted during the case was the 

one submitted by the Australian delegate, which was a revi

sion of the Polish delegate's proposal. 

The sixth matter brought before the Security Council 

was that of the Ukraine Soviet Socialist Republic versus 

Greece. In substance the delegate of the Ukraine charged 

that the British had intervened in the internal affairs of 

Greece and that the Greek Government was using the election 

as an aid in its aggressive plans against other nations. The 

first suggestion adopted was that of the Australian delegate, 

who moved that the discussion be postponed for four days. The 

next motion adopted was that of the Mexican delegate who 

moved that the Albanian delegate be asked to appear before 

the Security Council in order to make a factual statement. 

No other suggestions were approved. The Australian delegate 

dropped his motion to remove the dispute from the agenda 

when it was pointed out to him that it was automatically off 

the agenda because the Polish delegate's resolution to keep 

it on the agenda had been defeated. 

The final item considered by the Security Council dur

ing the first year of its existence was the case of Greece 

versus Yugoslavia, Albania, and Bulgaria, In substance the 

Greek representative claimed that the governments of Yugo

slavia, Albania, and Bulgaria were causing the civil upris-
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ings in Greece by training, arming, and staffing bandits and 

by permitting them to raid Greek territory, burn villages, 

murder and rob. The important proposal adopted during the 

discussion of this dispute was submitted by the delegate of 

the United States. This motion, in substance, suggested 

that a commission be established to visit the countries of 

the disputing parties to Investigate the existing situation. 

This idea, with a few amendments, was adopted unanimously. 

The non-permanent members were equitably chosen from 

a geographic standpoint. Two of the delegates, the Nether

lands and Poland, were from Europe. Two were from the Wes

tern Hemisphere, these being Mexico and Brazil. The Conti

nent of Africa was represented by Egypt, and there was one 

representative from Australia. Thus all continents with the 

exception of Asia were represented on the Security Council 

by non-permanent members during the first year of existence 

of the Council. 

During the course of the first year, the small nations 

seemed to have won two distinct privileges which they did not 

have from the beginning of the Security Council. First, the 

small nations won the right to be invited before the Security 

Council, when that organ of the United Nations was discussing 

a dispute in which they were Involved. This seems important 

because they should at least be allowed to hear their fate 

being discussed when they are involved in a dispute. The 

Egyptian delegate was the one suggesting this proposal. Thus 
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it would appear that he played a most important role from 

the non-permanent members. 

Second, the small nations won the right to take part 

in the discussions after they appeared before the Security 

Council, It would be quite meaningless if they could only 

hear their case being discussed and not have the power to 

say anything on their own behalf. However, if the small 

state which finds itself in a dispute and is allowed to par

ticipate in the discussions, its delegate would perhaps be 

able to exert some influence on behalf of that state. It 

was the delegate of the Netherlands who proposed that any 

state appearing before the Council should have the right to 

make his motion. Thus the delegate of the Netherlands played 

one of the prominent roles among the small states. 

Third, the small nations were allowed to express them

selves quite freely, without fear of the retaliation from the 

large nations. If this were not true, some of the issues 

would never have been discussed by the Security Council (such 

as Greece versus Yugoslavia, Albania and Bulgaria, and Syria 

and Lebanon versus France and the United Kingdom). 

In general the non-permanent members tended to agree 

or vote with the western bloc nations, i.e., the United States, 

the United Kingdom, and France. One non-permanent delegate, 

that of Poland, consistently voted with the delegate of the 

Soviet Union. His support was almost one hundred per cent 

for the Soviet Union, whereas the delegates of Australia and 



94 

Brazil usually supported the western bloc. The delegates of 

EgyfJt and the Netherlands were more neutral in their support, 

voting sometimes with the delegate of the Soviet Union and 

sometimes for or with the western bloc. In a majority of 

time they voted with the western bloc, but their support was 

not always guaranteed. 

Some of the non-permanent members introduced more 

resolutions than did others. The three non-permanent dele

gates introducing the most inotions were those of Poland, 

Egypt, Australin, and the Netherlands, with the delegates 

of Mexico introducing very few, and Brazil none. 

During the course of the first year several of the 

non-permanent members served as president of the Security 

Council, these being the delegates from Australia^ who was 

the first president, and Mexico and Poland. 

It is hard to say whether the non-permanent members 

were sympathetic with the small states or the large ones, 

since in every case but two a large state interest was tied 

in with that of the small state. These two exceptions were 

that of Syria and Lebanon versus France and the United King

dom and that of the Spanish question. Both of these cases 

were concluded by the non-action of the Security Council. 

In general I it appeared that the small states as a whole were 

only interested in seeing that justice was done to all states, 

whether large or small. 
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