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CHAPTER l.
INTERVENTION

i

Iran, éommonly Xnown as the “cateway to Indla," lies
tetween Indla and East Asla on one hand and the Near East
ang the We?tern ¥World on the other, It 1s:a small state
of 628,060 square miles and of approximately 15,000,000
people, Coumpared to modern progressive states of Europe
and North America, 1t is soclally and economically back-
vard, Dut it has the richest oil fleld in existence and
is the fourth largeBt 011l producing country in the world.

Eecause Iran haq.thia abundance of oil, 1t has become
with the advent of the mechanical age a focal pdlint of
the bollciea of two interested great powers, Russla (now
the Soviet Unlon) and Great Britain, But oil alone d1id
not bring these Ewo powers Into Iran. Since the rise of
Muscovlite Russia, the Russian sta}é heg tried to ottain
an outlet on an open sea, and the Russian advance to the
south had as its objective the Persian Gulf, Commerclal
and economlc interests along with military Interests brought
the Russian to Irﬁh. or as it was then known, Persla.
Tﬁb Russian advance to the south also followed the pollcy
of empire-building or natural expansion which brought the
Ruselana into confllict with enother empire-building people,



the British,

The British came to Persla first ss a maritime power
in the possession of a great Indlan emplire, the protectlion
of !hich.vas a parsmount British interest., It was the
necosaity to defend Indla from any pover that might gain
control of the weak Persian state that attracted Britain's
attention to the Persian ares. And In the course of their
own 1mper131 ex*ansion, the Eritish were not unaware of
ths posnlbility of exploiting Persla and developing there
a British sphere of interest, A gharply contrasted pivalry
betw;en Russla and Great Britain developed in the nineteenth
century in economic, commercial and political affairas. Thelr
imperisl interesgts ¢olllded in many places in Europe and
As%a, and their rivalty in Pereia was an integral pert
of the conflict,

With the dawn of a new century, however, the European
and world situation had soc alliered that in 1907 a great_
change ocoured in the relations of Russils and Grest Britain
over Persla,

One of the morse important reasons for Russia’s
acqulescence to a rapprochement with Great Britai& was the
end of the League of Three Emperors {Ruseia, Germany; and
Austria) in 1887 because of the sustro-iusslan split over
the Balkans and Germany's support of iustria in this area.
The alllance between Ge;many and Ruesla continued for three



more years, but the unrellable character of the elllance
forced Alexander IIl to seek other allles, This prepared
the ground'ror»a Franco-Russian understanding which even=
tually resulted in the Franco-Russian alliance of 1895.
And after Russia's defest in the Japanese war and the result-
Ang weakening of Ruseia’s military prestige in the East,
Risso-British relations took on a more favorable character.
Great Britain, at the same time, also had important
reasons for desiring a repprochement with Russla, With
the growth of German power in the Near East Great Britain
oanme-t0 fear Germany more than 1t did Russia, Finding
itself alone and without friends in the Boer war, because
of a policy of "Splendid Isolation,® Great Eritsin in 1902
elgned a treaty of alllance with Jepan. In 1905 it entered
into the Entents Cordiale with France and then soucht
friendship with France's ally, Russia,
Such beling the at;tq of affaira, the two powers reached
an accord known as the Angloniusslan, or the Grey-Iswolsky,

agreement on August 31, 1907, The agreement, signed in
1, ¥, Henry Cooke and Edith P, Stickney, Readines in
Furonean Internstional Relstions Since 1879, Harper and
Brothers, .lew York, 1931, ppe. 128.130. '

See appendix, mge 153 for complete text of treaty,
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St. Petersturg by the British ambassador, Sir Arthur
Ricolson.aand the Russian minister of forelgn affalirs,
Alexander Iawolaky,?was composed of three sections releting
to Persia, Afghanistan and Titet,

With reference to Persia, toth Great Britain and
Russla promised to respect the integcrity and independence
of Persis, Trade opportunitiece would e equal for a2l
nations, After the statement of these two principles for
the sake of appearances, Greal Sritain and Rusela divided
Persia into three zonest the northerm portion to te under
Ruaslean influence, the southern portlon to bé in the British
sphere of influence, and & neutral zone to be in the cenzar
between the two spheres of influence, The agreement also
dealt with the Russian Discount and Loan 3ank and the ]
British Imperial Bank end set the pollicles they should follow

Generally speaking, this agreement was accepted in
Europe as of being of great inportance, because it sub-
gtltuted friendly relations for better rivalry between the.
tvwo greatl Aslatic powers., However, according to the Russian
2. Alexander P, lswolsky, (1856-1912) entered the foreign
office under FPrince Gorshakov, and was appointed successively
to dirlomatic posts 2t Bucharest, washington, the Vatican,
Belegrade, ilunich, Tokyo and Copenhogen., le was appointed
miniater for forelgn affairs in 1906, and in 1910 was made
Russlan ambassador to Parls,
%. Sir Arthur Nicolson, (1849-1928) was a 4iplomatic ambassad
to Madrid, 190A-06, end in St, Petersburg, 1506-10, He con=-

cluded nezotlations leading to the Algegiras conferends in
1906, and the entente with France and Russia in 19C7,



A
mninister of finence, Count wWitte, the older Russisn

statesmon were not heppy about the sgreement:

The agreement was a triurph of 3Biitlsh
diplomacy., It dealt chlefly with Persia. The
Korthern part of that country, which includes
its most fertlle and thickly populated sections,
had from timee limmenmorial been within our sphere
of influence, uith the conguest of the Soubhern
parts of the Caucasus, formerly provinces of
Pereia and Turkey, the Horthern part of Peraia
vas naturally destined,  so to speak, to become
a part of the Russian Emplre, To prepare that
eventuallity we;Bacrificed a grest deal of our
Plood and treasurs, The agreement set gll these
sacrifices at naurht, According to it, Boubthemn
Persia was to be under the economic influence of
Great Britain! while the Xorth was left to us,
A8 for FPereila’'s contral Government, it was to
be aontrolled.ty Rusesia and Great Britain acting
Jointly, 8ince Tehran, the eeat of the Central
Government, 18 situated 1n the North this meant
British influence in the North as well as in the
Southe> '

The British seemed well satiasfied with the apgreemcnt,
btecause Great Britaln was unprepsred to maintalin lts position
in Peraia by eithsr goney or force, and the terms secured
were in all probability as good as could be obtained. Since
the agreenent was made purely betwsen Ruesia and Great
Eritain and ostensidbly to arrsnge questions concerning
their respective “intereats," Persia had nothing to do witha
1t, either diréctiy or in an§ manners,

4, Count Sergius Witte, (1849-<1915) became minister of

ways of communicatlion in 1892, and August the same year
became minister of finance. In 1896 he became sec~

retary of state, and in 1899 was sotual privy counclllor,

He was responsible for the fortsmouth treaty in 19503.

5. Count Witte, The Memoirs of Couny Witte, (Translated from

the original Russlan manuscript and edited ¥y Abraham
Yarmolinsky), Garden City, K.Y.: Doutleday snd Page, 1925, p.



¥hile the Russians and the British promised falth~
fully to "respect the/lntegrity and independence of Pgraia."
this was not the cas®. The period betwesen 1907 and VYWorld ’
%ar I, in 8o fer as Persia was concerned, was a périod of
continucus intervention on the part of both the Eritish
and the Russlans, During World War I, Persie declared its
neutralit;, but was too weak to prevent Russian, British,
and Turxish armies from vidlating its territory;

For all prastical purpoces, the treaty of 1907 lapsed
ten years later, in 1917, when the Bolshevikl came to
power in Russlia and upset the former balance of interssts
in Persia, Creat BEritaln poured troops into Persiam, and
its officinls became virtual controllers of the country.
Eritish policy then centered around a new Anglo-Perslan
agreement in which Great Eritain practically took the govern=-
ment of the Shah under 1%s protection and estshlished a
Eritish protectorate in fact 1f not in neme, But this
agreement came to naught when the EBolshevist landing at
Enzeli in August 1019 undermined Persian confidence in
British capacity to defend Ferslan 1nterests.6

Because Bolshevlk doctrines were contrary to the
traditions and the religlion &f Persia, the attitude of the
6o M. HcCarthy, Anclo-Ruseinn Rivalxy in Persis, The
University of Buffalo Studles, Vol, iV,, June 13925, Pub=

lished under the direction of the committee of publlcations,
of the Boswell Park Publicatisn Fund, p. 64,
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Persian governament toward Bolshevism was hostile, Iowever,
Bolshevik policy as stated by Georchy Chlcheb1n7($ov1et
foreicn minister) in an appeal to the workers and peasants
of Persia was warazly received, IHe denounced the Anglo-
Persian agzreement and gave the Sovlet Unlon's pledge thst
811 the Taaritt treaties whica had “enalnved; ferela weprsd
null end vold, The Perslian 5overnéent was }u11y<aware of
the danger that Bolshevism presented, but it pevertheless
wished t0 maintaln good relations with Soviet authoritles
in order to play them off against the British. Aa a result
o{'detet policy andoof Perslan aspirations, a treaty of
friendship was signed Detwsen the tuo sounitries at Xoscow
on February 56;'1921, and ratifications were exxshanged at
Tehran on February 26, 19«':2.{3
In this treaty of 1921, the Soviel government stated:
esedeslring that the Persian people should be
happy and independent and should be sble to
dispose fieely of its patrimony, the Ruasian
Reputlic declares the whole body of treaties and
conventions concluded with Persia by the Tsarist

Government, which crushed the rights of the
Persisn peojle, to be null and vold.?

T« Georzhy V. Chicherin, (1872-1936) wss eppointed peoples
commissar for forelgn affaira im March 1918, 1In 1922 he
headed the SBoviet delegation to the conference at Cenoa.
He oconducted Soviet policy frog 1218-30, having a loncer
tenure of office than any contemz-orary European forelizn
minister,

e Compllation of Documents, prepared by the representative
of Iran, for the convenlent reference in the Considerstlon
by the Security Council of the disputes between Iran and
the Union of Soviet Socielist Republics, pp. £1-27. Ies
appendix, peie {55 for complete text of treaty,

9. E_i_i.. Pe 21.
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To this end, all loans t6 Perslis were cancelled,’and the
property of the Bank of Persla was tramsferred to Fersia,
The Perslan: GovERAMMENY on 1ts part promlieed not to hand over
to any third state or its cit}zena the goncessions surren—
dered by the foviets., If a third party interfered 1n the
internal affalrs of Persia, the Soviets also reserved the
rizht to 1ntervenq in ?ersian internal effairs, This treaty
was to become an important factor in the events to follow
thirty years later,

-Agalin in 1927 the Soviet Unlon and Iranlérolt the need
for a traaty.llrhis treaty was one of secnrRity and neulrality
and in parmt restated the obligations of the 1921 ireaty.

The Soviet Union promised not to interfere in Persian
affairs unless a third party threatened Perslan intecrity,
and the two contrasting pariisa foreswore agrressive acts
against th?.9ther. Al) issues betwsen the two powers were to
De settled peacefully. The treaty was to last for three
Yyears, to be renewed every Yyear thereafter unless one of
the parties sa;e notice of its denunciation,

Ix

During the years that followed the slgning of the
eecurity and neutrality treaty, Iran's foreign relations

10, In 1935, Risa Shzh changed the officisl name of Persia
to Iren,

li. COmgllgt;gg of Documents, preparsd by the representative
of Iran, pPe. 16-10.



were more or less uneventful. The Soviet Union was engaged
in reconstruction, Germany had lost her position as a great
pover, and liazisn was net yet taken seriously, Howevery
Iran did become involved in a diepute with Crest 3ritaln
in 1930 over the congesgsion of the Anglo-Persian 01 Company,
a oonaession that had been acquired 1a 1514 with the assistance
of VWinston chprchill.lagha Iranlian government threatened
nationalization unless it received greater royszlities from
the O11 Company. Iran‘won its case and the concession was
renewed under conditious very favorsble for xran.l31n 1519,
Iran begame a member of the League of Natiana, and in 1937
it was elected a non-p;::;;:;t member of the Leacue: COuncil.
In 1941, however, Iran tecame Involved in World ¥War II,
bceause the Allles could not tolerate thinge the way they,
we e in Iran, Since the Iranian o1l flelds were 80 impore
tant for the British rleeﬁl the pro-iliazil Shah ecould not de
lett'cn the throne, The country also had a strong Gernman
T£1Lth column,” and the government did very 1little to dis-
6ouraso it. B;Oauae it needed Iran for a base to receive
s;pplies from its allies, the Soviel Unlon declared that
?ne pregence of so many Uerman agents threatened the exls-
12, w:ééton 3. Churchill, (1874~ ) had en army baekground
and becamse an H.Ps In 1900, lle was first lord of the
admirality and minister for natlonal defence, He has Yeen
leader of the conservative party since kay 1545,

13, Mmm Vol. 1., Kb, 5., May 1946, Woodrow
Wilson Foundation, HeXey Pe J»
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tencoxof its "life line." Therefore, in Ausua{, 1941, the
Russigﬁéyébahﬁied.the-nb;thorniprbvinces, and the British
occupléﬁ%}h# gouthern regclion, ligg Stah was deposed, and
his aop}gﬁbhammed Riza Pahlevi, was placed on thﬁgﬁhrone.
Ir%ﬁ%g&& not become a beltle fleld, as in uqéld ¥ar I,

¥

nor was'1t ‘ezpeated to join in the military setlons of the

vare It;ﬁas, however, obliged to<coaoperate~fu1i§ with the
Allies fn every other wey. In order to give full szcope

to this co-operation, in September, 1543, Iran declared war
on Garmanyf' A8 a consequence, all Cermans who had not
succeedesd in leaving the country were arrested and taken
elther to Russis or to British Indla. On March 2, 1945,
Iran declared war on Japan,

" To confirm and to define the new situation, a "Tri-
'rartita Treaty of Allliance™ was concluded 1 Tehran on
January 29; 1942 among the United Kinzdom, the Soviet Union
end Iran, In this.agreement, unlike the 1907 spreement,
Iran was accepted on an equal footing with the cther cone
tracting partles., Acaln as In the 1007 sgreement, Creat

Eritain and the Soviet Union undertook to "resnect the

14, Hohamad Riza Pghlevi, (1919- )} was "vglielig"
(Crown Prince), heir apparent t>.the throne.of Iran,.-
‘e succeeded to the throne on the sbdisation of his
father in 1241,

»

. 15, Security Counecll Officisl Egsords, First Year, First
Seprlea, Lupplement Ho, 1., $.:urch ilouse, Westminster,
London, pp. 43-45. Bee Appendix, vage 162 for complete
text of Treaty. "

-
P ‘e ®



territorial 1nt§§rlty, thé Boverelgzsnty and political.indepen-~-
dence of Iran.” The Iranian government agreed to plaoce
tranaport and sommunlcatlon facllitles at the disposal of
the Allled powers, It was also specifically provided that
*the assistance of tre Iranlan forces shall, however, be
1imited to the maintenance of internzl security of Iranian
territory.17rha Allied powers could maintaln armed forces
on Iranisn territory, end these forces and Iranian author-
itles were to co-operats in settling thelr difficulties,

An inportant part of the treaty {later to ¢ome before
the United FHationa Security Council) was article 5, which
required the forces.of the Allied powers to be withdrawn
from Iredian territory not later than "six months after
the cessation of hostilities” detueen iha Allled powers
and Germeny and its aaaoclatea.lsthe Allled powers were to
consult with the Iranien governrent on all metters that
pertained directly to Iran, and they were to safeguard the
econonmic éxistence of the Iranian people acainst the pri-’
vations and 4ifficulties broucht on by the war,

The same spirit was to be found in the text of the

thpee-pover declaration concerning Iran, nade at the Tehran

16, Ibid.,s P« H.
17' M., p' 'M’
18, Ibid., Pe %5.
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19
conference, December 1, 1943. In thils declaration the

gpecial economie difficulties that the war had caused for
Iran were reco-nized, and the Diz Three (U.SeAe, UeSeSeRe,
and Great Britain) promised to give Iran all the econonic
asslstance they could in licht of the heavy demands made
on thexn dy the war, The pledze Lo guarantee the independence,
sovereionty and territorlal intecrity of Irun in accordance
with the principles of the Atlantic Charier was resteted.
IIX

These expressions of non-interwention and good will
vere not carried out 4in practice, hovever, and the occupetion
caused uprest anony the somaon people of Iraan, ¥Following
the occupation, a bad harvest, snd the oocupyng troops,
espealizlly the Husslans who took over the avallable supply
of food, caused a famlno.zoinzadditlon, the Irenians had
to contend with inflation and the dlsruption of trensportation
reaulting from the presence of foreir: troops. To compllicate
the situation, in Ootober and Iovember, 1544, the Soviets
demanded o1l concessions in Iran., The Soviets had been prosge
pectinz for 0i1l before the war in northern Irsn, partlcularlly
15. ;é;g., DPDe 49~50, See Appendix, page 144 for conplete
text of treaty.

20, W1lllaxm S, ilass, lrpn, Columbla University Fress, N,Y.,
19"6. p. 226.



in Mazanderan, and after the occupation had begun, they

¥ 21
began to drill in the occupiled zone, At-the same time,
American and British oll concerns were also demanding that
the Iranian government give them oii concesslona, On Nov-
ember 2, 1944, however, the Iranian government decided not
to give any new oll concessions after the war, Four ressons
were giveﬁ for doing thia:

First, the Iranian putlic poinion would
conaider any concession as having been granted:
under duress as long as forelgn troops were in
Iran; second, the economic condition of the world
was not clear; third, the Washington oil sconference
had left the sitration in doubt; and fourth, all
reporta from Iranian representatives adroad had
urged that no concessions be granted during the
occupation,22 '

Critleizing the Iranian government for its refusal to
grant the o1l concession, the Soviet Unlon alleged that the
Iranian %oiernment favored the United States and Great

3 ‘
Britain., The Soviel government also questicned the presence
of United States troops in Iran, since the United Statez
had not been a party to the tri-partite agreement, This
in Bﬁite of the fact that United States troops had teen
stationed in Iran to insure the delivery of goods to the

Soviet Union. With the arrival of these American trobps,

21. ;Eid.. pl 238.
22, Xew York Iimes, November 2, 1944,
23, Hass, Irsn, p. 239.



Iran had become the only place in the world where the

Big Three had troops in the same country. As early as’
November 1944, Iran was looked upon as a proving ground for
the Uﬁited Nations and as a test of Blg Three unity in the
postwar world,.

But Big Three unity and Sovist-Iranian relations were
weakened in November, 1945 when a rebellion occured in the
provlﬂce of Azerbaljan, an Irenlan province on the Soviet
border and therefors open to Sovliet influence, Before the
outbreak of the rebellion, Soviet military and civil auth-
orities in the northern provinces of Iran and particularly
in Azerbaljan, had encoursged and supported turbulent elements
in thelr opposition to the Tehran 5overnment.2430viet occupation
forces now openly hindered Iranian authorities from exercising
thelir i&sitimate dutles, A millitary occupation was also
eétaﬁliéhed in the northern provinces contrary to Article 4,
paragraph 1, of the tri-partite treaty which stated that
the presence of Allled forces on Iranien territory should
not constitute a military occupation., Soviet authorities
also encouraged an asutonony movement in Azerbaljan, and the
Irenien government claimed that agents emplaoyed by Soviet
authorities to carry out the autonomy movement end rebellion

24. BSecurity Council Official Records, First Year, First
Series, Supplqment NOo. ls, PPe Z7-29.
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were Soviet citizens of mixed origin who could pass as
Azertallanians.

At the outbreak of the rebellion, the Iranian govern-
ment dispatched reinforcements t{o Azerbaljan to help the
amall Iranian contizent of troops in the northern provinces,
but thesa troops were stopped at Sherif-Abad (80 miles from
Tehran) by Soviet army authorities and were not allowed to
procee& to theiu'degtinatlan;eﬁThe Sovietl governnent explained
that the Iranian troops were halted, because,if they were to
proceed to Azerbaijan, there would have been much useless
riotinz and bloodshedf

The ¢onsequence of this intervention by Soviet troopas
was to place the rebels . in a position successfully to intim-
14ate tha civilian population and the Iranien offiecials in
Azerbaljan, All relations with the central governnuent were
n;vered, and the rebels proclaimed the autonomy of the dis-
tricts under thelr control, They besieged the army garrisons
stationed in different towns of Azerbaijan, forced them to
surrendsr, end disarmed them. Governzent offices and rail-
roads were captured, and an lllegal government was established
in Tabriz, capital of Azerbaljan, 1n deflance of the constitutlor
of Jran and the central government, A legislative assembly
éas convened ;g which only officlal candidatees of the rebels

were elected,

25+ Ibldes P. 29.
260 _I_Li_go. P. 29.
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The Soviet Union at no time concealed its support of

the 1ngurgen£s; 'Propaaanda supporting the 1nsurgents flowsed
out of the Soviet Union. A Soviet consul attended, in his
official capacity,’the opening session of the insurgent
ashembiy at Tabriz, h

) ﬁy diplomatic. notes, the Iranian government appealed
to both the United States and Great Britain to persuads
fhe U.3.5.R. to end its interventlon in Iran. Since the
ﬁnlted States decided to support Iran'®s case, on November
24, 1945 itas ambassador in Hosoow, Avsrell Harriman,27 deliv-~

g

ered a noge to the Soviot government ¢oncerning the situation
2
in Iran, In thia note, it was atated that the Iranian gove

ernment had informed the United Statea governasnt that an
armed uprising had taken place in areaa of northern Iran
where uoviat troops had been atatloned and that Iranian
troops had been atopped on their way to Azerbaljan, Cone
sequently, the Irsnian government could not carry out its
iasponsiblllty for the malntenance of peace and order on
Iranian territory, To reprove the U.S.5« R Tor its conduct-
27. ¥1lllam Averell Harriman, {1891~ ) was the president'
speclal representative and minister to Great Britain, .and .
headed the misslon to Moscow in 1941, He was ambassador to
the U.S ouoRo. 1943"45.

28, Security COunq;; Officizl Records, First Year, First
Series, Supplement, No. l., pp. 53-55.
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in this instance, the Tehrzn declaration was included to
remind the Soviet Union of its pledges concerning Iran. If
the Soviet authoritiles who had stopped the Iranlian forces
had acted without inétructions, it was expected bfﬁthe
United States that the Soviet government would "issue thenm
orders in keeping with the Tehran Declaration® and that the
Iranian forces be allowe& to pass.zgln concluéion the nate
stated:

A Nations such as Iran were encouraged at the
United Nations Conference at San Francisco to
DpPlace full trust in the friendly intentions and
good will of the permanent members of the. Securlity-
Council, The Government of the United States 1s
confident that the Sovliet Union and Great Britain
are no less anxious than the United States, in
dealing with nations such as Ipran, to follow a
line of action which will make 4t clear that the
trust of these nations in the permanent menmbers
of the Sssurity Council has not been misplaced,
Similar proposals are being made to the Lritish
Government,

3%

On November 27, 1945, Sir Archibald Clark Kerr,
32
British ambassador to the U.S5.5.R., handed Vyacheslav }olotov,

2901 Ib1d,, DPe 54,
30, Ibid., Pp. 55

3l. Archibald Clark Kerr entered the diplomatic service in
1906, end was envoy extraordinary and minister plenipoten-
tiary to the Central J&merican Republics, 1925-28: ta Chile,’
1928=30; to Sweden,l931~35, He was ambassador to Baghdad,
1935~39; to China, 1839«42; to the U.S.S5.Rs 1942-45; and

to the United States 1946-~48, hHe was created Lord Inverw’
chapel. in 19460

32, Vyacheslav M, Molotov (1850~ ) was a member of the
Bolshevik party and served in the communist revolutlonary
government 1n 1917. He has been eecretary of the central
committee of the communist party since 1921, andvas
minister of foreign affairs, 1935-46,
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the Soviet minister for foreign affairs, a note that followed
quite closely the note sent by the United States.33

The Soviet government replied to the United States
note on November 29, 1945, The note stated that according
to information at the disposal of the Soviet government, the
statement made in the United States note concerning the armel
uprising in northern Iranidid not correspond to the facts,
These evenis had not constituted an armed uprising and were
not dlrected against the Iranian government, On the contrary,
1t wag evident that this wast

,4.a matter of aspirations with respect to the
assurance of the democratic rights of the Azer-
baljan population of northern .Iran, which 1l1s
seeking national autonony within the limite of
the Iranian Ststey and which hag.its_own language,
-different from the Perslan language.>2
éhe no%a aiso stated.that‘the ®undesirable®™ incidents whddh
had taken place had been caused by reactioﬁary elements
yho were opposed to the extentlon of national rights to.
the population of northern Iran,

Emphatically denying the accusatlons made in the Sovlet
note, the Iranian government declared again that there was
33. Security Council Official Records, First Year, First
Serles, Supplement NO. l.s PDe 50-57.

34, Ibid., pp. 57-58.

35- _I_?_l_d_" p‘ 57.




an armed uprising that amounted to rebellion, It denounced
tﬂe Azerdaljan 'fopular Assembly” as 1llegal.

Whille this‘exchange of note; between the United States
and British governments with the Soviet government had been
proceeding, the Iranian government had sent the Soviet Union
a number of communilcoatlons protesting Soviet interference.37
The communications dated November 17, 22, and 23, and Dacember 1,
1945 are cited as examples,

A note from the Iranlan forelgn minister to the Soviet
embassy In Tehran on November 17 cited a number of individual
instances in ‘which Soviet otficiais had interfered with
Iranian internal affairs in the northern provinces, The
Soviet goverﬁment was informed that orders had been given
Lot the dispatéh of thegpvernor-general, goveénora, and
other officials to their posts in the northern provinces,
posts which hitherto had remained vacant because of Soviet
1ﬁterferance. Troopa were aleo Yeing sent to re—establiéh
order, and the Iranian government requested the Soviet gove

ernment to allow these officials and troops to proceed to

their destination,

36, Irid., p. 36,
37. 1tid., pp. 43 and 61, for index to communicatlions,
28+ Itid.; p. 52,



On November 22, a note was sent by the Iranilan minisiry
of foreign affalirs to the Soviet embassy which informed the
enassy that the Iranian troops mentioned in tre note of
November 17, had been stopped on thelr way to Tabriz from
Tehran, It was requested that the Soviet government tele-
graph instructions to Soviet military authorities that the
troops be allowed to ;proceed, 4gain 1t was emphasized
that 'only the sarly af}ivai of thla force could restore
order in Azerbaljan.

The Iranlan govermment sent the Soviet embassy a
note on November 23, and the request that telegraphic instruo-
tlon shoulaﬁbe lssued to the Soviet milltary asuthorities
to let the Iranian troops pasz, was urgent;y‘renewed.aorhe
aasurances made by the Soviet sovernmeﬁt in the trl-partite
treaty and the Tehran declaration were called to its attention

In yeplying to these Iranian communications, the Soviet
embassy on November 26 denied the acousation that Soviet ‘
authorities vere interfering in the internal affairs of Ir@n.4

After reviewlng in detall the charges contained in the Iranlan

39. I1bid., Pe 52,
40.. Ibidpp p.-'53@
41.. mﬁ.; PPe 55-56.
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note of November 17, the Soviet government declared that no
responsibllity was attached to it for the absence of governors
;r other officials in the northern provinces, W1ilith regard

to the dispatch of ‘armed forces to Azerbaljan, the reason
given for the holding up of the Iranian forces was that'

thelr arrival in this province would cauae disturbancea and
bloodshed., The Soviets could not let this happen,

Since Sovlet actlons had constituted a breach of Iranian
sovereigntyhand independence, the Iranian governgent countered
that the arguments of the Soviet governnent were inadmlssable,
Therefore on Hovember 26; the Iranian government addreassed
a note to the United States, the United Kingdom, and the
Soviet Unlon, which stated that disturbances and disorders
had occurred in parts of Azerbaljan and that the central
government had lost touch with 1ts._officlals and was unasble
io issue the neceasary instructlions to the suthoritles con~
éorned.kzrhe Iranlan g;vernment atated i1ts willlingnessito
examine any complaints which 4id not ¢onstitute acts of disw-
obedlence agalnst the central government, but it hoped
that the thpee 5overnmentavould recognize the heed of taking
steps aggingﬁ‘t§é rebel elements, Attention was drawn to

the fact that the questlion was of the upmost importance and

42, Ibid., p. S6.
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urgency, and Iran asked that the power concerned {(the U.S.S.R.)
should Zive the necessary instructlons to its authorities
to relieve the situatlon,

On December 1, the Iranlan government answered the
Soviet note of llovember 26 referred to above.aslt was asserted
that the Iranlan government did not wish toglve further
explanations concerning the charges of interference of Soviet
officlals in the past in the lnternal affalrs of Iran,
Chargea which the Soviet Union had 8ald were unfounded,
Hope was expressed that the Intervention of Sovieb authoritiea
in the_internal affalrs of Iran would cease; 4in order to
maintain public order gad national sacurity, Iranian forces
must have full Jurlsdlctlon over Iranian territory.

.8ince it was unable to secure Soviel complinwnce wi@h
its requests, the Iranilan government again-sent a note to
the governments of the Blg Three.éaIt was noted ihat in view
of the fact that the presence of foreign troops in Iran had
caused dislocation in all the affairs of the country, it
was essentlal that the questlion of putting an end to the git-
uation should be discussed at the foreign ministers con=

ference then belng held 1n Moscow,

43, Inid., pr. 58~60,
M. Iti'l.. p' 60.
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45
Consequently, ig thia conference Emst Bevin, supported

by James F, Byrnes, made a propossl that a tri-partite
commigsion for Iranian affairs, composed of the representatives
of Great Britain, jhe Unlted States, and the Soviet Union,

be formed and’ invested with wide powers, 4c¢cording to the

Information Bulletin put out by the U.3.8.Re embassy in
the Unfteg Stateas

The Soviet Government, true to its policy
of respecting the state independence of all
countriss, declined the proposal as one violating
the sovereignty and national independence of Iran,
In this case the Soviet Governnment acted in the
spirit of the principles of democracy in relations
between countries and natlions biz and small, which
it consistently and steadfastly pursues in all
its actions on the international scene,

Since nothing came out of the forelsn ministers cone
ference in Moscow to help the Iranisn Zovernment's case,
on January 19, 1946 Iran esubmitted the question of inter-
venticn in 1ts internal affalrs’ to the Security Council
would recommend that the Soviet government cease 1ts ihtep=

ference 1n the internal affalrs of Iran, and alsoc that 1t

45, Ernst Bevin, (1881-1951) was a member of the economic
advigsory council and various labor organizations, e was
minister of labor and national service, 1940-45, and was
chalrman of the trades union congress in 1937. 1In 1945
he was made g2ecpretary of state for forelgn affairs, and
in 1946 he was a delegate to the United Nations.

46, James F, Byrnes, {1879- ) was a member of congress,
1911-25,. and wes a senator in 1931, From 1941-42 he was

a assoclate justice of the U.S. supreme colirt, and in 1943
was direotor of economic stablllsation., He was director

of the office of war mobilisation, 1943-45, and was secreraly-
oftetato, 1945-47, 1In 1946 he was a delegate to the United
Nations,
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wvould order i1ts military and clvil authoritles in Iran to
permit Iranian forces and officlals to carry out thelr
functions of maintalining law and order,
Iv

Iran has become over the centuries an area of con-
troverasy for several great powers, The two powers mostly
involved in furthering their policies at Pfersian {or Iranian)
expenee have been Ruzsia (the Soviet Union) and Great.Brltaiﬁ.
But at tlmes other powers have shown interest in the internal
affairs of Iran, as evidenced by Germany before the two
world wars and the Unitsd State; in World War II. Whereaa
Imperial Ruasia and Creal Britain were able to reach an
agreement over thelr respective interests in Iran, the Soviet
Unlon and Great Britain, except during World War II, have
teen unadble to 40 8o, This divergence of views bhetween
the Soviet Unilon and Great Britaln has helped Iran to main-
tain its soverelgnty end independence, ¥When the two great'
powera were able to compromise their views, Iran losi its
soveralgnty and independence and aould do nothing about it,
This intervention by great powers has had a profound effect
ey Iranlan foreign policy and has resulted in the playing
AT, Information Bulletin, Zmbasey of the Unlon of Soviet

Soalalist nepublics, Vol. VI,, No. 44,, Washington D.C.,
May 11, 1946, p. 378.
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off by Iran of one great power against the other, In this
way only has it been able to keep some semblance of sov-
erelgnty and independence,

¥When an internatlional organization was created after
¥World War I, Iran, to settle 1ts difficulties with the
British over the Anglo-Iranian 01l Company and with the
new Russian Republlc, referred the dieputes to the League
of lations, The League proved a help to Iran in 1ts negoti-
ations with its powerful neighbtors, even though the solutilon
of the disputes was found outside the League. Iran pro-
fited from League basking, because the League carried enocugh
prestize to influence the decislons of the negotlations,

When both Great Britain and the Soviet Unlon considered
that the situation in Iren warranted interventlion in World
War II, Iren's sovertignty was viclated, and it was forced
to agree to ; treaty that gave the Allles almost every-
right they wanted, While the great powers were in asgreement,
Iran had no chance to protect ite interests, but after the
war, Iran again was able to play them off agalnst each
other, After its uneuccessful appeal to the Soviet Union
to cease Intervention in Iran's domestic affatis, Iran
had to take lts case to the 1ﬁternatlona1 organization, the
United -Eaticns,

The U.S,3.R. had not lived up to ita commitments made

to Iren in the Soviet hour of need, When 4t was assured of
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victory over Cermany, the Soviet Union's attitude toward
Iran changed, 1Its lnterference in the.internal affairs of
Iran led to & dispute that was to be the prelude to the

®cold war" a tenslon that in turm was to characterize the
;plit between the west and east. Fortunately for Iran, there
was an international organization to which it could present

ite complaints and hope for a justifiable settlemant,
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CHAPTER 2,
THE BEVIN RESOLUTION

'Y
The Iranian questlon was introduced to the United

Nations during the second meeting of the Securlity Council
1

in London on January 25, 1946, Sayyid H, Taqlizadeh, head
2

of the Iranian delegation, earlier had sent a letter on
January 19, 1946 to Gladwyn Jebb,3execut1ve secretary of
the United Nations, in which he complained of the inter-
ference of Soviet officlals and armed forces 1n Iranian
internal affairs. At that time, the Iranlan government
claimed that Iran unsuccessfully had tried to negotlate
with the Soviet Union under the provisions of Article 33

1, Sayyid H, Tagizadeh was born at Tabriz, Iran, KHe was
minister to Great Britaln, 1929-30 and minister to France,
1933-34, Again minister to Great Britain, 1941-44, he
also became chairman of the Iranian delegation to the Gen-
eral Assembly in London, 1946,

2, Security Council Officlal Records, First Year, First
Series, No, l,, Church House, Westminster, London, (17
January 1946 to 16 February 1946), p. 15.

3. Hubert Miles (Gladwyn) Jebbd, (1900~ ) entered dip-
lomatic service in 1924, and was made acting councilor in

the forelgn office, 1941, In 1942 he tecame head of the
reconstruction department, and in 1946 he became deputy to
the assiatant under-secretary of state and the United Nations
advisor,

4, Article 33 of the United Nations Charter: "1, The parties
to any diepute, the continuance of which 1s likely to endanger
the maintenance of 1lnternational peace and security, shsall,
firat of all, seek a solution by negotlation, enquiry, med-
lation, conciliation, arbitration, judlclal settlement, re-
store to reglonal agencies or arrangements or other peace-

ful means of théir own choice, 2., The Security Council shall,
when 1t deems necessary, call upon the parties to settle

their dispute by such means,
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of the Charter, Now, because of the fallure of the attempt
to negotiate, Iran was submitting the dispute to the Security
Council under Artiole 35, paragraph 1.

Prior to the submiesion of the question to the Security
Coungil, the Iranian letter had been circulated among the
members of the Council. Therefore, the president, N.J.O,
Makin of Auatralia,érelt that there was no need to read it,
and since there were no comments from.any of the members,

the question was included on the agenda without delay.

7
At the beginning of the discussion, Andrel Y, Vyshinsky

(UsS.5.R.) wanted to know whether the inclusion of the question
on.the asénda had been for “"consideration of the question

or .discussion as to whether’it should come before the Council

5. Artigle 35, paragraph 1, of the United Nationa Charter:
"Any member of the United Nations may bring any dispute

or any situation of the nature referred to in Article 34,
to the attention of the Security Council or of the General
Assembly,*

6, Norman J.0. Makin, (1889~ ). became Bpeaker of the
house of representatives, 1929-31, and was minister for
navy and munitions, 1941-46, He was-ambassador to the
U.8.A., representative to the General Assembly, the Security
Council, and the Trusteeship Council, in 1946 for Australia.

7. Andrel Y, Vyshinsky, {1893~ ) became a member of the
Communiet party in 1920, and a commissar for the deputy
public-prosecutor and public prosecutor, 1935-39., He was
vice~-foreign minister in 1946 and was the chalrman of the
U.8.8,R, delegation to the General Assembly and a member
of the Security Council,
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at al1?" If 1t were only intended to discuss whether the

queetio; should be considered or not, he had no objection
to its inclusion on the agenda. Even so, he was going to
present to the Council, at the next meeting, reassons why
the quegtion should not be conpidered at all,

Beéause he believed that the Iranian question was
put before the Souncll to embarrass the Soviet Union,
Vyshineky at this élme counter-attacked by asking for the
inclusion of the Greek question on the agenda to embarraés
the United Kingdom; But, Bevin countered this move by
élgiqing that he wanted everything "brought out into the open®
where he could clear up any mlnunde;etandinga as to ?ritain's-
relations with Greece, He 2180 wanted the Iranian delegato“
to be given a chance to state his case at the Council table,

In mgreeing fully with Bevin, Edward R, Stettinlualo'
revealed the existence of an Anglo-American bloc that was
soon to be an antl-Soviet dloc, Indded, at the very beginning
or‘the discussion ove;~1ran; the split between east and west
ng?§§fr§2f ngn;filofricia; Records, First Year, First
9‘.. Itid., p. 17.:
10. Edward R, Stettinius, (1900-1949) was chalrman of the
war resources board, 1939 and lend-lease administrator,!
1941-43, He was secretary of state, 1944-45 and chalrman
of the U.S5.A., delegation to Dimbarton Oaks, 1944 and UNCIO,

1945, 1In 1946 he was representative to the General Assembly
and@ the Security Council.,



- 30 -

became evident, and it progressivkly worsened as the
dispute continued, The United States and the United King-
dom representatives from the first to the lgst of the dis-
pute remained in complete accord,

After listening to the arguments just presented, Abdel

11
Hamid Badawd Pasha, (ERypt) formally moved to have the
Iranian delegate seated at the Council table, And when
Vyshineky showed no opposition to the seating of the Iranian
delegate, the Egyptian delegate's resolution was adopted
' 12 .

without opposition, The Iranian delegate was not seated
in this meeting, however, because the members got involved
in a debate over whether the Council could discuss a case
after 1t had been heard, eventually deciding that the Council
had the competence to decide the treatment to be accorded
- 13
various matters when they came before it, The president
then adjourned the meetling,
11. Abdel Hamid Badawi Pasha, (1887~ '} became legal advisor
to the government, 1922-23, and was ohlefl legal advisor,
1926-40, He was minister for foreign affairs, 1945-46
and was chalrman of the Egyptian delegation to the UNCIO,
1945, 1In 1946 he was representative to the General Assemtly
and the Security Counclil and a judge on the International
Court of Justice,

12, -Security Couinci) Official Records, First Year, First
Seriea, No. Yoy DPPe 1 190

13. Ibid., pp. 19-20.

.



Already 1t had been decided that each member would
serve as president for one month, and they would assume the
office alphabetically, bezginning with the Australlan rep-
resentative, In this first meeting to hear the Irenian
‘question, the pattern for later meetings was set, Issues
would be declded when they arose; no comprshensive pian of
conduct was to be ;orked out 1n advance, Already, too, the
anti-Soviet bloc was forming, and the Soviet delegation
from the beginning trled to prove that the Iranlan case
was fala;.

II

The Iraniaﬁ questioh was taken up again in the third
meeting of the Security Council on January 28, 1946, After
inquiring 1f the Council hﬁd any comment on the seating of
the Iranisn delegate, the president observed that the
Iranian question was the first occasion on which the Security
Council had been called upon to act under Ghapter 6 or.the
Charter (IPacific Settlement of Disputes™), Consequently,
since the.proceéainse iﬂ‘thia case were iikely to serve as
precedents for the future, the Council should act with care,
To get under way, the president suggested that the Iranian
argument be heard firet and then the Sovilet, At this point,
Vyshlnsky 1nterrupted to say that the question could be
discussed only in its procedural aspect, after which the

Council =ccepted the president's proposal and 8at back to



hear the Iranian case,

Taking considerable tims to present his case, Taglzadeh
examined the tri-partite treaty and the Tehran declaration,
explaining in detail the manner Inwhich the Soviet Union
had vidlated its pledges by 1ts recent actions in Iran., The
Iranian delegate at the same time submitted a memorandum14
in which the par@lculars of Soviet interference were re-
stated in greater detall, and all the communications between
Iran, the Soviet Union, the United States, and the United
Kingdom were noted, His basic argument was that Iran had
tried to negotiate with the Soviet government, but, in spite
of all that the Iranian éovernment had done, and for reasonsa
unknown to the Iranian delegate, the Soviet sovernmént"had
refused to work for a settlement. He called attention to
the Iranisn note of December 1, 1945 1in which ths Iranian
government had expressed satisfaction with a Soviet note
that earliler hgd implied that Interference by Soviet troops
and authorities would cease¢, But in this eame note, the ‘
Iranfan government alasoc had asked unsuccessfully for a
Soviet guarantee of freedom of movement for Iranian ofticiaiﬁ
and troops in Iha#. In making hls accusations, Taqizadeh
carefully reminded thi listeners that Iran-at all times wanted
ftiendly relstlons with its northern nelghhor.

14, Security Council Official Records, First Year, First

Serles, Supplement No, l., Church House, Westminster,
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Vyshinseky, in rebutting the Iranian argument, for the
moment put aslde the questlon ef substgnoe (the actual
situation as it existed in Iran) and dealt only with the
procedurai aspects of theq;estlon.lssecause they 4id not
meet the gonditions apecified in the Charter, thequestions
raised by the Iranian delegate @ould not be discussed, 80
Vyshinsky argued. A4e he 8ald, there were two main points
in the procedural aspect: first, whether negotiations had
taken place; and second, whether results had been achieved
by negotlations, According to Vyshinsky, the Iranian delegate
had refuted his own statement that no negotlatlons had taken
place by admitting that not only had the Iranian govern=
ment endeavored.to negotliate with the Sovlet government, but
that Buch negodtiations actually had taken place, It was.
Viahinsky'# contention that the Iranian government was satis-
f;ed uith'the results of the neogitations of Kovember and
December, 1945, As proof, he cited the Iranian note of
December 1; 1945 elreadymentiondd by the Iranian delegatle,

Vyshinsky made much of the fact that the U.S5.5.R. had
the legal right to keep troops in Iran. This legal right
had been obtained, of course, under the triwpartite treaty
';ﬁich‘save the Soviet Unlon slx months after the cessation
of hostilities with Germany to withdraw 1ta troops, But the
8i1x month period was not yet ended, since the Soviet Union

15, Security Counci) Official Records, First Year, First
Serles, No,l., D« 39,



bad set the terminal date elx months after the end of the
war with Japan rather than the war with Germany, as had been
specified in the treaty. HMarch 2, was the date given by

the Soviet Union for the withdrawal of its troops,.

While trying to conform the articles of Chapter 6 to
his viewpolnt, Vyshinsky got into the legallty of the question,
As concerned Article 33, bllateral negotlatlions had been
and were then taking place, and the Council consequently
could not call on the U.S5,.8,R. L0 take the stepg provided

1

for by the article, IHe denied that Article 34 was applicable
to the question, since 1t related to a'diapute or sltuation
of quite a different order. Because the Iranien complaint
needed no such reaommendations as provided for in Article 36,

' A7
paragragh 1, 1t too did not fit the case. The only method
for settling the Iranian question was dilateral negotlations
between the disputants,
16. Article 3i of the United Nations Charter: "The Security
Council may l.veatigate any dispute, or any situation which
might lead to international friction or give rise to a dis-
pute, in order to determine whether the continuance of the
dispute or sltuation is likely to endanger the maintenance
of international peace and security.™
17. Article 36, paragraph 1, of the United Natlons Charteri
*The Security Council may, at any stage of a dispute of
thé nature referred to in Article 33 or of a situation of

like nature, recommend appropriate procedures or methods
of adjustment," ‘



18
Vyshinsky also denied that Article 37, paragraph 1,

_permitted the Iranian charges, This article envisaged a
situation in whlch the parties to a dlspute found them-
Belves unable to reach an agreement, But, Vyshlneky averred,
no such situation exlsted in the relations of the U.S.5.R.
and Iran, and, consequently, there was no foundation for
the application of this:article-to the Iranisan complaints.
Having decided that no part of Chapter 6 spplied to the
Iranien question, Vyshinsky concluded that the Council had
no legal groundas for considering it,

The members by this time were tired of listening to
the lengthy exposition by Taqizadeh and to the equally long
Soviet tirade, and the president thereupon proposed the
postponement of the discussion until the next meetlng,
Vyshinsky arguing the inexpediency of dividing the dis-
cussion into two parts by a postponement, was overruled
by the rest of the Counoll, and the meeting was ad;ourned.lg
Discuaalon of the Iranilan matter was posiponed until January 30.
18, Article 37, paragraph 1, of the United Kations Charters
“Should the perties to a dispute of the nature referred to

in Article 33 fall tosettle 1% by the means indicated in
that Article, they shall refer it to the Security Council."

-

19, Security Council Officia]l Recorcs, First Year, First
Series, Ko, l., De .
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Both parties to the dispute had presented their viewa
in this mesting, and, as canld seen disagreed as to whether
negotiations had been concluded or not, Vyshinsky presented
a good argument against keeping the question on the agenda
with his interpretation of the articles under Chapter 6,

At the same time, however, the Iranlan delegate made a good
case out of the tri-partite treaty, the Tehran declarationm,
and the alleged violations of these Soviet committments by
the Soviets themﬁelves.

I11

Since the discussion of the Iranian question had been
postponed untll January 30, 1t did not comeée up again until
the tifth‘meéting,of the Councll, Repeating the request of
the Iranian delegate to make supplementary remards to his
statement of the ﬁhird.meetlng, the president proposed
that Taqlzadeh be allowed to Speak.zoxt should te remembered
that since the Iranlan'éel§gate had no. volce in the pro-
ceedings of the Council, he had to be invited especially
at each meeting to sit at the Council table,

Having galned .the floor, the Iranianddlegate contested
the Soviet yieWpoin; that, since there had been negotlationsa
between the two partiés; the Iranian compléint. could not be
brought‘to'the attention of the Council, Facts from the

Iranian memorandum of the third meeting again were presentad

20 Ibid,, pp. 45-46,
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as evidence that negotiations between’ the U.S5.5,R. and Iran
had falled., Moreover, the eagerness of the Iranian govern-
ment to keep on good terms with the U.S.S5.R. was demon-
strated when Tagizadeh told How the Iranian prime minister,
21
Ahmad Ghavam, had even:effered to go to Moscow in the hope
of reeching a settlement, But the Soviet government had
ignored the offer of direct negotiation in Moscow, o nego-
tiations for the settlement of the dippute had taken place,
"This also included the note of December 1, 1945 mentioned
earlier).

Taglzadeh was very animated 1n maintaining that the
dispute,hhaving found a plaece on the agenda, under "no cir-
cumstances pust 1t go out of the 'hands of the Council; it
must be parsusd.,® An Iranian proposal for dealing with the
question was presentedt

The Council should take this matter under
its Jurisdiction; negotiations should proceed .
under its aegis, Pregress should be reported "to
the Council from time to time, and the results
should be reported to 1t with in a reasonsgtle
lapse of time, In this way, we are ready toeet
into direct negotiations with the Union of Soviet
Sosialist Repudlics, but under no circumstances

are we prepared to'let the matter go out of the
Council,22

21. Ahmad Ghavam, {(1872- ) held various tabinet posts,
1910-23 and in 1946 was appointed premier, minister of
interior, and minister of foreign affairs.

22, Security Council Official Records, First Year, Firsti
Serles. No. 1., P. 49,




After Taglzadeh had finished his rebuttal, Vyshinsiky
for the second time denounced the Iranian casce He attacked
Taqlzaedeh's su;plementary stetement that there nad been no
direct neéotiatlons. There riust havs teen direc? negotiations,
he pald, slnce there had to be a third persm or state to
have inllrect nezotlatlione, and there .as no third person
or state in this case, Anywey, it 41d not matter whether
there hagl been dlrecct or indireet nezotlaztiona, as long
as there hadgeen nezotiati-ns, Afaln commenting on the
Irenizn note of December 1, 7yehlneky ssserted that the
Iranlean governnent had teen s?tiarled with tze resulf of
the necotlations, The Irznlan delegcale was accused of
Qeliberstely confusing the situatlon, end moreover, the
Iranlane were n>t to be trusted. These were strong wcrds,
Put the disparity in power between the two dis;utants made
it posaible for Vyshinsky to say almoet any thing he wisghed
ebout Iran or 1is delegates,

According to Vyshingky, the presence of Sovict troopa
In Azerdailjan had nothinz to do wilth the eventa that had
occured there, The rebellion wae an internsl Immnian matter,
and the peodle of Azerbaijan wers only trying to sccure
thelr rishtrulwnatlanal autonomy. Since the movenent 414
not constitute anytiing unusual in any demdcrutic country,
there was nothing particularly wrong with it.

23.. Ibid.' P. 49.
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Interference with Iranlanriroops on thelir way to
Azerdaijlan was explained by VyshinsXy, By allowing Iranlan
troops to proceed, mush bloodshed and a "useless nassacre"
would have resulted; and the Soviet trooéa could not hnwehlet
that hasren, of course, Yoreover, the Irenicn notes following
the nots of December 1, were sent only with the hope of
taking advantage of the Mosoow coaference., Indeed, Vyshinsky
argued, the motlive of the notea waza tosdvance the idea
that g)) foreiprn troops should lezve Irean, The Iranian
proposal Just made by Taqizadeh was not in keeping with
the Soviet position, Vyshlnsky vigorously opposed heving
the U.SeS.Re Placed under sone sort of epecial mupervislon,
It was incompntible with its digaity =s a member of the
Seourity Council and “ag incompatitle with the dirnity
of the United Hations.*

Taking exception to the Soviet represcntative’s last
renarks, Tagiradeh replied that he had never aamitied that
there hod been negotiations without results ss provided for
In Article 35, paragraph 1, of the Charter.

Before the president opened the =natter to peneral
discussion, the two divergent arfuments can be summed up
in a few words, The Iranian stand wes that no necotiations
had taken rlace and that Iran had every risht under the

retejant articles of the Charter to present its case to

24, Idi43, Pe S3e
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the Council and to expect Jjudsment on it, The Soviet
positlon was that negotlations had taken place and that
the Iranian governmend! had shown satislaction over the
negotliations Iin the December 1 note. Also the Iranian
action in presenting the case to the Councll was 1llcgal,
in that 1t 414 not fulfilll the requirements of the articles
unler Chapter 6 of the Chatrter,

After the president had opened the quectiosn to dis-
cusslon, Eevin started the dedate ty reading Artlcle 4
of the tri-partite treaty, which stated that the ocoupation
forces would not constiTute a military occupafion and that
iﬂternal affalres of Iran wiuld de left alone.csﬁecause he
understood that it waa an Iranlan domestic matter, Bevin
was "a littl; perturbea" when he heard Vyshinsly say that.
1t,w;s the Soviet Unign-that had decided how many Irenian
troopa and police would be allowed in Azerbsijan, CGrati-
tude vas expressced for tna'Iranian co-operation recelved
in the war, Tinge the United Xingdom cdelegate cculd unders
stand and respect the tri-partite treaty, he could not under-
stand vhy the Soviets elther oould or would nost under-
Btand and respect it., The whola Soviet position looked
like & "war of nerves" to Bevin, Because he felt that Iran
ghould have the backing of the United Natimns in its pre-
dicament and should not’be left alone to face the Soviet

25¢ IX1d.s PP. 54-55.
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Union, his concluslon was that the cuestion should te
left On the agenda.

Stettinlus expressed gomewhal the same view as Bevin
and made a suggestion to thia effectit

Cannot t- e Council erree to permit the two parties
to necotlaté voluntarily aad Keep the Council
1gformed until a mutually satliefactory solutinmm

1s found in accordance with justice?sd

Taking note that this ¥as the first case ﬁrousht before
the Securlity Council end that it called for the greatest
care on the psrt of tie Council 1n deallng with it, Vellinstom
Koo?TKChina) eald the i1dea presented by the United Ststes
dolegate was a good°ona.285150 the Soviet delecatls should
be concratulated for his assurances of good will. The

Freneh representative, Georpea Bidault, also argued that this

26, Itide, D. S8

ZTe V.Ke Yolllnston XKoo, (1888- ) became minister of

forelcn affairs in 1322, 1924, and.1331, and was prine

ninlister in 1927. He was a mepdber of the world court, 1922-

23, &nd was also a delegate to the Leazue of hatlons Assexdbly

and Council, 1932-39. In 1945 he was a representative to the

gn:loilandqin 1546 to the General Assemtly and the Security
ouncil.

28; Becurtty CHun offic? Recoégs, First Year, First
58!‘108. ﬁo.l.. ?Po 5 :9.

20. Georces Bidaulf, {1899~ ) was leacder of the ponular
denderatio party and was elected president ol the natlonal
resistance council, 1943, Ie was twice minister of foreicn
affairs since 1944, and vas once prenier-president. lle

was & mexber of tue qQouncll of forelgn ministers, and was
chalirman of the Fr.nch delecastion to the UNCIO, 1945 and
the General Assembly and Security Council, 1546,
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case vas Inportant from the estandpoint of precedent,

Becaute he achered.to the view that the parties to the dispute
ghould te allowed to negolliate end that the Council retain
the rizht to reconsider the questli.n at any time if the neso-
tatisns falled, Didault approved of the attitude. of the anti-
Soviet bloc,

A point of view Qiffering: frem tie la:l four now cane
to 11:ht when Zygmunt Hodzelewskiz%Poland) backed tne Soviet
represcntative'’s ddea Lo have the ;arties-settle the dispute

22

by dlredt nesoiiatlan. f.divergsace between the Sovict bloo |
and the pnti-Joviet bloc can be noted from the way In whith
the mecbers of the Council ex:resscd taeir views, IFoland
ususlly followed the Soviet lead and usually was the ouly
one on the Soviet lldé.

Tlco R.-van.Klerfénsz%ﬂetherlandgi made a proposal
which he thousht would meet the case, It followed sonew
what the Ctettlinlus suzgestlon, in that wihile the partles

30¢ Security Council-Officiesl Records, First Year, First
Serles, KOeley Pe 53

1. Zycount Nodzelewskl, (1900- ) was an officer in the
Polish army 1n World wWar II, and wag aabassador to the UsS,5.Re
4nd wes minlgler of forelpn affalirs, 1045, e wae represent-
ative to the Gcnersl. isacemdly and Security Council, 1948,

32 Pocuprity Ssuncil Offiscinl Reeords, First Year, First
Serles, i/0ele, Ps O60a

33, Flco ¥, wan Kleffena, (1894 } became a merber of the
secretariat of the Lea—ue of lationa, 1919~21, and was in the
ministry for forelign affsirs, 1923-29, lle was calef of the
diplonetic sectin, 1929=29, and was minister without port-
folio and letherlands representative on the Security Council
and kconomic and Bocial Commission, 154G-47,

‘34, Security Counc;% Crriedr) Receorda, Firet Year, Firest
» Dp. 60-Cl.

Serles, iio,l.




would negotlate directly, the questlion would be kept on
the agenda, Speaking not as the president of the Council,
but as the representative of Australia, Xakin agreed with
the British, American, Chinese, Frencih and Netherlands
representatives, 1.8., that the question should be kept on
the agenda, .

Bevin withedto hear the Netherlands delegate's pro=
posal read in full, and van Kleffens complied. AEter he
had heard ®hat was proposed, Bevin suggested two amendments
that negotiations should be resumed immedlately, and that
the parties should Kkeep the Council informed of the reaulte.36
Thesa suggestiona were considsred tantamount to a resolutlon,
Although favourably impressed with Bevin's suggestions,
Stettinius wanted 1t understood that the-question would
remain on the agenda, Bevin sald thatthis was intended,
and the two western allles as usual reached agreemenii As
he saw nothing different in the two proyosals, van Kieffens
withdrew his proposal for the British,

A different 1dea came into the dlscussion when Mod=
zelewdki suggested the substitution of another text for the
last part of Bevin's resolutlion, to the effect that no time
1imit dbe placed on‘the dlsputants to report}%he progress of

the negotlatione taking place between them, Bevin immediately

351 _I_b_j_-_d_’. ppo 61'62.
T6e Ibid., P. 63,
37. Ibid., p. 65,



tookexception and brought Article 25 into the discussion,
If the Poliei amendment were accepted, Bevin argued, it
would mean that the Councll hed heard the gquestlion &nd had
gotten rid of 1t without seeing that results had been achieved.
After being quiet for sometime, Vyshineky now got back
into the discussion. Since the question did not threaten
vorl& peace, 1t could not remaln on the agenda. Therefore,
there were nosrounds for Bevids resolution, and. it should
be removed frgn the agenda. - ﬁé also Intimated that there
was more %o the Britlsh proposal than met the eye, 1,e.,
that the British representative had some other reason than
a desire to mettle the dlspute, Bevin denled the Soviet
charge and was sure that 1f Vyshinaky looked at the matter
"in a reasonable way and without susplcion,” he c:-uld see
the legallity of the fesolution.jgrhe resslution was pro-
posed, not out of any distrust of the Soviet government,
but to fulfill the obligations 1gposed dy the Charter,
Declarinz that thequestion of leaving or of not leaving
the matter on the agenda was merely a formality, Koo asserted
that the Council had the power and the resoonsibility to
investigate any questlon or sltuatlon which might affect
'world peace in general, Of this he was certaln, he regarded
38+ The Seocurity Council can discuss only. disputes or
situations that threaten the malntenance of world peace,

J9¢ Becurity Council Official Records, First Year, First
Series, NO. l.y De 07s



the proposal that the question remain on the agenda as pure
formality, If the negotliatlons were satisfactory, the cﬁuncil
would be only too happy to take the questlion off the agenda,
If the negotliations were unsuccesaful, lne or the other

party would be back to present 1ts case, and the Council

again would consider the question., With respect to the
Iranian question, this seemed to e one of the most logical
deductions yet precsented that ascertalned the Council's power
and responsibility, i

The President wished to know whethep the Council felt
1llke ad}ourning, dbut Vyshinsky wanted to know why the dise-
cusslon should be interrupted agalin; he wanted to "take"

a declslon.AoThe debate continued, and the Iranian*repq
resentative etated that Irsn would negitlate only were the
dispute to remain before the Council. If the szall nation'’s
appeal were dismiesed, the smail nation's of the world woﬁid
lose confidence.in the Security Council:

Modzeleweki made an accurate remark when he called
attention to the fact that, if the members started referring
to the various articles of the Charter, justification could
be found for anything.gzﬂe wanted a vote taken on his amend-
went to Bevin's resolutlon, since he thouzht his emendment

wes the best submitted,

49, Irid., p. 69.
41. Ib;do. DP. 69.
42. _IMQ’ ppo 69-700
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Before a vote coull de taken on Modzelewski's amende

ment, Eevin read his resolutlon:

Ihs Counctl,
faving heard the stgtements by the represent-

gstives of the Soviet Uniom and Iran in the course
of its meetings of 28 and 30 January, eand

Having taken cgognlzance of the documcntis
prescated by the Sov.et and lranian delezations

and those referred to in the course of the orsl
debates;

Conelderins that both partles heve affirned
their readlness to egeek a solution of trhe matler
at iesue by nezotiation; end that such nezotlations
will ve rosumed, K in the zncer future;

Requcsts the parties to inform the Council
of any results achieved 1n such negotiatlons,

The Gouncil in the meanuhile retains the richt

at any time to requegt inforaztion on the progrees

of t.e negotiations,4J

The president asked ModzelewsXxl 1f he wiched to proceed

with his amendnent, The Polich cdelerate replled in the
asfirmative and gave a8 his reason thnt he objecltsed to the
words in the third paragraph, ® and that such negotiationa
will be resumod in the near future.” He would accept the
resclution if these words were dcleied, bedausa then his
ppoposal and Bevin's would not diverce, After Bevin had
naintzined that liolzelewc:i had srozosed nothing different,
tho situstlion was cleared .up by Stettinius. Cince he
vas the ouly one who had inalsted onm the words "remaining

on the agenda,” he was willing to accept Bevin's oroposal

-
-

43. Ixiic, P 70,



with the mlerstanding that the question woull premain a

continuing concern of the Councll untll a scitlemendt had

been reached. liodzelewskl gaid the nlsunderctanding wes

because of his poor In;lish andwithirew his amendrnent. The

resclutlion proposed by the represcntative of the United

X:ngdom was adopted unanimously, and the neellinr was adjournedf4
Iy

¥ith out taking time &om>letely to orgsalte 1tself
or to adoptrules of procedure enld gencral overnll jolicles,
the Security Councll, et }ts gecond meetlin-, consldered.
the Iranian cuestlon, It 313 ndt evale its res:onsibility
as some observers had fearcd,and 1t showed the detceralaation
ol the delecates 40 make a working orcanizatlion osulof the
United Narions and to avold, if poscidle, another world
eontflict,

The Iranian d4ispute showed quite clearly the growing
rift detwean the Soviet and asxti-Soviet Plocs. ‘hen Foland,
part of the Soviet satellite system, was the only nation
to back the Soviet Union's proposals, the s;1it becamo
quite obvious, It seeae& as 1f there were & personal antag-—-
onism betueen the United Xin-dom rejreceentative, Ievin, and
the Soviet ropresentative, Vyshinsiky, Sizce his resolution

was adopted, Bevin cmerged the victor 1n these rartlicular

&% Irid., D. Tle
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neetingcs in his dedbate with Vyshinsky. ©Since the Soviet.
éolesnte, vho at*all times had c].;l::xed that it wes illesal
to incluce the guestion on the agenda, ended Ly not opposing
the adoptlon of tle resolutlon, the levin resolutlion was
adopted unenlnously.

. The kaerilcan delegate, Stettinius, expressed hinmself
very trlefly and thean only to back Devin, The main play
of words.was between the Soviel representetlve on one hend
and the, Unltcd Rlazdom pepreseatative with support fron
the Chinfage, ‘French, Jctherlands, Emerican and the Iranian
delsgatea on the other, .

“ The United Kingdam resolutlon was nacsed amid hopes
that the Iranisn question would de cettled by nezotlation
and ¢0.1ld be forcotten. The questisn already had placed
a straln on the new Uniteqd latlons, and axe otservers
felt that 1t was not Smportsnt ensugh to jeopardlze the
future of the organization,
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CHAPTER 3,
THE SOVIET WALKOLT

I

The hopes.and expectations of the members of the
Security Council that they were through with the Iranian
questlon were not fulfilled. The Security Councll was no
sooner settled in its new quarters at Hunter College, New
York than the Iranian disputae con}rontedtlt again, The
first meeting of the Security Council in ite new quarters
was on March 25, 1946, and the Iranian question came up
on March 26,

A letter dated March 18, 1946 from the Iranian rep-
resentative to the ieormtaryuseneral and a indentical copy
to the prcaident of the Courcil brought the ‘question directly
to the attention of the Security Council.1 The Iranian gove
ernment presented 1ts case under Article 35, paragraph },
of the Charter, the same artidle it had used when first pre-
genting its case, ¥Whille the note mentioned new troubles
that had developed.Ssinca.ihe adoption of the Bevin resolution,
Boviet Interventlon in Iranian aifairs and'the presence of
Soviet troops on Iranian soil were still the main Iranian
ecomplaints, The Iranian government maintained that it wished
to remaln an independent and sovereign state, .and the

immediate and Just soclution of the dispute by the Security
1. Security Counci) gicial Records, First Year, First

Seriles, Supplement Ro., 2,, Hunter College, the Bronx, New
York, pp. 43—44



Council was of the greatest importance for the preservation
of good relations with the U,3.3.R.

Andrel Gromyko? repreeenting the Soviet Union in place
of Vyshinsky, sald that the U.S,S.R., "placed a great amount
of f£aith® in the Security Council as the chief organ for
the malnienance of world peace and seourity.3 After assuring
the Council of Sovlel belief in the United Natlons and of
Soviet disbelief in the domination of one country of another,
Gromyko proceeded to attack the Iranian letter along the
lines already set down by Vyshinsky, An understanding had
been reached between the disputants: the evacuation of
Soviet troops had begun, in particular, on March 24.4 Stating
that there was no reason for the inclusion of the "so called
Iranian gquestion" and that negotlations were contlﬁuinz,
the Soviet delegate made a proposal to the effect that the
Iranlan question not be placed on the agenda. The inclusion
2. Andrei Gromyko, (1909~ } became counselor to the embassy
in Washington, 1936~-43, and was deputy minister for forelgn
affairs, 1946, In 1945, he was acting chalrman of the U.8.8.R.
delegation to the UNCIO, and in 1946 he tecame a permanent
representative to the United Natlons.

3. Security Councl] Official - rdg, First Year, PFirst

Series, No. 2., Hunter allege, hew York, (25 March to
26 June, 1946), p. 10,

4' ;Eid.’ pg 110



of the question now would contradict the meaning and the
g21rit of the resolution previously adozted on Janmary 20,

Ezrnee, now represcntinz the U.5.A., lmuediately took
fscue with the Coviet repreeentative.s If there had becn an
understanding etween th; two dissutants, why was there not
a Joint statemecnt to that effect? It was iatinated Yy
Byrnes that all that was coantemplated was the adojtlion of
a arenda thatwould give the Iranlan covernacat an opportunity
to pregcnt facts which 1n 1ts ozinlon constituted a threat
to international peace.

The solidarity of the anti-Coviet bloc vas ssain proved
as Sir Alexander Cndogan,snow reoreseating the United Xing-
don, endorsed what the United States renresentative had Just
atated, ' There were two espectz to the cuestlion according
to Cadorant (1) the reeoclutisn of January 30th {the letin
resolution) rernitting the Councll to recuest information
on thc procress of necotlations tetween the dies-itants, and

(2) the new informatlon prescnted by the Irunlsn representstive,

Ceo Ms. CDe 13-1%,

€e Sir slexander Ccorge liontagu Cadogan, (18%4-  Jtecame

a delerate to.the Leagrus of Nations, and from 1238 to 1946

he was purmeneinl uader secretary of state for forelpn affairs,

and attended pll the Biz Three confercnzes in World Lar II,

Ha was ressoncible for tae lst draft of the ftlaantlc Crarter

and was the chalrman of the Lnited Kingdom delegation at

wmbarton Caks, 1934, Ia 1945, he was a nenber of the Jvnited
ingdom delegcation to the UNIIC, and to the Ceneral iAsseably

and the Securlty Council in 1246,
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A third aspect also raised which Cadogan thoucht importent,

the cuestion of confldence: "confidence that the pancility

of treaties will bo‘respecte&." lle referred to the tri-

partite treaty in this respect-and the 50v1gt vislation of 1it,
Other representatives of the Council aéain cravitated

to one Yloc or another. The Australlan delernte sunnarized

the positi-n of the antil-Coviet tloc when he vald:

MNow we asX ourselves itwo quecstlos, First
is the subject natter of th's alleced digpute
one which comnes within the comretence 9f the
CA.ns11? The answer, to ny mind, 18 yes, 7The
gecond questicnr ist has 1t been properly srescnted:
The answer $0 that is also yes, In the corlginal
letter to the Secretary-Generazl of 12 larch,
two parties to tic dis-ute are naned, ©One of
those parties only hes recuested thst this rert=
icluar liem should not Ve incluled 1In the ajeada.
¥e have no information, no evidence tefore up
whetevcr,

Therefore the view of the Austrelilan delcegation
1s thatsthis,question ghoull e rleced on the
asenda
[ [

flaszan Pacha, now representing Icypt, azreed with the

gntl-Soviet dloc, .
10
Cscar Lange, (Foland) houever, suz ortcd the Sovict

Te Seovrity Counci) Cfflcin) Records, First lear, First
Spriea, N002.| De 15,

8. Itid., P 16,

9. Mahmoud Hassan fashs, (1803- } wam educated in low,
He was the firet Eryptian niniseter to the Scandanavian
countries, 19%2€-1933 and was ainister to the U.S.Aey 12738-,
He was a repregsentative to the LNCIO in 1945, and in 1946
to the General Assexntly a&7d the Clecurity C:-ouncll.

10. Oscar Lange, {19CA- ) becanme a professor of economics,
and taucht in Joland and the U.S.A. He was esmbessador to

the U.S.A., 1945-47 and was representative to the Securlty
Councll, 1946,
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tloo, He suggested that the lranian comzlaint te deleted
frou the agenda of this porticular meetinz thouch he wanted
the question Xept on the agenlda la the sence taal the Counell
was bound to 4o 80 under the Ievin resolution. Lange inter-
preted the term "agenda" to mcan the particular meeting in
procress, and hthhereférethought it proper to move the deletlon
of the question from the sgenda of this particulsr neetins.ll
Van Kleffens thou ht that the Jolish projposzl was "quite
complicated,” 411 that had to te Jono was %o applyfArticle 21
to the cace, This article states that any member of the,
United latlone may partisipate in lecurlity Council neetinga
without the right to vote, Af i1ts laterests are affected.
The other members, witn the exception of the Pplish delegate,
tootiae antl-Coviet dloa's position on t:e incluslion of the
questlion on the agenda.

Since tas baslc ideas of Articles 34 and 35 were to
bring to the altentlon of tine Decurity Council any matter
that tlreatensd world peace, Cromykxo doclarcd that the '
United States delerate’s arcument conflicted with the Charter.la
The Iraalan questlon did not meet tnis qualificatlon, After
18.'1.-. Security So.ncll Orficia) Records, First lear, First
eries, 0,24y DPPe lO-1lC,.

12. Iu/;d.’ Ple 19"22.



attackinz the speeches by Byrnes and Cadogan, the Sovist
delegate said there was no doudt as to the truth ol the
Soviet statemeni on the results achlgved duria; ths course
of the negotiations with Iran, To protect himself and to
discredit the anti-Soviet tloa'’s arruments, Gromyio brought
up the Eritish stand la the Sy;lan-chanon casc, The Britlish
in this ocase had "opposed any neatlion whatsoever of 2 time:
1imit for the witndrawal of Eritish forces from Syria and
Lebanon."13cronyko also intimated that the Iranien prime
uiniater-had n3 knowledge of the preesentati.n of the questlon
to the Councll by llussein Ala,lthe Iranian anbapsidor 4O the
TUnited States,

Since it was well over an hour after 12 noon, the president
now Quo Tal-Chi}s(Ghlna), pronosed thet thﬁﬁeetinc be adjourned
until the next afternoon, tecause the representatives of
Ecypt, iexlco, and the United States wished to epeaks. But
on a proposal bty Byraes, the president celled the next mesting

for 3 p.ns the same eftermoon,

13+ 1tide, Pe 21.

14 Husseln Ala, (1882 ) was chlef of the csbinet of the
ministry of foreign effairs, from 1906-17. Ee was a fersien
delegate to Versailles peace conference, 1919-20, and was
minister rlenipotentiary.to 5-ain, 1020. Fron 1921-23 he was
chlef envoy to the U.S.A., and was minister to France 192732,
and a dJelegate to the League of Nations, I!le was Iranian
ambassador to the U.S.A. 1n 1946,

154 Quo Tal~Chl, (1868~ ) was a member of the valinese delegatlon
to the Paris peace conference, 1919 and to the League, 1932-38,.

f¢ was aminister of forelgn affairs 1941-44, and was a rep-
resentative to the General Assemtly and the Security Council, 1946
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A8 characieriastic of tle London nmeetlogs, the divisilon
of opinion betwsen the east and west again came to 1lizht in
the twenty~-rifth meoting, Tae two blocs contlnued to oppose
each other, and, as in London, the anti-Sovliet bloc with the
preponderance of the votes could have its own way in pro-
cedural matters, The 3oviel representutive, taough ably
stating hia case (that he did no>t wast the question included
on the agenda) by questioning tae legcollity of the Couneil's
aatlisn under articles 34 and 35, was unable to influence )
the members of the anti-Soviet Ytloe,

11

The twenty-sixth meetinswas held mccording to Byrnes'-
wishes the same afternoon, and the discussion of the agenda
again involved the Iranien question, The Egyptlan repre=
sentative was the first to speak, Ilviding the ﬁroblem
into two parts he sald, First, can the petition of the Iranlan
Governmeéf to this Goung}l be recelved? Second, if s0, may
we aek about the facts and ndﬁ:them."lsThe‘Council had “put
the cart before the horse,® since 1t‘had been discuaslné
the seocond part 8: the proﬂlem. He proposed thatt

eestlhi® Councll receive the compla:nt of the
Iranlan Government embodled in its several
momoranda addressed to the Secr¢tary-General

and ask for an immediate vote on this qusstion
alone,

16, Sedurity Courcd] Officisl Records, First I Fipst
Se;lea, N0e24, DPPe 22:?3:_2';'£L‘“£§”’ iret lesr, Flrs

17. Itides, P. 23,



Byrnes also thought that a vote should be taken on
wvhether the questionshould te included cn the egenda, Since

the Soviet representative had made a proposal to deletelghe
question from the agenda, he wanteld & voie taxen on 1t,

The representative of a 8mall power, Francilsco Caetillo
19 ‘
Najera, (Xexico) drouzht up the small power's viewpsiat,
If the violation of the tri-partite treaty did n>t constitute

a menace to international peace, “thea all the small nations
- <0
are at the nercy of the stironger ones.” Under no circume

stances would he accept Gromyko's 1ute;pyetation.
The question of procedure soocn.entered the discussion
because Lange d14 not think that it was the proper procedure

to vote on a motion to remove the Iranian question from the
3§
agenda, Henrl Bonnet,ihe French delegate, thought that the

Council should adopt the azenda unanlmously and posijone

18. Itid., Pe 23

19, Francisco Castilld Hafers, (1886~ ) beccme minister

to China, Belsium, Hollan. and France, 1922-25, and was.
antagsador to the U.S.As, 1935-45, e was roreiﬁn minister,
1945-46, and was representative to the UNCIO, 1945, In

1946 he was chalrman of the Mexican delegation to the General
Assenbly and the Security Council,

20. SCegurity Counell Official Aecords, First Year, First
Serles, Aio.zq, pq 24.

21, ienril Eonnet, (1888~ ) became & membter of the League
of Nations secretariat, firet in the divieion of preas infor-
mation, an later as executive-gecretary ol the assistant
secretary-general of the League, 1920-31, He was ambassador
t0-the UaSe.As in 1944, 8nd was a representative to tne UNCIO
in 1945 and to the Security Council in 1946.
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22
discussion of tre questlon untll later, This statenment

was the forermunner of a French proposal tanat later was Lo
8511t the solidarity of the anti-Soviet bloce

After Cadogan had commentied on the point of procedure
ralsed ty the rollsh represcntative, and Castillo Lajlera
had stated that all that had to be done was to vote on
item 4 of the arcada, 1.8., the letters froz the countries
concerned, GromykZo agalin proceeded to argue the Soviet eaae.23
He agreed with the French representative, bccause 1t was
also hia view nost to discuag the Iranlan question. He also
wanted to knqw if his propasal.would be voted on if it came
after the vote on scceptance of item 4 of the azendae

The debate over the agenda was dbeglnaing to get confused
at thig point, The Cpuncil spent a good deal of 1ts time
arguln: over matters that eeemed trivisl, butl it must be
remembered that the Councll then was establishing procedure
to be used 1n 1a£er meetlngs, and the members wanted to get
everything stralghtened ocut to thelr satiafaction,

The rolisgh and Soviet delegates disagreed on whether
or not the Soviet projosal was an amendment or not, Deciding
that the Soviet proposal was an amendment to item & of the
sgenda, the presideni proceeded to put it to a vote, The

coviet amendment was defeated by a vote of 9-2, end again

~ Security CO&nCl% Official Records, First Year, First
géf‘iea, Hos24y pa .

23. Ivid,, Pe 25,
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the anti-Soviet blos had triumphed in a strictly procedural
matter.24

Undaunted ty thie defeat, Gromyko now asked the Council
to postpone discussion of the question until April 10, Poste
ponement was necessary because lmportant negotlations were
then going on, and the Soviet Unlon needed untll that &ate
to submit the results to the Council, This was ",..a minimum
demand on the part of the Government of the U.S.é.R4 andees
this demand is fully Justified.'zSAfter making more dis-
paraging remarks about the Iranian government and .its dele-
gation, Gromyko formally proposed the postponement of the
question until April 10, and he declared that were the proposal
not adopted he could not take part in the discussion of the
quextion.zsrhe Council was not enlightened as -to what he
ment by not being prspared to take part in the discussion,
Probably on the assumption that the Council would give into
his ‘demands, the Soviet representative in fact had threatened
it, However, the Soviet mssumption proved to be wrong,

Haeean Pasha again brought up the propossl he had dinde
that morning, 1,s8., that the Councll vote on 'the inclusion

of the Iranlan complaint, Agreeing with the Egyptlan delegate's

24, Ibid., P. 27,
25, Irid., p. 28,
26" Ibidc. po 30.
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proposal, and thinking that the Iranian delegate should
be heard conscerning the April 10 postponement, Byrnes made
the following statement;

Therefore if the representative of Egypt
mavesa as a substitute for the motion of the
representative: of the USSR that the represent-
ative. of the lranlan Government be permitted to
participate in accordance with the Charter. I
shall be happy to support that motion, If he
does pot with to make the motion, then I will made
the motion,?

Byrned was determined to have a voté takép on- whether the
Iranian question should be included on the agenda, even to
the polat of ignoring the other proposals on the floor.
The Australian representative, Colonel William Hodgscn,28
now presented a completely different proposal. To poat-
pone the case until written Gocuments should ie recelived
from both the U.S.3.R. and Iran wes the gist of hils suggeatlon.29
¥hen the documentis had been received, the Council should then
fix a date for the investigation of the question by the Council

itself, Although prepared to give favorable consideration

27. Ibid.’ p. 31.

28, Lieut. Colonel William R, Hodgson, (1892~ ) had an
army and diplomatic carrer, [e was a representative to

the UNCIO in 1945, and in 1946 was a member of the Australian
dslegation ¢b the United Natlions, and was Australian delegate
to the Security Council the same year.

29, Security Council Official Records, First Year, First
Serles, No. 2., Pp. 31-33.
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to the Sovict request to postpone the question, Hodgeon
wgnted 1% clearly understood that the question should re-
main on the agenda and that actlon would be taken when the
written documents were recelived,

The Council now was faced with the dilemma of having
three motions before 1t without edequate rules of procedure
to guide it, 7The menters were never more'eonscioua<of the
lack of these prscedurul rules, and they were Blow to setl
precedents that would be used in later cases,

¥hile supporting the Ecyptian proposal, Cadogan sald
that he ocould not undercstsnd why the Soviet recresentative
needeé this delay.jolt would e better to hear-the Iranian
delegate in person than to receive written materlal, as the
Australian representative had suggested, The Irenian delegate
was sitting in thg auqienoe and was ready at any time to
take his eeat at the Council table to pressnt the necessary
evidence,

The Australian representative, however, was supported
by Lanée, because the Polish delegate in gilving his support
to Hodgson fulfilled the wighes of the Soviet Unien.:lAgaln
attacKing -the Egyptian pro?osal; Gromyko sald that 1t was

gontrary“to common senee,” Castillo HNa)ecra here broke into

-

303 Iibid., Dp. 33-34,
31. _&Ld_.. Pe 34.



the debate and made some rather pointed remarks about

the Soviet and Folish representatlve3.32Gromyko had
mentioned a statement made ty the Iranian prime minister,
Ghavaz, 1n which Chavam was supposed to have expressed hope
that positlve resulta would come :ut of the necotiations,

Eut as Castillo Najera sarcastically noted, the Sovlet delegate
had rcceiveq his information fronm the prese, cnd the press

a8 everyone kuew waB not always accurate, after noting
Lange's statement that communications between Iran and the
Unlted States were poor and that therefore the Council should
vait for information, Castillo Najera 8aid that he uanted to
hear the Irenian pe;-reaentatlve'a cersonal opinion on this
point, | ]

The viewpoint of the'amall nations was pleaded by Eyrnes
when he remarked that 1t waes a "rather renarkable procedurs®
that the lIranien government should be peruitted to present i
its case, tut that 1ts representatlive could not be heard.

He imagcined a case in waich international peace was threatensd
and in which the Council would say, “"Your representative may
attend, tut he may not present his c;seg” He warned that

tke small natlons nizht lose falth In th;,United liations, 1f

32 M’r PPe 35"361
33. M.. p- 350



the Iranian representative were not allowed to speak.
Since there were six smsll pewers on the Council, and since
he needed seven affirmative votss 20 pass the proposal
he desired, Byrnes pleaded the esmall powers' cauae.35
The debate now became more and more & Earsonal and
national struggle between Byrnes and Gromyko when the latter
acldly answered Byrnes' statement.jslf the question were
being consldered in 1t; substantive rather than its pro-
cedursl aspect, the Iranian delegate would have a right to
it at the Council table, 4t the moment, the question of
whether the Iranian delegate should be permitted to make
a‘atatement on the postponement only confused things.
Van Kleffene attitude was that the Iranlan delegate

had a right to be seated under Article 31, and "that was
that." Again Byrnes demanded a vote on the Egypiian progosal
and a;kedz

If the representative of the USSR should say

that he desired to postpone consideration until

1 January next year, would anyone say that would

not vitally affect the Iranian Government and

that ;é should not be permitted to make a state~
ment .~

34, 4rticle 27 of the United Nations Charter: "1, Each
member of the Securlty Councll shall have one vote, 2,
Decisions on procedural matters shall be made by an affir-
mative vote of seven members.,”

35, Security Council Officisl Records, First Year, First
Serles, io. 2., pPp. 30=37.
36. Itid., pp. 37-38.

370 ;bldql p- 38-
38& Ibidnﬁ D. ‘38.
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Kow the question of the three proposals came up,
President Quo Tal-Chi was not qulte clear Just vhat to do,
He deternmined the fact thal there «ere two notlems on the
floor; one by the OSoviet representative, and onc by the
Ecyptian delegate, But the Austrazlian notlon puzzled hinm.
He ruled that a vote should be taken in the order in which
they had been;regentedt first the Covlet proposal, then the
Lgyytlian propoeal, and last trhe Australian proposal. 4nd
after the Iranian representative had been heard, the Council
then would be 1n a better position to consicder the question
of postponement, The presidant seemed culte sure that the
Iranian delegete would be heard, and 1t was quite obvious
&t this point that the majority of the mermbers were of the
gane opinion,

Wanting to make sure that hils views wcre correctly
understood, Hodgson declared that he had no objection at
all to the seating of the Iranlan delecate, but he wanted to
get all the facts of the oaee.goﬂassan fagha after informing
the Councll that he was a judge, said that the Councill was
a tritunal and that the members of the Cowcil vere in
fact Judges.Al They had every rigat to declde whether the
39 I1tid., Pp. 38-39.

A0, Iid., pp. 39-40.
41s I21l., pp. 48-21,



sase shHuld be postponed or nol. iHoe rejescted the sustirslien
viewp>int wiaen he maintained that it was up to the tribunal
to deside whether the evidence it w-uld consller was to
be oral or written,

By this time Lange was tired, Ec thousht thet it
would be better to "attack the protlem with clear ninds"
end suggsested that the Council shiould adjourn until.the-next
daye Dut the remch representative proposed that the
questlion of voting be referred to a sub-~conulttee for s
comproniece solution, After agrecelng with Zonnet, the Dres-
ident gnpointed.a sub-committee made up of the represent-
ativer of the U.S.Aeythe U.S.E4Rey, and France.42The sub-
comittee was to report by 3 p.3. the following cay on eny
progreea 1t had nade, and the propossl was adonted by 9
votes, Tiac meeling was then edjourned,

After much fruitless srgument over the inclusion of
the Irznlan cuestlion on the esenda and the seating of the
Ireniaen delecate, the queation was side-stepped for the
smnomen? with the appointment of the eub-connittee, There
seemed very 1little chance that the aub-comnittee would solve
gnything, since its members probably would eep their same
views, when the Council was confronted with three mctlons
at the ssme tﬁme, thie sub-conmitiece vas esteblicshed to

try to work out & compronise soclution, and to set forth

42, Itid., Ppe 2243,
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aone method of procedure thed could be followed in the future,
IIX
The twenty-seventh meeling of the Security Council
vas he¢ld on March 27, 1946. It opened with the report of
the sub-coamittee that nothirg had been accompliahed.43
The Council, therefore, was in the same dilenma as at the
end of the last meetling.

r Lange said that he wae sorry to hear thet the sub-
committeehed falled. FKow it was his f{dea to coneider the
Australlan proposcl .second and the Egyptian proposal third,
If the Egyptlan proposal were voted on first, the Australlan
proposal would be.lost, His reasoning vese not lost on the
Council, If the Egyptlan proposgl were approved, the Iranlan
represantative would be heard, and the Australlen proposal,
walch Lance supported would not have a chance to be voted on,.
This was the beginning of a long and heated debate over
which motion should be voted on first, but 1t was finally
decided to vote a8 the president earlier hal supggrested
This dedate typifled the confusion and uncertalinty in which
the Council sometime found itself while trying to settle
43.ag§ggg;tz Council JourNal, FirsT Year, J0.21, 2 April, 1946,

44, Ixi1a., p. 408,
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d1fficult questions of procedure.,

The president, throuchout the diescuselon argued in
favor of the votlng procedure that he had suygested, I
the C.C.J.Re proposcl vere not edopted, the Zryntlan pro-
posal then would te voted on, and if 1t pacsed there would
be no need for s vote on the Austrglian proposal,as The
Australien representatiye disacreed, Fodgson esked the
president to comrply with the Follsh reqgueet to put his pro-
posel second in the.vot;ng.AéThe presicdent, however, contended
that the proposals were of equal importance and that they
should be voted on in the order of thelr presentatione
¥hen the time camé to yvote, he wiuld be flad to hear the
views of the other memters on this sudbject,

7ot understanding what the Australlen delecate meant,
Hassan Pasha wanted to now whether the Irsnian represcntative
was to produce the documents (called for by Hodgson) in
nerson or while absent, The Iranlian delegate sholld not
present the dccuments in person at the .- moement, was Hodgson's
idea.47ﬁe reallzed that the Iranian represcntative wasg sittiﬁa
in the rpulence with & prepared statcment, tut he wanted
ého facts subzmltied in writing. Then he and the other
members could study them at lelsure end get a clear picture
45. Security Qgggﬁ%;,gizig;gL,nggggg, Firct Year, First
Serles, ii0«2sp Po 45e
46. Itides PPe 45-45,
4T« Itt3es PPe 4847



of Just "what was what" before they took action on the
case, B )

After expressing his "regret® over the fallure of the
gub-~commlttee, of which he was & iember and in which he had
refueed to compromise his position, Gromyko restated his
position that negotlations were taking place and that an
understanding had been reached. Evidence of thls under-
staihging‘uaa the Soviet ammouncement that Soviet 'troops
would be withdrawn., Gromyke had received his Informatlion
from the offlclal U,S5.5.R. newa agency in the United States,
Tass, that Ghavam, the Iranian prime minister, had saild that
the questlon of Azerbaljan was relatively unimportant and
could be Bclved as soon as an understalding was reached
concerning the withdrawal of Soviet troope. 1In the light
of these circumstances, 1% was "incomprehensible® that tge
members of the Council were unable to acesept the‘"fully
Justlfled proposal of the USSR Government to postﬁone the
discussion of the Iranlan statement until April 10."48

With the remark that the United States delegation
recsived ites information, not from the newspapers, but dir-
eastly from the Iranisn government, Eyrnes refuted the infor-
mation presented by the Soviet delegation, Hig information
contradicted Cromyko's statement in that the Iranilan government

. 49
formally had sald no agreement had been reached, It was not

43, .Ibid., P. 49.
49, Ioid., pp. 49-51.
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proper for the Councll to act on a newspaper statement,
vhile the officlal representative of Ircna was sittinz in
the audlence with an officlal statement in his possession,

fnother method of voting was projsosed by Byrnea.so
The Egyptlan propesal ehould be voted on firest, and 47 1t
were carried there would be no need for voting on the Soviet
propoeal, After the Iranian representative had teen heard,
1f the Councll desired, 1t could vole on the Australlan
propocals Thls sugcestion was entirely anti-Coviet, since
12 would ellow for the adoption of the fustrzlian rroposal’
even were the ECyptian propoaal to be adopted,

Van Kleffens agreed with Eyrnes and asked Cronyko what
his reasons were for wanting to postpone the discusslion wntil
April 10.51He vould be "enlizhTened® if the Soviet represent-
ative would "elucidete® on thegyestions asked, An indirect
efercace to-British t;oopa on Zgyptlan e0ll was then nade
ty lsssan Pasha, when he sald, "We (the small natlons)
want the biz povers to know thai if an 1ndependent“coﬁntry
aoes not vant to have forelgn troops etationed on its soll,
the big powers should comply with that."szﬁe vas speaking
of the Iranian eltuation at the time, but the remari
50, S€curity Council Journal, First Year, lo.2l, 2 April,
1946, ppe 412-413.

51. Idid., pa 414,

$3. Security Comell Offizial Records, First Year, First
Serles, 0,245 Pe 53



was pertinent to British troops on Egyptian soll,

At this point the president closed the discusslon by
asking for a vote on Lange's proposal to place the Australian
resolution in the votiﬁé o;der immediately followlng the
U.5.8.Rs proposal, GCromyko, howsver, lgnored the president
and addresged & “few remarks" to the Council members.s3
It B&rnes wore ea anxlous to-hear the opinlon of the Iranian
representative, why did he not see Ala cutside the Council
meetlings, Hbreover, the Iranian representative could ex~
press his opinion in private or could communicaté with the
secretary~general anytime he felt like it, Byrnea' real
reason, Gromyko charged, for not agreeing with the-Soviet
position was becaguse he wanted to discuss the sutstance of
the question,

Gronyko was getting a little heated when he turned
t¢ the Netherlands repressntative, He answered the questions
put to him as followes? that direct negotiations were taking
placg,‘and that an understanding had been reached for the
withdrawal of Soviet troops in five or six weeks "providing
that nothing unforseen happens,® It made no difference
whether the understanding was verbal or written, so long
as 1t had been reached. &galin ths Council wae threatened

that, 1f the discussion were not postponed, the U.S5.0.R.

53« Irid., pp. 53-55.



could not take further part in the &1scueaion. The proposals
should be voted on in the order they were presented. Thls,
of course, sulted Gromyko's purpose, since his propoeal was
the first presented.

The president sgaln declared the dlscussion closed.
Thlé,time he tried to put the U.S.5.R. proposal to a vote,
but Gromyko again 1sn6red him and attacked the procedure
for closing dlauussions.s4 He wasnted to know if the president
could close the discusslion without a dicision from the members
of the Council, as the president was tryling to do, The
president replied that he had no more speakers on his list,
and Bonnet Informed the president that he had no objection
to the preaiéént'a daclarlng’the debate closed. But he
wanted the rlgnt’to speak ln explanation of how he voted
after the vote on the U.S.5.R. proposal was taken.55 DByrhes
wanted the same right.

The U.S.S.3. proposal to postpone consideration of the
Iranisn question to April 10 wasa pul to a vote by a show of
hands, and waa rsjected'by a vote of 9-2, Poclend and the
U.Se5.R. voted in favor. The anti-Goviet bloc with nine
votes effectively defeated the Soviet bloc on this pro-

cedural matter. Immedstely after the vote was recorded,

54, Ibid., p. 55.
55. Irid., p. S6.
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the presidont wanted to ¥now the Council'’s view on whéther
to vote ncxt on the Egyptlan or Australian proposals, Eyrnes
and Hasean Fasha supported the view that the Izystlan pro=-
posal ghould be next, and Hodgson and lance arsued that the
Australlsn proposal should be voted on befcre the Esyntiane
The French representative was regrefful that the Council
could not agree unanamiously on the procedural aspects of
Articles 24 and 35, Ho would vote in favor of the Eryptilan
prooosal, bteceuse, "although it does not 1gclude all that
. 5
I have Bald, nelther does 1t exclude 1t.™
Gromyxo now carried out his intention to walk outs
Fie end the olher members of the Soviet delegatimn left the
Councll chamber after he had made thc follouing statementt
TFor reasons whlch I explained clearly
enour& at yesterdgy's meeting of the Securlty
C:uncil and arain at today's mceting, I on
not in a position, as the repreescntative of the
Union ol Sovist Socialist Repudblice, to take
rart in a discussion of the Iranlen questlon
after the relection of nmy propoanl, For these
reascng 1 gm unable to take part in the Coune
meetinzs and I am leaving the Council chambore~”
The Council took the departure of the Coviet delegation
rather {mpassively, excest for Byrnes who twisted around
in his eecat to vatch the deleration leave, Uhen !odgeon
comnlained that he had two differsat texts of the Ezyptlan

proposal, the dlscusslion continued as 1f nothing had happened.

57« Itid., . 58,



After apologizing for the delay in handing out the textis of
his propoeal, the Egyptlan delegate stated hie proposal

againg
esdthe Council) should sekx the Iranisn rep=-
resentative to.come to the Council tatle to
€ive his views on the question o6f postponement;
then, if we think that postponement sh>uld not
be granted, the Council canthke esuch action as 1t
dcem fit, which will be to ask him to produce
his doeggents conserning the sutstance of the
mattere

Eyrnea now took advantage of hls earlier reservaticn
to speak following the vote on the Soviet proposal, Ile
had been prompted to spesk, he sald, wheﬁ'Gromjko kad accugad
’ ) 9
him of wanting to get into the subetance of the qusatian.
The Soviet charge was ﬁénied. He called attention to the
fact that it was he, Byrnes, who had moved to a2mend the
Egyptian proposal to permit the Irunian delecate to be heard
on the sudblect of postronement,

Before the president put the Egyptlan proposal to a
vote, he wanted to make sure that a c¢ecision could be taken
in the absence of the U.S+S.Re representative. He under=
stood that 1t was & purely procedural question and that a
decieglon cculd be taken, Cadogen supported this view,

and the Egyptlan proposal was pyt to a vole. 4Agaln the

58e Itids, Pe 59
59.".1.};&-; PPe 59‘600
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vote was taken by a show of handg; there wers elght votes
in favor, end 1t was aaopted.éofhe president then inguired
1f the Australlan represcntative wanted a vote on his pro-
possl, snd: Hodgson replied in the egffimative, Eyrmes,
however, naintanled that the adontion of the Iyyntieon
propocal rulced out the SAustrelian proposal, tut licdgson
declared that his proposal was entircely cifferent {rom the
Ecyptian and shxuld be voted on, ifter consideratle debate,
the rreoeident rule@ that the Australilan propogsal wag auto-
matlicglly dropped ae a recult of the adoption of tﬁe Ygyrtlian
proposel., That ended the discuesion, it the president's
invitation, flussein Ala, the representative of Iran, toéﬁ
his place at the Councll tabie.
v

In its twenty-fifth, twenty-sixth, end twenty-seventh
meetlngs, the Securlty Counc1i1was called unon again to
settle the dis-ute between Irsn and the Soviet Unlon. As
moon g8 discuszion begcan on the Iranian question, the epllt
between the anti-Soviet and Séviet blocs wae o-ain evident,
Even when the isustrallian delecate opposed the rest of the
antl-Soviet dloe, he di& not advocate the Soviet solution
for dispog;}ng of the question,

Under the leadership of Byrnee, the United States

delegatlion took a much more active part in the dlscussion
60. IEQd.. pq 61.
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than it previously had done, The principal antagonists
were now Byrnes and Gromyko, whereas in the London meetings
it had been Bevin and Vyshinsky. With the support of the
other members, exclusive of Lange and Gromyko, the United
States and United Kingdom delegates gave each other full
support.

The question of procedure continued to plague the
hearings of the Iranlan charges. Fully conscious that they
were settlng precedents for future action, the members
spent most of their time argulng procedural matters, They
had no rules to gulde them, and therefore they had to feel
thelr way along as best they could.

The Council was also confronted with a new situation,
i.e., the absence of one of its permanent members, This
was the filrst time such a thing had happened. Bult the Security
Councll continued to dlscuss the Iranian question, After
Gromyko walked out, the Councill did not stop its work, nor
did it show any sign of weakness, The continued discusslon
dealt with procedural problems, however, and, if the question
had been in a substantive stage, it is doubtful whether the
Council could have passed any resolutions or even continued
dlscussion of the question, Had the absence of the Soviet
representative been taken as a "veto" on a substantive matter

the.discussion of the question would have ceased,
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Fortunately for Iren, for the United Natlion, and for
the anti-Soviet bloc, the question was procedural in nature.
The Irenlan representative, Hussein Ala, was seated &t
the Council tadle In splte of all that Gromyko had saild

and done to prevent,it,
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CHAPTER 4,
THE BYRNES RESOLUTION

I

After the Soviet representative’s walkout in the twenty-
seventh meeting, the president Quo Tal~Chi (China), invited
Ala to take a place ab the Counoil table, PBut vhen, because
of the lateness of the hour, the president asked for an adjourn-
ment to 3 p.m. the next day, Byrnes preplied that Ala then
and there should be permitted to make his statement, The
president accepted the United Staﬂea delegate's view, Thus,
with United States support, Ala presented hia‘case, even at
that late hour,
- The Iranian represent.at;va 8ald that 1s was “"with emotilon
that I take myseat before the highest tribunal on earth,
wherein lle the hopes and asplrations of mankind.“l After
declaring that Irgn firmly belleved in the United Nations
and expected that Justice would be meted out by the Security
Council, Ala sald that he knew of no agreement between the
disputants covering the matters listed in the Iranian complaint
to the Security Council, Ee was also positive in stating
that the Iranian prime minister partlcularly had requeeted
him to emphasize that, “the bringing of a dispute by one

1. Security Council Official Records,Firet Year, First
Series, No, 2., lunter College, New York, (25Harch to 26

June, 1946), p. 62,




Hember of the United Natlons before the Security Council
should not be interpreted by other partiecs as an inimical
nct.'2 Presenting a report from the Iranian prime minister,
Ai; gave the Soviet proposals for settlement of the dls-
putet {1) that U.S8.3.R. troops remain in some parts of Iran
for an iﬁderinite period; {2) that the Iranian government
recognlize the autonomy of Azerbaijan within certain 1limits;
and (3) that a joint U.S.S.R.-Iranian stock company be formed
with fifty-one per cent of the shares to be owned by the
U.S.5.R. and forty-nine per cent by Iran.3 The prime minister
had rejected these demands, and negotlatlons were dsadlocked,
The Soviet Union had offered to remove its troops from
som; of the norhtern provincea but would leave troops in
the others “"until the situation had been elarified.“4 After
lodging a p;otast with the Bovlet government in whiah he
clted the pertinent articlea of the tri-partite treaty,
tha‘Iranian prime minister had informed the Soviets that the
British had withdrawn their troops in accordance with the
treaty. He algo sald that the Soviet Union was contradicting
ltselr, since 1t had =ald 1% intended to conform to the treatly
but in practice had not done so., Ala had been instructed to

2. Iid., p. 63.
3. Ixid., pp. 64-65.
4, Ipid., p. 65.
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?reaent the dispute to the Council for a declsion 1n
sccordance with the powers and duties of the Council,

Byrnes interrupted at this point to request the Iranlan
delegate to 1limit himself to the questlon of postponement
rather than go into thé substance of the mattet.s But
Ala thought 1t neceseary to present the sztove views, BEyrnes
agaln sald that the Iranian representative should limit
pimaelf to the question of postponement, and the president
agreed with'nim. Both Byrnes and the president seemed afprald
that 1f the discussion got into the substance of the qgeation,
the adaence of the Soviet representative could then have
an effect of a "veto” on any action taken by the Council
in respect to tﬁe questlon before 1t,

' At this point, Lange reminded the Council that he had
ralsedhthe same po;nt ag_the*Unlted States representative
and had been ignored, :ile hoped in the future that the
enaller nations would be glven more considerat&on.6

Since he opposed postponement and wentéd to give the
pertin;nt facts of the case, Ala sald that he had to pre-
gent his argument in a logical sequence, Otherwise the

Council could not appreciate the Iranian position. As he

5. ibid., p. 66s
6. Ibid., p. 67,

~
{
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414 not want to sugcest how the Iranian delegate should
prasent his case, but thinking it would be helgfdll it he
asked a few questions, Byrnes jnquired whether Ala was
authorized to agree to a postponement;T He alsoc wanted to
know if there had been any change in Ala‘'s instructions
since he had flled the matter, and wondered what Ala thought
wore the dangers involved in postiponing the matter, Agreeing
with Byrnes, Hassan Pasha, (Egypt), thought that the pre-
sentation of the Iranian viewpoini‘took too nmuch time,

Having recelived no instructions to agree to a postpone-
ment, Ala enumerated his reasons opposing one: {1} that Iran
vas suffering from interference in its internal afraira;
{2) that demands were being made upon Iran which were incon-
eistent with 1ts sovereignly and territorial integrity;
and {3) that the presence of foreign troops were s heavy
burden on the p80p18.8 Since Iran would suffer still more
were the matter postponed, he requested that the Council
take up the matter immediately.,

Lange then hegan what was to be a lengthy tete-A-tfte
betwé¢en himself and Ala in the meelings to came.g Lange

7. Ibid., p. 67,
8., Ivid., prp. 68-69.
9. l_b_;};.; p. 69.
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inquired if Ala had received instructions to oppose a delay.
After claiming that Ala had omiited a very important peoint,
1.e., that Soviet troope were being withdrawn, Lange wanieéd
to imow 1f Ala had recaived any official instructions relative
to the withdrawal of troops from Iran, The Polish rep-
resentative quoted Gromykoe's statement that the Iranian
prime minister had scknowledzed the fact that the U.S.S.R.
troopa wers being withdrawn and that GChavam did not want
outside pressure to be exerted in the negotlationa detween
the disputants. He wondered if the Iranian delegate sould
amfirm the truth of the Soviet representstive’s statement,

Weary of listening to the various atatemeﬁta and
srguments for a number of hours, Hassan Pasha asked if the
hearing could be postiponed until the next day. The president
agreed to this suggestlon and adjourned’ the meeting,

In this twenty-seventh meeting, the Council had seated
the Iranian delegate after the Soviet walkout, and had gone
on with the discusesion of the quesilon. Even so, 1t was all
too notlceable that the memdbers,especlally ths Unlted
Statea representative and the president, tried to prevent
the dlacussion from getting into the subslance of the Iranian
question. Almost nothing was said about the Soviet absence

An& its effect on the Council,
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II

The twenty-eighth meeting was not held, however, until
March 29, A4galnthe president invited the Iranlan delegate
to take his place at the Councll table, and the tgte-éatéte
between Ala end Lanye continued,

By saying that he had instructlions that were dbroad
enpogh to permit him to take such ection es he deemed neces-
sary to protect his country, Ala firmly rebutted Lange's
sagrestion that he had no instructions to oppose a deiay.lo
In answepn to Lange's second question, Ala definetely stated
hs bad-no-informatliong L 0Lficlal-priotherwlde; Lo corrotaerate
tne Sovlet oontention that Soviet troops wers cvacueting
Iranien territory. Horeover, he did not believe that Ghavenm
haéd mede any statement to the effect that outside pressure
ehould not be brouzht to bear on the Sovlet-Iranian nego-
tiastions,.

Referring to the atsence of the Soviet representative,
Ale regretted that Gromyko was not present to "correct at
first hand eny misunderstanding on my part of the position
of his Government."llﬁromyko's remark that at the negotlations

in Moscow between iran end the Soviet Union, an essentlal

thase of the negotlations, had been concluded was not taue,

10, M" PPe T1l-TZe
1le Jtides Pe 724



Koihing had been setitled, and at bert Ala could only
agres that there had been & "misunderstanding,® The
Iranian government wanted Soviet "assurances” fto acoompany
the evacuation of Soviet troops f%om Iran) to be comnunicated
to the Couneil, and these ™assurances® must include a
guarantee that the Soviet Union would«not g0 back on its
work in evsouating its troops.12

Becaus@ he was confused on one point, Hassan FPasha
asked Ala what was the nature of the negotiations between
the Soviet Union and Iran., Ala replied that the Iranian
constitution forbade the prime minister to “enter into
any negotiations coneerning the evacuationvér the country;
the withdrawal of the troops is 1n no way connectsd with
anx~ne§ot1ation§5 The wilthdrawal of the troops musat be
unconditional,” It was true that the prime minister, with
the consent of?parliament,:could entér into’'negotiations-
other than for the evacuation of troops. Buil the fourteenth
parliament had explred, and the new parllament could not be
elected until foreign troops were withdrawn.,

On thils point, Ala was ssemingly inconsistent, since
Ghavam had gone to Moscow for the express purpose of trying
to settle the daispute by negotlations, and Iran in presenting

12, .Imig Pe 724
13. Itid., p. T3.
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its case to the Council claimed to conform to 4rtlcle 33,
which stated that countries should try to settle their dis-
putes by peaceful negotiatlion, Lange was quick to eatch
Ala in thls Inocnaistency:
Now I read in the newspapers, and I think
il 13 an eetabllshed faat, that the Prime Minlster
of Iran was in Moscow, carrying oul some negoti-
ations or, if we must not use that term, oonver-
sationa, while USSR troops stlll were on Iranian
8ol and I want to find out whether he broks the
law and &14 negotiate or whether his purpose in
going to Mosoow was, for instance, merely to attend
a ‘vodka party*,"l4
Contradicting the Polish delegate, Ala argued that
Ghavam had gone to Moscow in accordance with the January 30
resclution of the Seourity Council. The object of Ghavam's
trip had been to pequest negotlations with the Soviet gove
ermment soncerning the dispute. The "vodka party" was
explalhed this way: i i
He (Ghavam) was wined and dined and plenty of
caviar also were served to him, but he stood
firm for the independence of his countiry and.
the essential rights of Iran and he 4id not
yield wn a Bingle point and maintained his
attitude, 15
¥hen the president ingquired if there were other questions,
Ala wanted to know if he should retire from his place al
the table, but the presldent allowed him to remain, Ala

had slated his case clearly and with great vigor. Although

13, Ioid., p. 73.
15. Ibig.; pi 74.
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a frail birdlike person barely five feat tall, he sbly
defended hils case, mors Or lees successfully answered the
questions put to him, and adroitly handled Lange's pereisrenT
heckling, Using the Bevin resolution as & shileld, he cleared
up the guestion of the prime minister's teing adle to nego=-
tiste with the U,S5.5.%. However, he 414 not refer to the
nezotlatlinsns prior L0 the Eevin resolution, tut he seemed
to satisify the meabers wh> questioned him,
Byrnes proposed &t this point to postpone the discussion
for a few days, He suggcested that:
ssethe President of the Council recuest the
eecretary-Ceneral to endeavour to obtalin from
the USSR Government and the Irznian Governasnt
throurh their repreeentatives and rsport to the
Council at its meeting of Tuesdisy, 2 A-ril,
the exieting status of necotiations dbetween the
two Governments, and particularly to ascertain
from the representatives of the two Covernments
end report whether oot the reported withdrswal
of troops is conditlonal upoo the conclusi:xn of
agreaaentf between the two Governments on other
sutjects, 16
Eyrces superficlally seemed to be following somewhat the
earlier propossl of the Australian rerresentative, but ByrneSE
gugcestion was made after the Iranian representative had been
heard, Eyrnes did notwant the presence >f Soviet troops in
Iran to influencd the Iranlan governmen? in its dealings
with the Soviet Union, andeven. it recommesdeld the withdrawal
of.Soviet troops, the withdrawal could not be done in a

subatantially enorter period of time thut wae given by the

16, Ivid., ppe 75-76.
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¥

ghe'Soviet Union for its troop withdrawal, Eyraes not odly

;anted the U.S.S.Re t0 guarantee the evacuation of 1its

troops, but also he trled to keep the Councll away from

consléering the substantlive aapects. 1In the lattier case,

6rpmyko's "absence® might well constitute a "veto®.
The'lﬁng~éile;t'cédosan now endorsed the Brrgea proposal.

ﬁbweyer. he wanted to change Eyrnes' wording fronm "ySSR

tr;ope oould not be withdrawn from Iranis a substantially

shorter period” to "ihe withdrawal of all USSR troops

would no£ be c;mpleted in a ﬁpbatantially gshorter »eriod of

tlme.“l75yrnés accepted.Qhe‘Cadosan “amendment,® although

he poiéted out that he (Byrnes)} had Qade no "re;olution."la

] Since the Byrnves euggestion was tosed on his own, Hodcson

(Australia) quite naturally supported it., But he wanted a

new time 1im1t and esuggested either April 3ri or 4th as

the date for the two parties to reply.lgBecause he had supported

the Australien proposal earlier, Lange (Poland) now supported

the United States suggestion, and even went so far as to

congratulate Byrnes for his reaolutian.20And after an YAlphonsf -

Gaston" parody tetween van Eleffens (Jetherlende) and éyrnea

over who had the floor, van Xleffens eventually got around
1T. I233., Do 764

18, 1rid., p. 76.

19, Ix1d., pr. 76-77.

20‘0 Itide, Pe TCe
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to endorsing the Byrnel' suégeetlon, 1nc1gd1n3 the April
2 date,

Eyrnes, 1in reﬁly to Hodgson, Lange, and vah Kleffens,
took lssue with the Polish and Australlan reprcaeatative's
viewpoint on the date the reports were due. April 2 per;
hitted plenty of time to get the informatlon needed; in
fact, “"That wlll allow four days, ninety-six hours, btetween

. . 21
theadoptisn of this resolution and the time for tne report,”

Castillo Najera {Mexico) supported the United States i
delegate’s view on the date of April 2, tut Donnet (France)
- 22
thought that April 3 would be better, He also pointed out
that the time 1n Eastern Eurppe was a day ehead of the time
in New York, and that time would be needed to decipher
messages, and 8o on, Counterinz this viewpoint, Eyrnes re-
marked:
#y good friend from Frunce says that while
29 arch herse today, in Esstern Eurcpe 1t
1e 30 Xarch, 4ell, 95 hours from now, oOn
2 april, 1% will be 3 April in Moscow, S0
ny Irlend get what he wanis,<
The dlscussion had bogged down on a secmingly minor
point, As everyone had to gpesk his mind, the delogates
arcued for sometlme over an lssue that could have been settled
quicily by the president had proper rules of order existed,

Even Lange, one of the worel offenders, declared that an

21' M" De 79.
2éo It3dss PPe 79-E0,
23, Irid,, Pe 8C,
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thet an outside obssrver would think that all the Seourity
Councll talked gbout were dates, 4s for himself, he pre-
ferred the later date out of courtesy to a member who “un-
fortunately® was not present, a member who needed mor; time
to prepare his case, Very earmestly Lange pleadedt
Now I understand that in court progcedure--
and we have many eminent Jurists here, such as
the Secretary ¢f State of the United States and
the representative of Egypt--it 18 usually con-
sldered policy when the counsel of one of the
partiea required some g&me to prepare his dbrief,
to glve him that time,<
Perhaps flattered by the remark about his being an eminent
Juriet, Byrnea remarked that 1f more time were needed when
the reports were due, he thought that 1t could be allowed.
25 . .
Pedro L, Velloso {(Brazil), spoke up for the first time
to congratulate Byrmes, {o say that he had no preference
[
about the date, gnd to show the Unlited States that Brazil
2
was on its side, 1In eontrast to Velloso, Hassan Pasha
talked about a number of things before he got around to

the malin point, He chlefly couplimented Byrnes for the

24, Irig., p. 81.

25. Pedro Leao Velloso {1887-1947) wag secretary to the
Brazillan delegation to the Paris.pesce conference, He
was pecretary-genersl of the ministry of forelgn affairs,
1941-44 and chalirman of the Brazillan delegation to the
UNCIO, 1945 and the General Assembly and the Security
Counoil, 1946. '

26, Security Council Official Recoppds, First Year, First
semes' KO. 2.. ?' 81' "
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good humor of the mesting and because "he reconciled all

the views which we have expresszed and éut them into the

right worda.'ZTAe for the »oint of the discourse (the date

the reportl.;ere due), Hassan Pasha supportel Bomnnet's view.
»+t> The president withdut further . consulting the meébers,

set April 3 as the date on which the information from the
disputents was due on the nssugption that the Byrnes suggestion
had Yeen unanimously endorned.‘sBut another confusing pro-
cedural issue was broucht up by Castillo HNalera who wanted

the phrase "I sugrest that" taken o.t o0f the paracraph

that contalned "I sugcest that the president of the Seourity
Councll eghould ;equeit'ﬁpe §ﬁcretary-senera1 to endeavour

to obttain from the USSR Covernuentees” Costillo Hajera

ascerted thst Bymmes sugcestion had bécome a reaolution.29
The presgldent then had to correct the idea that the sugrestion
hal tecome a resolution, It had not, Since no vote had

been taken on Eyrnes" puggestion (even though 1t had been
adopted unanimously5 it therefore remaired a suggestion

and not a reaolutioﬁ.soThe meating was then sdjourned by the
27. i, p. 8L

28, Ibld., p. 82,

29, Iril., p. 82,

30.- Itid., pe €26
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president,’

"Without being either a resoclution or a proposal, the
Byrnes suggestion had taken the force of law in requiping
the two dleputants to turn in reports by April 3. Here was
something new 1n the Councll's procedure, since formerly a
“surzestion” or a *statenent® had been elther a "resolutlon”
or '} "progoéel‘ before it was voted on. 1In this“oase, how=-
ever, a.'augge;tlon” served the purpose desired, and no
argument.waa nade aéainat it.

I1X

The twanty-ninth neetinz of the Sesurity Council was
helld on #April 3, and -in thls meeting, &8s 1n the twenty-
eichth, the representative of the Soviet Unilon wasebsent,
At the meceting, the Council concerned itself with the reports
received by the secretary-generel frow the partics: conceérned
in the Irandsn dispute, - The president invited Ala to be
seated and thenread a letter from the aecretary~3enera1.31

The cecrelsty-general informed the Councll that he
had sent letters to the Iranlan and Soviet zovernzents
and had received replles in return, Ee enclosed a letter
rraa Chavam stating that Ala hald been and was now the

acoreditsl representatlive of - Iran. Gromyko a letter stated

-

31, Ibid., PP E3-84,
224 Itide, Pe 84,



that negotiatiana had led to an understanding bdetween Ipan

. AT
'

and the Sovlet Uni:n ror the renewed withirawal of troops

on ¥arch 74, Cromyko reminded the Council thot he had in-
fd;med it of thils agreemgpt at the twenty-aixth gceting.
MAa's letter cealt in a iore complex fashion regarding the
vitndrawal of Soviet troops from Iran, There had béen and
there could he no necotiations, Instead,'sla informed the
Council, the Soviet government had presented the lranian
prime minister with three memoranda.330ne declared that
Soviet troops would be withdrawn over a five or six weeks
period beginning Hurch 24, No mepntlion was made of any con-
dition attached to.the‘é;acuation. The second menorandum
deslt with the formatioN.ot a joint Irenlan-U.S,S.R. oil
company, and thé'thira memorandun succested an autonomous
Jzerbellan, On can¢}ticn that no un}oreeen oircumstances
should occur, the Coviet ambasssador to Iran had Informed
Ghavan orally that the Jovieti Unlon would evacuate Iran

and intimeted that 1 agreement could te reached on the
geoond end third memoragg;; “thers w-uld be no further cause
for anxiety snd no unroreeen-clrcupstances wvould take plaoe."34

This latter statement had not been clarified by the

Soviet government, Put 1t secemed clear that the U.S.S.3e was

33s -Ib1d., PPe 85-86.
34. Ihid,, »..86,.
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delaying its evacuation of troops from Iran in the hope of
1ndusing iran to make concessions concerning oll and Azér-
baljanian autonony, Ghavam informed Ala that Azerbaljan
was a domestls problem of the Iranlan government, and the
province was pogulated by the Iranlan constitution and the
law of provincial c:uncila.jSThe formation of an 01l cempany
would have to be submitted to Lihe Iranilan :parliament for
conelderation. !lleanwhille no understanding or acreement had
been reached But the Irunilen gover;ament wanted an agree-
ment, at least on the evacuation of Sovlet troope, and

Ala assured the Council:

In closing permnit me Lo repeat that, in

referring thesa disputes to the Council, the

Iranian Government is animated by no feeling

of hostility toward the USSR, It is our hope

that the Councll will find a Just solutlon which

will promote friendly relations in the future,J0

Byrnes wanted to read the Soviet and Irsnian reports,

but he asked Ala what actlion should e taken by the Council
wilth regard to the questlons sutmitted b his government to
the Council., Alg replied that if the Soviet Union would
be willing to withiraw the condition concerning "unforseen
oircumstances® noted in the withdrawal of troops and would

Givg to the CSuneil a guarantee that Soviet troops would be

25« Ibld., pe 86,
36¢ _I_b_LQo' De 86.



tilhdrgwn:by.zay-ﬁ atithodxateat; then.Irdn would not:-proes
the . natteranyfﬁrther atithis partlcular tim.ﬂ.ua wanted
the matter lert on the agenda, however, because he had

had experiance with Soviet deallnga defore,

Tosive the C.unclil members time to read the letters and
reports, the preslient adjourned the meetldﬂ until the next
daj. This was one of the aherteat meetiazs on the Iranian
¢ispute ‘and dealt mostly with the resding of the reports
from tze two Adisputants, -The dissecusion of the resorts
would tollo; in the next meelizg, after they hald been read
and analysed Ly the memberas,

MIV

The thirtleth meeting of the Security Council opened
at Iunter College om April 4, 1946, After the president
had Invited Ala to taze hie place at the Council talle,
Byrnes offered a draft resolution for the conslderation.
of the Council. Eils was the most important elngle motion
to be male since the re-submltitence of the dlsyute to the
Councile 1he complete Text of the resslution resd:

Ihe Security Counciy,
A S I Ly
t2 the Councll arises from the presence of USSR
troopa in Iran and thelr continued presence
there beyohd the date stipulated for thelr withe

dg?wal in the Iri-partite Treaty of 29 January
1942;

XTe 121345 Do E7e



TaXine note of the repllies dated 3 4April of
the Government of the Unlon of 3oviet Soolalist
Repudlics and the Irasian BGovernment pursuant
to the recuest of the Scerctary-CGeneral for infore
mation as to the state of the nerstiations betwsen
the two Governmenis and as to xhether the with-
drawal of USSR troops froa Iran 1s conditional
uppn egreenent on other subjects;

And I3 particuler takineg note of and relying
uson the masurances of the UG3X Covernmment:

That the withdrawal of USSR troopes from
Iran has alrcady comzenced;

That 1%t 1s the intention of the USIR Gove
ernmcnt L0 proceed with the withdrawal of its
troops as rapidly as possible;

That the USZR Governzent expects the with-
drawal of all USSR troops frudthe whole of Iran
to be completed within flve or six weeks; and

Thet the proposals under negotiation betueen
the Iranian Goveranment and the USSR Government
are not connected with the withdrawal of USSS
troops;

Belng s0licitieus to avold any possibllity
of the preseace of USCR troops in Iran being used
t0 Influence the course of the negotliations bew-
tween the Goternmments of Iran esnd the Union of
Soviet Sociallist Republics; and

Recornizing that the withdrawal of all USCR
troops from the whole of Iran ¢annot be completed
in a substantlally snorter period of time that
within which the USSR Covernment haa Jdeglared it
to e 1ts intention to complete such vwithdrawals;

. Resolves that tte Council defer furiher
proceedings of the Iranlgn appeal until 6 May,
8t which time the USER Government and the Iranian
Governmeni are reguested to report to%he Council
whether the withdrecwal ©of all USCR troops from
the whole of Iran has boen completed and at which
time the Council shall consider what, if any,
further proceedings od the Iranian appezl are
required;



Provided, however, that 1f in the meantime
elther the LSSR Governaent or the Iranian Gove
ernment or any member of the Security Councll
reports to the Secretary~Cenerzsl any develop-
ments which may retard or thrsaten to retard
the prompd withlrawal of USSR troops from Iran,
in accordance with the assurances uf the USCR
to the Council, the Secretary-General shall
‘immediately call to the attentlon of the Council
such reports, which shall Ye considered as the
first ltem on the sgenda,.>C

After congratulating the greatpowers in lettiang Iran
state its case and in keeping the questlion on the agenda
in case something went wrong with the negotiations, lassan
casha endorsed the resolution, e commended the U.SeS.Re
for complying with the decision of the Security Council
by sutmittins its report on April 3, Vellozo {(Erazil)
agreed with Eyrnes' proposal, and he complimented the Council
for doinz 1ts duty 1n hearinz the cass and taviting the

0]

Iranian representative to sit with the Council. In support-
ing the Resolution,ladopren went elong with the lasd two
members, ile thought that were the resolution alopted, ths
Councll would e taking the firet step towards a peoaceable

4]
and amlcatle gettlement of the diepute, Even the Polish

38+ Itid., pp.8E-89.
39, Ib1d.e Pe 90«

40, Ibid., pp. 90-9l.
41, I1218., De Sle
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representative {Lange) egreed with the resolutlan.az

1% soon became apparent that all the members wanted to
say a few worda about thg'resolution and shout things in
general, There was a feellng 1n the alr, as when the
Bevin resolution was adopted, that the Council soon would
te done with the Iranlangquestion, and that 1t had done iis
duty towards Iran,

Predicting that the Council was on the “right roaa™

and it must keep on this road to schieve a lasting pe;ce.

Castillo Majera (Mexlco) hoped that in the future all
members of the Councll, psrmanent or non-permenent, would
unite in thelr efforts to sesure the peaceful settlement
of 41aputee.égonnet {France) supported the Byrnes proposal
and observed that the Security Council not only hald done
1ts duty but alao that the differences of opinlon settled
by the Council were over matters of procedure.44

Now was heard the Tirst and only dilscordant note in
this hanpy at;osphere. Hodgson (Austwalla) sall that
Australia stood for the principle that the Council should
make no cecision without a careful, orderly, and methodical
exémination of all the facts and information relating to

the disnute.so as to enable the Council to act “es a high

-

A2. Ibid.’ Pp. 91“92.
43. Ibidc y pb 920
A4, Ibvid., PD. 92-53.
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A5
fudiclal tribunal would sot.® <Cilace 1% covered only the

evacuation of Soviet troops from Ikanian 8211, and 212 not
refer to the other evidences of Soviet interference 1n the
iInternal sffairs of Iran, Byrned® resolution was a hasty one.
The Council, indeed, had gone st;aight from discussging a
procedural question of postponenent to a final resolution
without cver having 2decldel to investi:ete the real disnute,
Rot at any tinme hed the Cuuncil leard complete statementis
from elther disputent, @e troucht the atsence of the
Soviet reprcsentative into his arzument uhen he said:
We deprecale the fact that the represent-

ative of the USSR left the Council during dAisg-

' cussions of procedural questlions aad tefore the
facts or merits of the casc were even discussed,
thus prejudlcing the work, thz cfficlency and
the authorlity of the Council, 6

Hodgson further contended that the arrangenents made outside
the Counvuil had lowered the prestice and weakened the authority
of the Council, Il¢ declared that he would abstain in any

vote on the Cyrnes resolutlisn, and he reserved the rizht

2o call for a complete investigatlion 1f the circumstances

warranted it at any tinme. No one aeQ;}ouslj gcontested

Hodcson'’s arcument, tut 1t was apparent, however, taat he

4Be Iblde, Ps 9Je
46, I1tii.s Pe 95.

&7; IP1des Do 95.
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approached the putstontive aspect of the questlon and
ignored the wishes of the dig powers, especially the United
States and the United Kingdom, to avoid entanzlinz themw-
selves, Iran, and the Security Council with the Soviet
Union®s use of the "veto.®™ Eoth van Kleffens and Quo
Tai-Chl appreciated-thn Hsdgaon position, tut they thouwcht
that there was no use in deallng with difficy ltices which
d1d not need to be discussed or solved and that executlve
meéfina, daCay DPrivate meetizgs held- outside the Council,
helped to 9mooth things out, This was esnhesia2lly helpful
in procedural matters, and notring in the Charter prevented
these meetings, nor did it say anything about 211 Council
meetings being held in putlle,

A vote was now taken and the resclution pagsad with
nine votees in favor end one abstentlion (Australla).é Ala
expressed his thanks, but he wanted 1t underetood, however,
that the queailon should remain on the acends end could

50
be brought up for consideration at any tire,

1
"In the twenty-seventh mesting, the Iranian represent-
ative, Ala, when seated at the Council table sald zuch the

game a8 hls predecessor, Taqizaldeh, The comjlalint was the

480 Ibidoi pp, 95"960

49. Ibido" P# 97.
50, Ibid.; PpP. 97-99.



samet that Soviet troopa were etill in Iran, that Soviet
intervention In Iranian effalrs continued, and that no
results had been achleved from gttempted negotlations,

On the other hand, wlth the U.S'S.R. representative abtsent
from the Council, Lange the Pcliah<dslegate, presented the
Soviet case., He followed the Soviet line that there had
been negotiatlions between the disputants and that results
had been achisved.

Ala was asked several ilmnes to limit his remarks to
procedural matters and not involve the Co.ncil in & dis-
cussion of the substantive aspect of the guestion, Byrnes
and Quo Tai-Chil were especially insistent about this Tecause
of thelr fear of a Soviet "veto" on a subastantive issus,

Gromyko's absence was referred to only a few times,
and, althougﬁ Hodgson (Australia) once pointedly remarked
about the absence, no one slse took it up., However, when
the Soviet delegate met the April 3 deadllne, in conformance
with the Councll request, many observers were suprised, and
it was hoped that the Uhited Natlions in the future might
have even more control over the policies of a great power,

In gssuming the leadership of the anti-Soviet blos,
Eyrnes carried on much of the discussion and was the dominant
personality in the Council's hearing of the Iranian dispute,
In trying to meet the Sovlét-Union halfway by not rushing
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the withdrawal of 1its troops, he avolded the subatantive
aspeot of the question. During the meeting and after the
adoption of the Byrnes resolution, optimism prevalled,
since ali that the BSoviet. reprcsentative had to do was to
drop the phrase “unforseen circumstances," and the Iranian
delegate yould be satisfied. )

Aftér expressing his appreciation for the adoption
of his resolution, Eyrnes rsferred b the committee of experts
vhich then was drafting a set of rules for Council pro-
cedurs, The Councll must not becoms a Yslave" to any
ﬁartlculgr method of aco?mpllshing the Sbjective of the
Chartar, 228¢, the malntenance of world peace. He expreassed
the viewpoint of the Anglo-Saxon tradition of keeping fluid
both wpitten constitutiona and written lawa., The Soviet
viewpoint on the other hand, was to be found in Gromyko's
ini&istence on the strictest interpretation of the chart;r
as 1% was written, and not to have it changed by unwritten
rules of practice or usuage,

¥hille the rest of the Councll was content to leave
negotiations to the partles concerned and was satisfied
with the information the parties chose to report, Hodgson
wanted to investigate very throughly the facts of the case,
In spite of the arguments of the rest of the Councll, the
Australlam delegate malntained his viewpolnt throughout

the discussions,
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The Iranian representatlive realized that he would
have to accept Just about anything that the Councll had to
offer. Therefore he was pleased to see the majority of
the Council support the Byrmes resolution and the question
remain on the egenda, FRowever, Byrnes' resolutlon touched
on only one aspect of the Iranlan complaint, troop evacuation,
end not on Soviet intervention in Iranilan internal affairs,
In this respect the Council avoided the issue, as the
Auatzalian representative intimated. It was thought by
some members that if the troops were withdrawn, inter-
vention in intermal affalrs would cease, The Byrnes re-
solutlion was looked upon as perhaps the necessary step

to settle the questlion and maintain world peace.
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CHAPTER 5,
THE WITHDRAWAL OF THE IRANIAN CCHPLAIXN

FS
The thirty-first meetinz of the Security Council with
Gromyio in attendance, was held at Hunter Collece on April
9, 1946, It was orizinally intended at this meeting Only
‘to draft provisional rules of procedure as revised by the
Council's committee of experts, tut after the aldontion of
these rules, the president, Quo Tai-Chl (China), brouht
up thé Iranian question, After stating that there were
two letters 1in his posseesion from the diz>utants in the
Iranisn case, the president remaried thwi he a2lso had two
commdniéétions from the Polish represcntative rclative to
the épaniéh?questich.lﬁavins presented the provisional
rule of procedure that the Council hal to have three days®
notlse before 1t acould meet to disduss new communioatlons;
the president referred to the Council's emercency power
and 8213 that the Council could meet ;t any tinme,
Cadogan brou-ht up rule 8 of the Security Council

procedure?

The provisional agenda for a meeling shall be

communicated by the Seoretary~-General to the

representatlives on the Security Council at

least three days before the meetlng, but in

urcent circumstances 1t nay te communlicated 2
ginultaneously with the notice of the meetinz,

Y. Security Council Official Records, Flrsot Year, Firsd
Series, Suprlement No.2., Hunter College, the Ironx,
New York, ppe 45-47.

2, Security Council COfficlsl Records, First Year, First
Series, NOec., hunter college, .ew zorik, (25 larch 1946
to 26 June 19%6), p. 108,
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Since the Iranian questlion was stlll on the agenda, would
the Council have to put the letters from the U.S.S5.R. and
Iren on the agenda formally, or would they already be on
the sgenda, was Cadogan'’s inquiry, The president thought
that the Soviet and Iranian letters deslt with a matter
already on the agenda but that the Follsh lettera were new
material and would require three days® notice,

After hearing Byrnes statement 1n which he sald, “In
responae to the president's inquiry as to the pleaaure.or
the Council regarding the-time of the next meeting, X
wish to make clear that 1 am preparedto speak for the
United States on these subjects at any time, now, tomorrow,
or three days from now," the president decided to hold the
next meeting at 3 p.m, the next aftennoun;4

Of the opinion that an emergency meeting should not
te held unless it were really on emergency meeting, Bonnet
(France) wanted the president's opiflon as to the exact
status of the meeting called for the next day. The president
qualified himself by saying that the meeting was, %,..not
exactly an emergency meeting, but one on matters eancernins

urgent ciroumstances.,” The president’s first suggestion to

- -~

Je ._.__Mi -» Pa 119,
4. Ii3., p. 120.
5. Ikid., p. 120,
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-

have the secrelary-general notify the Council when the

next meeting would be was the most acceptable to Vellose
(Brazil).6 At thls poinit, CGadogan polntéd out that the
Ccuncilmhad Just now adopted rule 8 and within a few minutes
had proceded to break 1t,

Taking a firm stand on hils proposal to have the Iranian
question dlscussed the next day, the president malntalned
thatlif the question were not discussed then it could not
be 1mtil the next week, as circumstances forbade it, But
he got litile help In irying to declide a date for the
next meeting, exoept, supriaingl; enough, from Gromyko who
said, "If the Becurity Council considers that Fiiday 1s a
suitable day for the oonelderation of ‘this question, I am
preparsed Lo agree; ;f'tha Council considers Saturday a
suitable day, I am prepared to agree upon Baturday; if any
other day 1s suggested, I am prepared to agvee."a The
Egyptian delegate suggested Saturday at 10 or 11 a.m.,
but the president, now more than a little piqued, ignored
Hasean Pasha oompletely and sald that the secretary-general
would notlify the Counoil when the next meeting would be.g
He then adj}ourned the meeiing.

6, Ibid., p. 120,
7. Ibid., p. 121,
8, Irid., p. 12l.
9. Ipid., p. 122,
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The letters referred to by the oreaident were from
Gromyko (April 6) and -Ala {(april 9).‘ Ala g letter merely
consisted of an acknowledgment pf‘ﬁhe'Soviet letter sent
to Ala by the aecretarytseneral. The situation in Irsn
remained the same, ;&g&, nothing had changed, and ths
negotlatione had acocomplished nothing new.lo

‘ In his letter to the president, Gromyko denounced
as 1llegal the peaolutiog_nt April 4 which gave Iran until
Hafhé to report o thegpfosraas of the situation.llAsain
eiting Article 34, Gromyko flarly asserted that no threat
to world peace exiaﬁéq and that an understanding had bean
reached regerding tha‘wlthdrawal of troops. As he had done
in the Harch 18 mecting, he again requested that the Irsnlan
question be removed .from the agenda, Although the Soviet
YTetter was no more tﬂan a restatement of Soviet policy, 1t
should be noted ﬁﬁﬁt the letter was dated Aprll 6, four
days before Gromykge sald. he would discuss the question,
By bringing up thg,mat&e:‘betore the 10th, and during his
absence from the Council, the Soviet delegate sontradicted
Rimself, since he had sald that under no ciroumstances could
he discuss the apegglonwbetere April 10.

The diacuféidn over setting a date for the next meeting
vell demonatrated’how the Council often found itself involved

in prolonged 7pd¢con¢1nnal bickering over apparently trivial

10, Security. Qggg 1Y Offisial Records, First Year, First
Se;ies, Suppljmeqt No, 2., pp. 4647, ’

11, Ibtid., PP #6’470
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procelursl probtlems. At the same time, howvever, 1t must de
renextered that the 'Jouncil wae settlng irscrtazt precedents,
precedehts that would determine 1ts procelure for years
to oome, Moreover, and most slznificantly, the debate in
the thirty-first meeting, slthough apparently settling nothing,
may well have changed the eatire oulcome 02 the Irasnian
dispute, For within a weex, another Iranian letter was
to explode llke a vomb in the Security Councll and outdate
éntirely the Cromyko and Alz letters mextioned in this neetinge.
11
The “thirty-second meeting of the Security Council was
not held until .spril 15 as the presideat hald warned, The
presfdent immedlately proceeded to read a letter from the
Iranien represcntative which caused conctcrnation anong
12
the Council membders, Ala wrote that his [overnmeat had
instructed hla to make the following statemcat,
iB 8 rékult of the sicnature of the agreement

between the Irsniaan Goverament and the Government

of the Unilon of Soviet Zoclallet Repullics, it

has been agreed that the Red Army evacuate all

ferslan territory by 6 lay 1846, Tre Iranian

Government has no doubt that this azreement

w11} e carried ou%, but at the same time has

not tke right to fix_the course the Security
Council saould take,ld

12, Security Sounell Officlal Records, First Year, First
Serles, JOeCep DPPe-122-123.

13e Ttdley pe 123,
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The Iranlan representative included in his letter the text
of a telegran he had recelved that mdrning:

In view of the fact that the USSR Amhassador
had agala today, 14 April, categorically reiterated
that the unconditional evacuation of Iranian terr-
itory by the Red Army will be completed by 6 lay
1746, 1t 18 necessary that you immedately inform
the Securlty Council that the Iranian Goyxgrament
has complete trust in the word and pledrce of
the USSR Government end for this recson withdraws
its coaplaint from the Security Council,la

This shocking statement aset off a2 heated dlecussion
that soon wae to0 involve the question of the Security Council's
richt to control its own ssenda, a statement by the secretary;
general that questioned the Security Council's jurisdiction
In the Jranian dlspute, a second Soviet walXout, = momentary

aplit between ZFoland and the U.S.S.R., an-aliznment of
France with Poland and the Soviet Union; as well as ditter
debate among the mg?bers.

A3 aoon a3 the president finished, Gronmyko, in an
aci2 "I told you so" mood, oondemmed the Council for taklng
action on the Iranién cace after the Soviet Union had told
the Council that an a2-reement had been regched.lSThe UeleSeRa
‘gould nct dieregard llgh:iy the decision taken on April &
during the agsence of the Uov;et delecation, Agreeing that

tre Council's sotion would have been justified were the

-

14, Ivia,,' p. 123,
15, Ibid., Pp. 123-126,
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situation in Irun a threft to world pecce, Cromylo called
the Council's attentlon to the "extremely im:ortant fact™
that the Jevurity Council could not take sction on s dis}ute
unless Loth partles concerned were heard., snd Gromylo was
pot prescnt when the resolutlon of s:ril 4 was alopted.
(Gromgko seezed to forzet that he was a party of the disjute,
that he had been heard often chough, and that his alsence
was entirely voluntaryl,

fuestioning the legallty ol having the dlspule on
‘the azenda, as Vyshineky had done defore hla Gromyko polnted
out that the Soviet Unlon hod so lezitinmate and subetantilal
a case tlat even the Irenian overnzent now had withdrawm
ite couzlaint, In positive vwords he asserted that the task
of the Council now was ég "yote™ the rexsval of the Irenian
quaestion froa ihe agenda. iverﬁthing else haj been settled
a;d all thet remained to terminate the formul aspects of
the Irsalan coazlaint was to "note%its rcaoval.

Although he was “asturally"™ pieased t2 learn of the
agreemeat betwecn the disputents, Stettinlus, who had
repluced Cyrnés 1n the Council, essertcd thot the April &

. 17
actlon in the Cauncil was lczal end propsr, (He guoted

oL Ty e,
l53..‘,2’-.'£~‘_1£3,u P. 126,
17. I'::Lj'ﬁ PDe 126-'127.
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1i
Article 2, paragraph 4 of ths Charter to support his argumant),

Confronting Gromyko with the two reasons way the Councll had
acted as 1t A13 on April &, Stettinius declared that the
Councll had accepted nol only the assurances of the U.S.S.Ra
that 1t would withiraw 1ts troozs from Iran but also the
willingness of the Iranian government to accept these assur-
anceg,

In dlrect opposition to Grcmyko, Stettinius saw no
reason why thc Iranian questiosn should be talen off the
egenda until lay 6 when the Iranian rcport was due as provided
in the April 4 resolution, I!ie hoped that on llay 6, if the
rqport fron Iran were favorable, the question could be
dropped frém the Councii agenda.lgstettinius s&apected that
Iran's sudden reversal resulted from pressure placed on the
Iranian government by elther Soviet authorities in Iran
of by the continued presence of Soviet troops, He prefered
a "wait anda ses" policy.

Van Kleffens also defended the Council sction of
April 4 angd objectad to droppinz the Iranian caze from the
18, Artlcle 2, paragrenh &, of the Uniteld lations Charter;
"A1l Members ia order to ensuras to all of thcm the rigzhts
ahd benefita resulting from menmbershlp, s#alli Tulfil in-
&00d falth 4he otligatlons sassumed by them in accordance
with the preaent Chorter,”

19. Security Souncil foiéiql,ﬁecorgg, First Year, First
Serles, No.2.,¢.127,
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20
agenda, <Jadoran, too, by supporting the lezality of the

Council action, denled Gromyko's arzuments for dropplng
the matter from the arenda. As usual, Cadogan backed the
Unlted States and szain dendnstrated the solidasrity of
opinlion Yetween the two governmnents on this queation.el.
Insisting that he would not sgree to the renmoval of
the question froaaz the agenda untll a rejort had teen recelved
from the Iranian rcpresentative on !ay 6, Hodzson maintained
that the declslon of the majority of the Council hnd teen
fully in line with the Charter, He 2lso wondered what
ﬁad happened 10 the firast part of the original Iranian
conplaint, l1,e.,the iInterference of Soviet authorities in
Iranian internal a:rairs: Since no nmention had been made
of this in the Irunigp request for the removal of 1ts
sonzlaint froa the azonda, he wanted to know whether this
alao hﬁd been settleld, He summed up the nosition of the
Lmembgrs opposing the drozning of the guestlion by saylingt
Statementes by one or another individual
member of tha Jouncll do not absolve the Council
from its duty to investizate and to declls
ascertained facts,<2
20, Irid., ppe 127-123.
21, Itid., Dpe 128-120.

22, Irid., p. 132,



- 110 =

“ahile agreelng that the logical thing to do would
be to drop the case from the egenda in the light of the
present oircusstances, Velloso (Erazil) thouzht another;
matter had 1o be considered that preVthed this acticn.“
This was whether the Council had ¢ontrdl over itsown agenda,
or whether the parties to e digpute ¢-uld renove cases from
the Councll at will, Arcuing that the asuthority of the
Counoil was at etake, Veélloso contended that the Council
could decide 1ts own agends, and he opposed the withdrawing
of the question for that reason,

Thwarted in what seemed to be his moment of victory,
Gromyko fought back vigorously, ile pointed out azain and
sgaln that both 1Iran sgnd the Soviet Unlon wanted the matter
dropped from the ggenda. and the Councll had no right to
opoose this view.{AThe United Gtates and the Lnited Kingdom
onee had Xept the question on the sgenda because no agree-
ment had been reached, and now that an cgreenent had teen
reached, they still opposed the delequ}on of the cuestion
from the agenda, Here, indeed, was the type of inconsistent
attitude whlch cculd underaine the prestige of the Councll,
Groayko also aszepted that the Dutch ead Australlan attitudes

23e IPid., Dre 132-133.
24, Iid., Dra 133-134,
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were incompatible with "the meaning and letter of the
Charter of our Organizaiion,"s

There now appeared the rirst major split in the anti-
Soviet blos, Eonnet (France) wearled of two hours of
*somewhat coarlicated discussicns,™ prooosed that the case
ﬁe drorped and that the eecretany-éeneral report on any
further developments, in accordance with Article 99 of the
Charterfs The deletion of the question from the aceada would
te the simplest and least coxplicated method »f colving
the dlecuselon, and anyway the Council had fulfilled 1ta
comnittments to Iran,

Agreelins with the Freach representative only to the
extent of ending the discussion, Castillo Jajera {dexico)
brougcht up his faovorite point, i.,e,, that the small countries
were reassured that a ravqgfgble inpresgsion upon putlle
opinien the world over had been created by the Council's
actich on the Iranilan case.27Tnerefore, re would vote for
the maintéwvanveeof the April 4 resolution,

Lanze wanted to e pul on record es sharing the view
th;t the Councll action of April 4 was legal, afd this he
separated hinself, on that 1ssue, frona Crom:ko.‘ggven so,

-

!
25, IBLQo, T. 134,

26, Article 929 of the United Jations Charter: "The Sec-
retary-Ceneral may dbrinz to the attention of the Securilty
Council any matter which in his opinion may threaten the
maintenance of internmatlional peace and security,"

2T, Security Council Offisinl Recoras, First Year, First
Serlea, NOs2eg PDe 133”137-

28,4 13134y Do 1376
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in view of the clrcum;tances, Lanze thought that the

&uestibu now should be dropped frim the agenda., Since the

Council would not renounce completely 1its jurisdiction over

the questlion, the secretary-general could refer the matter

éo the Council at any time. Lange cited irticle 33, wheredy

pa;tiep can settle their disputes peacefully outside the

United Hations, angd arcuel that the Jouncil had no cause

to interfere in the settlement and “create trouble detween

the two partiee."szanga upheld tne‘docfrine that a country

had the right :o-withdraw its cess from the Security Council

whenever 1t wished, and in this he followed the Soviel li!.ne.30

But he would not admit that the Council actiosn of April &

was 1llegal, since he had voted for it, On this 1ssue,

he was 1n a 4Aifficult position, Had he condenmed the action

a8 1lleral, as had Cromyko, he would heve admitted supporting

an 1llegal act and further demonstrated Folund's subjection

to the Soviet Unlon, ‘ .
After Lance had finished his outburst, AfIf1 Pasha,Jl

29+ Ibid., pr. 138-130.

0. Itid., p. 139.

31, Hafez APLfl Pasha, M.D. was & former uenber of the

literal consgtitutlonal parity and political fromt in Egypt.

He wes embasgsador to London and negotlated the treaty of

alllance with the United Kingdom in 1236, Ie was former

minister for forelgn affalrs and was represgcntative te the
Security Council and the Atomic Enerry Gommission in 1946,
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now prepresenting Egyr>t in place of Hassan Fssha, endorsed

the views of the representatives of the United Stotes, .
-

the United Kingdom, the Retherlande, Brazil, and Mexico,

*'* Gromyko, Stettinlus and Cadogan now invclved themselves
in what almost amounted to a name-calling contest, Cromyko
flatly assertod that Stettinius' propossl to Xce: the questiom
on the a.enda violated the Charier and Iafrinced upon the
lovereign rigchts of thg United atione members, lie more
that intimated that the Cnited States snd the United Kingdom
614 not with to esettle the differences betieen the U,S.5.Re
snd Iran, andhe asccused both Stetiinius arnd Cadorsan of
using Iron a8 a "pawn™ in ths game of worla palitice.32

Tired of 1létenigg to spproximately three hours of
tickering, the president proposed adjournment. But Ctettinlus,
engered ty the Sovliel tirede arsinst himself and Caodogen,
wented té reply to Gromyko. In a rather dle-usted and tired
manner, he contended that he huld not racde sny pronosal
in this psrticular afternoon; he merely hud atteaptod to
éxplain why the United Ttates could nol support the request
Mt Yefore the Cotincll by the U.C.E.R. repreaentative.33

Jls Security Sounsil Cfficisl Records, First Year, First

Series, N0.Ces De 130
32, I_EJ:Q.-: Pr. 129-141,
e xid., pe. 121,
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CromykXo was not let off so essily by Cadogan, who
vas fighting med at the implication that the United States
and the United Kingdom were not genulnely interested in
pettling the Iranian matter, OGronyko was entirely wrong.

At all times btoth the Uniteéd States and the United Kingdom
had worked to solve “thias thingi® The resolution of April &
was such a solution, If the Soviet government had carried

out the assurances given to the Councill by the Soviet delegate,
the Iranian question would ;ot have come up again, .After

all, it was Gromyko who had brought us the question sgain

in demanding that the CQunc;; rescind its own resolution.

Fad Gromyko left well endugh alone, the Council would have
heard nothing more gbout the Iranian question, The president
abruptly "a¢journed the méeting before hore replies or comzents
eould be¢ made,

In this thirty-second m;eting a most lmportant matter
.aroset whether or not the Security Council vas master of 1its
own sgenda, 1ln the opinion of the Soviet bloc, the astate
bringing the dispute to the Council at its own diaoretion;
could vithdrow at will its complaint, The asnti-Soviet bdbloc
arcued that the Council had every right to regulate the develop
ment of a disjute broucht before it, If the Council had the
rizht to place a dispute on its agenda, it had an equal right

to say where 1t should be removed from the agenda, Here was

34. Ib;g.. Pe 141¢



- 115 -

a constitullional question of grealt 1lmportance, Even though
1% can be assumed that had Stetiinius end Cadogan wanted
to remove the Iranlan question fyom the agenda, they would
have done so. It was fortunate for the Security Council that
a mefority of the members if even for practlcal reasons,
opposed the Soviel vlewpolnt and thus sustalned the autonomy
of the new United Hations,

The thirty-second meeting also revealed a weakening
in the solidarity of the two bloecs, The French representative
momentarily supported the Soviet position, even though
Bonnet never accepted the Soviet reasoning behind that positlon
He wanted to dlspuse of the Irsnian question in the most
convenlent manner possidble, though he wantsd assurances that
it could Bbe brought back to the Council under Articles 99,
if need be., Lange, too, departed though in a minor respect,
Lrom a party line laid down by Gromyko., He hardly could
argue that the April 4 resolution was illegal, since he had
voted for it, 1In spite of these two departures, the other
members of the two blocs stood firm, and thus the alignment
1n the Security Coumcil on the Iranlan questlon was the
U.3.5.R. (with Polish backing) versus the U.5,A. and Oreat
Britain (with Egyptian, Dutch, Australien, Braziallan, Chinese,

and Mexican backing).
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Gromyko's attempt to humiliste the Council by forcing
it to re};cmd-ita ection of April 4 fsiled completely, Instead,
the anti-Soviet bloc detgrmiged the course of action and
gromyko'a hopes came to naught, The Iranian government's
sudden ;eyeraal zenerally'wau regarded dy the antl—Soviét
natiqna merely as an sxp;easion of Soviet pressure on Ghavama
"satch and walt® end no ;;treat bee;me the anti-Soviet
bloo's attitude. .The U.S.SeRe would have to keep .
taitﬁ.in w}thdrawing its troops from Iran.
The strong langusge, insults, and recriminationsg of

the Council members in this meeting were abruptly ended by
the president's adjournment, But the extreme dlvergence
of views over whether the parties to a dispute oould with-
draw the dispute from the Council was to contlnue on into
the next meeting and widen the cleavage between east and
west,

’ 111

" The thirty-third meeting of the Security Council met
Bn‘ipril 16, 1946 to continue the discussion of ths Irenian
qugation. Bonnet, in the meanwhile, had drawn up a drafi
resolution and had had it circulated anong the membere.35
The French delegate's draft resolution now read by the
president of tnefCo&ncil, re-stated what Bonnet had sald
earlier, The gecretary~general should collect information

to complete the Security Council's report to the Ceneral

35e Mo. PP+ 1#2"’143.
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Assembly on the Iranlen case, and the question then should
be drozped from the Council agenda.

After reading Bonnet’s draft resolutign, the president

-

reported on a memorandum from Trygve Lie, the secretary-
general of the United latione, Arguing that 1t was desiradble
for him to present his o:gicial viewpolint, Lle summarized

the hia?ory of the Iranlan case in so far as 1t applied to
Fhe articles of Chapter 6 of the Charter, le concluded that:

essf0llowing withdrawal bty the Iranlan represent—
ative, the questlon 1s automatlcally removed from
the agenda, unlesst

(a)} The Security Council votea an lavestigation
under Article 34, or
(b) A Fember brings it up as a aitaation or dis-
te under Article 35, or
¢) ° The Council proceeds under Article 36, para-
graph 1, which would appear to require amellminary
finding that a diepute exists under Article ?}
or that there 1s 'a situation of like nature’ 58

' Furthermore, Lie argued that since the Counclil had
neither invoked Aprticles 34 and 35, paragraph 1 nor declded
that a dispute existed under aArticle 33, "It mey well be

there is no way in which it can remain seized of the matter,"
[ J

-

£

36. Trycve H. Lie (1£96- ) escaped to England with the
Boruésfan governnent in 1540 and was acting foreign minister
for Norway ( in England), 1940-45, He evolved provisionsl
measures that saved the Norwkejan fleet for the Allies, IN
1948 he was chairman of the Norwéeian delegation to the UNCIO
and .chairman of the NorwdG/an delegation to the Seneral
Asgembly, 1946, Also in 1946, he was elected secretary-
general of the United Nztions,

37« Security €ounci) Officisl Records, First Year, First
Series, H0.2.s PP« 143-145,

38e Ibid., D 144,
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The seoretaty-general used his legal right as alviser

‘to the Scourity Council to present his viexs. In doing

80 he added prestige to his office when,in a critical moment,
he choase to make hls power felt., But in questioning the
legality of the Council's actian in the thirty-second meeting,
he directly amustained the Soviet poelition and weakened the
anti-Soviet tloc 1n the Council,

-After inquiring if it were agrecable to the rest of
the Council, the president referred the Lle memorandum to
the .committee of experts for examinstlion and report.gorhe
ocommittee’s report should be made before Co.ncil action on
the memor;ndum. Cromyko, -naturslly eq;pugh. supported
the president, The others were silent. The president set
April 18 for the report of the committee,

The Council then got to work on the adjourned business
of the last meeting, Stettinius answered Gromyxo's charges
with accusations of hils own.q Membership on the céuncll
carried with it tremendous responsidllitfes, and Gromyko
had not llved up to these responsibilities. On the other,
hand, both “Sgcretarw of State Byrnes and I have scrupulously
refrained féém questloning the motivea of any lember, and
I shall therefore not pursue thilsa aépect of the matter any
rurtner..."AQStettinlus reiterated: that the Council action
aéftgﬁlg,. Pe 145, _

419 Irid., Dp. 145-146,
42, Ivid., p. 145,
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of April &4 was legal; that it was unwise to drop the
questlion from the agenda; that the continued prdsence of
Soviet troops in Iren might have had something to do with
the sudden reversal Iin Iranian opinlon; and that the Iranian
queation could de dlsposed of under the resolution of Xay 6,
if on that date, Iran had no more complaints,

Cronyko counter-attacked, ,He had "cslled things ty
their proper names, res;;dleés of whether Mr, Btettinius
ezreed with me or not," he sald‘ABSInce Soth Byrnes and
Stettinius earlicr had-opposed the removal of the Iranian
question dbecause no agreement had been reached, thelr
"inconsistency and lack of lozic" wae cdenonstrated because,
Bow that azreement had been ;sacﬁed, they still opposed
dropping the question from ihe agaenda,

Breaking into the Stettilnlus-Gromyko quarrel, the
Ketherlands delegate aaig that the issue, in 1ts simplesy
terns, wass "Who 1s master of the Council's agenda...It
18 not the parties, btut the Council that ;dmits a question
to the sgenda; not the parties tut the Council alone that
can remove 1t."4439eak1ng a8 the representative of China,
and not as preéideni‘, Quo Tai~Chl supported the Hetherlends
view, But when, in hls presidentiasl capacity, he azked

[

43, Ibld., p. 147,
M'o Ibid., De 147
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for 2 vote on the coviet proposal} toth Lange and Bonnet
ralsed a point of order arguinzg that the Council ceuld

not vote untll it had received the report of the comittes
of oxperts.k Reluctantly, the president concurred and
postponed the vote,

A bitter sltercation then broke out bectween the prosident
and Cromyke when Gromyko harshly condermed Quo Tai-Chl for
disregarding the secretary-general's memorandum and his
ot (Juo tai-Chi's) earlier rullng’ln sendinc the memorandum
to the committee‘or axperts.ksThe president lamely defended
himself by saying that he had forcotien about the memorandum,
but he'did‘recall that in the thirty-second neeting Cromyko
had agreed to a vote, The mseling wasgs then adjourned,

v

In attenpiing 1o remove 1its complaint from the Council
agenda, Iran brought up a completely new protlem for the
Council to solve: 1f the Cecurity Councill was to te naster
of its own agendaes 1If the states party to a dispute could
withdraw their complaints at willl, the zrestire and power
of the Counci) would Ye greatly undermlned, Ain lssue of

precedent of grezt importance wp3 thus reised, The members

450 .I__b_’_-,d_cg PDe 1495-150,
46.. Ib’.d.' PPe 50‘1510



- 121 =

of the Council, in taking sides on thils question, achered to
the same general line aa before the presentztion of the new
Iranlan request, Those mecambers (with the exception of France),
who previously had voted to retéin the guestion on the agenda,
st11l wished to do so, The Councll, therefore, was nmaster

of 1its own egenda., On the other hand, those who had wvoted.
agalnat the Inclusion of the Iranian complaint on the agenda,
8till wanted 1t removed, €The Councll, therefore, was not
nugter of its own agenda. 4Andthough the 1ssue remained
undecided at the end of the thirty-third meeting, 1l was
clegr that the anti-Soviet tloc, opposed by only the UeS.5.Re,
France, and Ffoland, wiuld write its view into the procedural

law of the Council,
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CHAPTER 6,
THE INDEFINITE POSTPONEMENT
OF THE IRANIAN QUESTION

&

The thirty-sixth mesting of the Security Council was
held on April 23, 1946, AfAfl Pashe {Egypt), the new press
ident reminded the Councll of the postponement of discussion
on the Irani&n queation untll ths commlttee of experts had
reached a decision and had submitted a report, The committee
had submitted a report, but it had not reached a unanimous
decision.l what was %o de done now?

Gromyko started the discussion by trying to accommodate
the secretary-general’s memorandum to hils own views, The
committee's fallure to reach a unanimous decision, he saigd,
only relected the division in the Council, Because the
memorandum was an impartlal anselysis of the legal aspects
of the question, the Council could not now prevent Iran
from withdrawing its complaint from the agenda, Had the
Council acted under the various articles of Chapter 6, Iran
could not remove its complalnt, But the Council had not
acted under the various articles of Chapter 6, {largely, it
must be remembered because of Gromyko's implied threat of using

the "veto® should the substantive asp;ct be considered),

L -

1, Security Council Official Records, First Year, First
Beries, No, 2., Hunter College, New York, {25March 1946 to
26 June 1946), p. 102,

2. Ibldo’ pp‘ 201"‘203.
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Iranian dispute must be removed from the agenda. The
contrary United States view was wrong, inconsistent and
illogical.

Denying Gromyko's charges of inconsistency, Stettinius
said that he was unable to agree with the conclusions of
the secretar'y-general.3 If these conclusions were accepted,
they would seriously limit the Council's power. Since he
understood that Bonnet's resolution (to remove the Iranian
question from the agenda) was procedural in character and
thus would reverse the resolution of April 4, Stettinius
was definitely opposed to it.

Hodgson at this moment tried to apply one of the
articles of Chapter 6 to the Iranian dispute. Since the
situation was dangerous enough to{warrant the Council's
keeping the question on the agenda, he argued, Article 34
made the Security Council "the watchdog for the whole of the

United Nations."h

He -had his doubts about the "agreement”
referred to in the Iranian statement, and he wanted the
question to be kept on the agehda.5

To defend his resolution in the face of Stettinius®

attack, Bonnet reiterated his idea that the Coundil already

had done its duty toward Iran. His resolution in no way

3. Ibid.’ ppo 203"206-
L. Ibid., PP. 204-206.

5. Ibid., P. 204,
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6
limited the Council's powers over the Irenian question,
L -

It merelyvréddénized the conciliatory aspects of an agreement
reached by biléteral negotiations. The United iationa stood
for peace, and whether that peace were secured by Councill
action or negotliationswas irrelevant.
a Cadogan ssserted that the Charter neither explicitly
pérmltted a party to withdraw its complalnt not explicitly
‘permitted the Council) to control its own agenda. In direct
opposition to Gromyko's condlusion that the lack of unanimity
in the committee report was "regrettable,” Cadogan thought
that it was well that, on 8o abstract an'ieeue. the tech-
nical ;ommittee‘had not ;;1dmﬁown a general rulé to govern
the Council in ell eases, Gozmon sence was necesssry in
interpreting the Charter, 7Two more divergeat viewpoints
(that those of Gromyko and Cadogan) could hardly be found,
ané once agaln revealed the dleparity between the angloe
Saxon snd Russilan interpretations of a written document,
¥hile the Pollish repreaentativesonce again came out

" _ 9
in support of the French resolution, Rafael de la Colina-

6. Ib;é .9 pp. 206‘207.
?' .I_ELQ-. PPe 207-208.
8. Itid., PP. 208=-210,

9. Rafael de la Colina (1898w ) became & council to verlous
cities in the United States end was minister councilor to the
embaesy in ¥Washington D.C., and was minlster in Washington D.S.
in 1944, He was a representative to the council of organiz-
stion of Aperican states, wWashington, 1948, deputy secretary
general on the inter-American confetrences of problems of war
and peace, and representative to the UNCIC, 1945 and to the
General Assembly and Security Council, 1956
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(nov repreaentins Mexico), Quo Tal-Chi, and Velloso supported
tho United States and Britlsh views, oGroayko dropped his
proposal to come to the gqpport of the French rcaolution¢11
; vote was taken on the ?rench resolution by a show of hands,
and it was rejoected by 8 to 3, Frauée, Poland, and the
,ﬁ,S.S.R. voted in favor of the resolution.lz

The second Soviet walkout now resulted from Gromyko s
contention tnat, ainoe the UeBe.SeRs and Iran had reached
an agreement and that Iren’-, had withdrawn its appeal to
th; Security Councll, th; defeat of the French resolttion
violated the United ﬁationa Charter. The U.S.SeRe delegate
could take no part in future discussions of the Iranian questio
by the council.l The meeting was then adjourned,

The - highlight of the thirty-sixth neeting was the second
Soviet walkout, dut unlike his firet walkout, Gromyko
did not actually get up and leave the Council chamber, The
meeting was 8O near adjoufﬁgg;t that there was no need ror
this. ‘

'In spite of Iran's r;queat to withdraw ite appesl,

Gromyko's endless remonstrances, sarcasms, and outbursts,

10._§ggggg§x, Council gr;cigl Records, First Year, First

11, l.b_uo' Pe 213,
12, I®1d., pe 213
13. Itid,, pp. 213-214,
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Bonnet's split with the other anti-Soviet powers over his
rasoluiion\to delete the question from the agenda, the anti-~
8oviet forces retained their control of procedursl matters
in the Council, (4ny substantive matter, of course, was
subJect to Gromyko's"veto"), 4nd with the defeat of the
French resolutlon,-tﬂe Se;urlty Council remained the master
of its oun agendsa,
II

.The next meeting of the Security Council to discuss
the Iranian guestion (the rqitieth) was held at Hunter
Collece on ¥ay 8, 1946, GCromyko wae ateent, The delay
resulted from the Councll’a;taklng no action untli it had
recelved a letter rrodnth; Iranian representative on May 6
as provided foi in the April 4 resolution.lhkla‘a letter
categorically stated that Soviet troops already‘had been
evacuated from the provinces of EKhurasan, Gorgan, lMazanderan,
and Gilan.lssut this pisture of Soviet co-operation was
shattered when the Iranign letter #tated that, in so far as
the rest of Azerbaljan was concerned, the Iranian government
could mske no laovestigatlon tecause of Soviet interference,
The Iranian sovernmenﬁ,‘it'Qas true, had been informed dy

oiher sources that the evecuation of Soviet troops from

14, Irid., PpP. 246-247,
15. Iblg.’ p' 2&'6‘
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Azerbaljen was querway, but, these reports had not been
verified by eny Iranian officlal,

Stettinius® susplolons of Soviet intentions apparently
hed been justified, as had his leadershlp in keepind the
question on the agenda., Becsuse Gromyko had ignoréd the

Council's request to submit a report by May 6 and because

the Iranlan government still somplained of Soviet interference
Stettlnius submitted s prepared draft resolution. (He had
written 1t in ;dvanoe after having read the Iranian letter).
It readt ﬁ

The Security Council,

Havéng; econgifered the statement made by the
Iranian vermment in its preliminary report of

6 May, subsitted in comz;liance with the resolution
of 4 ﬁpril 1946, that it was not able as of 6

Hay to state whether the withdrawal of all USSR
troops from the whole of Iran had been completed,

. Resolves

To gegag further proceedings on the Iranian
‘matter in order that the Uovernment of Iran may
have time in which to ascertain throuch its

officlal represcutatives whether all USSR troops
have been withdrawn from the whole of Iran;

To request the Iranian Covernzent to submit
a complete report on the subject to the Security:
Councll immediately upon the receipt of the. infor-
mation which will enable it so to co3 andin case
1t 18 unadle to odbtain such information ty 20
liay, to report on that day such informatlion es
ie available to 1t at that time; and

To eonsgider 1mmed1ate1y following the receipt

from the Iranian Sovernment of the report gequssteé
what further proceediancs may be raquired.

16, I1d,, ppe 24T7-248,
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Pagul Haalnch}7(uou representing Australia) had no
objection to the Stettinius resoclution "as far as 1t goes,™
Complaining that it lgnored Gromyko's fallure to send in a
report (as required by the resoiutlon of April 4), Hasluck
was deeply vworried ty the second atsence of the Soviet
delezate.lghere did'Gromy§9 gtand, and did he claim "“veto"
righte? ) )

Ca&osan upmoved.by‘?rog;ko's absence, undertook to
quiet Hasluck's fears, As long‘as a quorum was naintained
in the Council, its work was unimpaired.l Since the resolution
before the Council wasa procedural one, van Kleffens maintalned
the Council had every leglitimate right to vote on Stettinius'
"resolution in Gromyko's absence.ao i

A vote was taken on the Stettinius resolution, and 1t
was adopted without obJection.nghe preaident then adjournéd
the meeElng,

Although’the fortieth meeting was the shortest held
80 far on the Iranian &lspute, the Stettinlus resoclution
17. Paul llasluck (1905« ) was director of the pogt-war
section of the department of external affiirs, 1941-44, Ee
was director of the post-hostilities division after sorld

War II, and in 1945 he was representative to the Security
Councll snd the Atomic Energy Council,

18, Security’ oupcil Offgcigz Records, First Year, Firet
250.

ueriea, :i0e2ey pp.
19. Itid., pr. 251,

20, Iid{, pp. 251-252,
21, Itias., p; 252. .



was passed and an important legel problem was considered!
what waa the Council to do about the absence of the Soviet
member, Hasluck complained that the Council now had to
“obtain from the absent member a clear idea 9f what he
51a1ms¢19 the effect of his absenco,“azénd although 1t

seemed to him that'the first step towards resolving this
.23 -
question” was an effort aelong this line, the question was

left undecided by the Council.
Three views oame out of thls absence of the U.S.S5,R.

representative, They aret

(1) In the practi¢e of the Security Council
absence of a member, even of a permanent member,
does not prevent this body from adopting a res-
olution, Absence of a permanent member is ¢on-
gsidered to be squivalent to abstention from vollng,

{2) ¥hile the question has thus arisen but one,
it .would appear, on the basis of the Council's
action in the Iranian case, that an absence is
regarded as having the same legal effect, so far
a8 votlng 18 concerned, as an gbatentlion, It
would thus appear that the absence of permgnent
member does not prevent the Security Council
from taking a decision on substantive questions,

{3) In view of the case that on matters of sub-
stancg the concurring votes of the permanent
members 1s required, the Soviet Delegate by thus
absenting himself caused & blanket veto over all
substantive decisions which the Security Council
have decided to take,24

23. Ib)d., pe 250.

24, Leg Cross, Yoting in the Security Council: Abstention
from Voting ang Abstention from Meetings, The Yale Law
Journal, February, 1951, ¥ew Haven, Conn., .The Yale Law
Journal Inc.,

22' M;, p- 250
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The anti-Soviet =members accepted the first two views, while
Gromyko adnering to a stricter interpretation of the
Charter, accepted only the third view.
11X

The forty-third and last medting on the Iranian question

was held on May 22, 1946, Again the Soviet rerresentative
' 2

was atsentu., A, Parodl (France)} was the new president,

In the previous two days, the Iranlan delegate had sub-
mitted two conflicting reports to& the Counocil. On May 20,
4la had written that.he had received no very preciese infor-
mation about the situation in his country and that the con-
dltionszéald down by ths Security Council had oot been ful-
£i1led, ©On May 21, however, he wrg;e that Soviet troops
had evacuated Azertaljan by May 6, 4nd Chavem, the Iranian
prime minister, had telegraphed to the president of the Council
that Soglet troops had been withdrawn from Azerbtaljan by

2
May 6. In view of the confused situatlon the Dresivedr regrette
25. Alexpndre Parodl (1901~ ) became director-general
of the French committee of national literation and of the
financial and eoclal council of reslstance in 1944, He
was ninister of labor, 1944-46 end rresident of the internation:
lsbor conference, 1945, antessador to Rome and delegate to
the allled edvisory council for Italy, 1945, IHe becanme a
Permanent member to the United Nations, 194¢&,

264 Security cCoun S 121 Records, First Year, First
Series, Supplgment No,244 PPe 52=53a

27e Itide, PPe 53-54.

28, Sccurity Counci) Offisiel Records, First Year, Flrst
361'198, N0eZep Pe 26T,
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The anti-Soviel members accerted the first two views, while
Cromyko adnering to a stricter interpretation of the
Charter, sccepted only the third view.
111

The forty-third mnd last medting on the Iranian question
was held on May 22, 19435 Agaln the Soviet representative
was abtsent., A, Parodli (France) was the new president,

In the previous two days,the Iranian delegate had sub-
mitted two conflicting reports to6 the Council. On May 20,
ila had written that he had received no very precise infor-
mation about the situatlion in his country and that the con-
dltionsz%aid down by the Security Council had not teen ful-
f£illed, On HMay 21, however, he wrote that Soviet iroops

m B

had evacuated Azerbtaljlan by May 6, 4nd Chavem, the Iranian
prime minister, had telegraphed to the president of the Council
that Soglet troops had bveen withdrawn from Azertaljan by

2
May 6, In view of the confused situation the presiedr regrette
25. Alexandre Parodl (1901~ ) became director-general
of the French committee of national literation and of the
financial and social council of resistance in 1944, ie
was ninister of lavor, 1644-46 end rresident of the internation:
lebor conference, 1945, antessador to Rome and delegcate to
the allied advizory council for Italy, 1545, IHe became a
Pernanent memdber to the United Nations, 194¢,

26, Security cCoune ficis) Records, First Year, First

T Itides PP §3-54,

28, Sccurity Counci) Officinsl Records, Firot Year, First
Series, NOeleyp De 2076
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gretted the Iranian complaint in Ala's lstter of May 20,

After welcoming Luis Padilla Ne;vo,egthe new Mexican
representative, Stetlinius suggested that no action be
taken on the Iranian question untll thesituation of conflicting
reports bad besn cleared up.BoBut the questlion was nol to
be dropped from the agenida, Cadogan agreed with Stettinius
buk he described Ghavam®s telegram as only an “interim
report," He wanted an énswer-to "certaln quesiione to
alucidqie further the attitude of the Government in Tehran,'31
First, 4ld the territory referred to in the Iranlan telegraﬁ
include all the places formerly occupled by Soviet troops,
Second, was the government 1n Tehran satlslifed with the evac~
vation of the Soviet troops. Third,  what atéps had the Iranian
investigating commlesiof tgken to verify the report that
equipment and means of tras;;ort had been removed., Fourth,
had any Investigation been made of the reporte to the Iranian
government by the loyal Iranians in those provinces just
evacuated, As 1t turned out, no one answered these gquestions
directly, but Ala answered simllar guestions later pul to
him by lange,

Lange axpressdd regret over the way in whi¢h the Council
29, Luis Padilla Nervo {1898« ) entered the diplomatic
gservice in 1930 and was a represeantative to the League of
Nations in 1937, In 1946, he was chalirman of the delegation
to the last assembly of the Learue 1in Geneva and a represent-

ative to the Gsneral Assembly, the Security Council, and the
Atomic Energy Commiaslon.

30. Security Council Offlcial Records, Firset Year, First
Series, No. 2., DPP. 287-288, ’

. Ibtid., p. 289.
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32
had handled the Iranian mattér, It was unfortunate that

Bonnet's proposal had been defcated, and it was contrary

to the "letter and BpiRit" of the Charter to retain the questlo
on the &genda. Lange had‘looked up the pleces nentioned

in the Ironian report, he said, and the places mentloned
covered the whole of AzgggAljan, The only course open to

the CQﬁncll vas the immedate deletion of the Irsnlgn question
from the agenda,

To stralghten out the qpnrusion cauged by the conflicting
Iranian reporte, wan Kleffens proposed to seat Ala at the
Council table.zBThe proposal was adopted without discussaion,
and at the invitatlon of the president, Ala was seated.

Van Kleffens asked Als 1f the com)laint relative to Soviet
interference were berore’the Councll egain,

To Alata ggowledge, Iren:n first complaint was still
on the agenda, Hs explalned that the Iranian withdrawal of
its dispute from the agenda concermed the second part only,
l.e., the evacuation of Soviet troope, The withdrawal had
not included Iran's compiaint about Soviet interference 1n
Iran’s domestlc affairs. However, Soviet essurances had

prompted Ghavam to withdraw the entire dispute on April 15.

32, Itid., p. 290.
33, Ibid., Fp 291~292,
3he .I_L‘l.fl.. Pe 293
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As for Ghavan's telegram, Ala thoucht 1t was inconclusive
in thet 1t dié not clearly state that Goviet itroops hed
been withirawn from sll of Azerballan, To clear up the cone
fusion resulting from his conflicting reports, he reminded
the Councll theat the lisy 20 report had been due on that day
at the latest. FHowever, on llay £1, he had received this
new information and had immedstely sent it to the Council,

Lenge now resumed his ltng-interrupted t24ey-tite with
Ala, Lange vanted foupr questions answercd. Filrest, had the
Iranian government loet falth in the assurances of the U.S.S.R.
Rext he vanted to Imow 1f the povermnent of Iran agreed with
Byrnes' statement in which he sald, "After all, the withdrawal
of troops without coadition 1a the oély sane nethod of Q18-
posing of any question of interference in the covernment of
Iran," Third, d1d the Iresnian government have other complaints
in eddition to the withdrawal of troops. Fourth, did Iren
congider tha U.T.S.Ra 88 the only country interfering in
the intermsl affairs of Iran.

Answering the rcliesh delegate questlion for c,;mest.ﬂ.on,_2

-~
Ala went into a lenzthy discusslon of the first question,

35e it1d,, DDe 204295,
36s Itides Do 295,
37... Iqud.. De 2950
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The Iranian governrent had not lost confildence 1n the
CeSelefle, "we are continuing to hope,® said Ala, Every
gane Iranian wanted friendly relations with Irsn's gcreat
porthern neichvor., Again accusing Soviet authorities of
enscouraging the autonomy movement in Azertaljan, Ala etill
wae nol sure that the Iranian case ehould be dropred from
the agenda, &s for the Cyrnes statement, £la reminded
Lance that the Council had accepted it earller. It had been,
end 8t111l was hoped that the withdrawal of ~oviet troogs
would terminate Soviet interference in the internal affalrs
of Iran

As for Implicstion that other natlons were interfering
in Iran, éla clearly and defiantly contended that the U.S.S.R..
alone wags intervening, Nobl only had the United States and
the United Kingdom withdrown thelr troops, rui,as far as
Ala knew, these two countries had pever interfered In Iranlan
internal affairs., (He obviously mefAr since wWorld wWar II,
sinoe the IZritish for centuries,had interfered 1a one form or
another, in Iran and 4Ala nmade no mentlon of the anglo-
Iranian 011 Company), 48 for Lange's map readins, Ala satd
the names mentioned 1n Ghavam's telégram sounded as though
théy vere in the westera part.of Azervtallan, and Soviet troops
mirht vabz well still be stationed in some of the smaller
viilacea.la

38. Ibl:'-l.- pO 297.
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lange thanked Ala for his answers but asked him to
tear with him for a few minutes longsr, "so that I may
request elucidation on three more points which are commected
with his answers;?nglrst, 1f the central government had
been unadle to sead a commission to Azerbaijan and, at
the same time, had informed the Councll that varlous places
in Azerbaijan had been carefully Investigated, Lange
vanted to know whether these ™investigations™ had been cone
ducted ®*from an aeroplane by ielescppe?“ Sesond, who was
right: ihe prine minlster who declared that Soviet troops
had been evacuated by Hay 6 or ila who asserted that he was
B0t qu;te sure that thcy hag been evacuated, Third:

Does the withdrawal of the complaint made in
the letter from the representative of Iran én
15 April hold or shall we interpretl his ac&éon
now a8 presenting us with a new conmplaint?

While he A1d not want to interrupt the exchange of
views golng on between the Folish and Iranlan delecates,
Stettinius nevertheless wanted to make 1%t clear that 1t
would be a mistake to drop the Irsnlan case thils particular
morning. He suggested that ine Iranian d&isrute be deferred
untii a later meetlné to be oglled by the prealdent.hl
39« Ibid., pp. 297-298,

40, Itidey De 298,

4&. Itldey Pe 298,



Hasluck (Anstralla) also called Lange's attention to the
fact tha£ tho Iranian question was still on the agenda, and,
while. ...1t is interesting to know whether or not the Iranian
Government Withdravs any statement in regard to this matter
berore&tho éouncll...'aathe Coungll alone would decide
whet;er theﬁcomplaing would remain on the agenda, Some=-
what offgnded, Lange replied that he wanted it understood
'emphatica%ly.thaththe,Government of Poland accepts all
aeeisiona grrlved al by this Counail,“43

Al; goi his chande to answer the last three questions
after Lange had answered Hasluck's charges., As for the
“aeroplane-and telescope™ the 1n;estlgat1ns commisalion had
Er&velied in éh airplano: a Soviet one, but as for using a
'telescoﬁa'or even a microscope,” Ala Imew nothins.aarhe
Council alone had Jurlsdiction over whether the question would
be 4roppred from the agenda, and.it was true that the Iranian
government had asked for the removal of the second part of .the
¢omplaint, namely troop evacuation, It had done so under
the impression that the Soviet government would honor ita
aasurancot. (Ala forgot that the Iranian statement of
April 15 endins the d1spute had not separated the complaink

4~ -

k‘é: Mo’ p‘ 2990
43, Ivid.; p. 299.
247 Ibyas; P. 299.
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into two parts). IHoreover, for lange to understand the
telegran complétely. he had to read 2ll of 1%. Jot Xmowing
at the moment just where hls governnent stood, 4la assumed
that the question should be kept on the agenda.45
After Fadlllo Nervo sugzested thaat thae diecussion de
postponed 10 give the Council more time 0 examine the
case,4g3r041 (France) urged a conproalse solution, Farodl
asked the Council:
sest0 lBave the question on the agenda for a
short time on ths understanding that i1f within
a ceprtaln period (say elght or ten dsys) no
information has been received which would conflict
wlth that already in our possession, the question
will automatically be dropped from the agendal+(
Although thé French position was not too far removed
from that of the anti-Soviet tloe, Cadogan was "very sorry"®
that he could not ecoept it,. Before the queation'waa drosped
from the ageada, he vagged the Iranisn government to be
sompletely satisified, Stetti%iua as usual agrced with
‘Cedogan's remarks.QQ
¥hen the president asied Padillo Nervo if he had pro=

posed any specific perlod of postyonement, the latter replyed

45. Ix1d., D. 300,
46, Irid., rpp. 300-301,
47, Itid., p. 302,
48, Idid.s Pe 3036
494 I:18ep Do 303
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S0
that one or two:days would sufflce, Doth Hasluck and

Langa diaagreeq with such a postponement, and Lancze in tum
suggested that the Council send a telegram to the Iranlan
prime minister, asklag if he were fully satlsified wiih the
wlthirawal of Sovist troops.51
Taking exception to the proposed telegram, van Kleffens

made his own motlion$

¥ay I move that adjourn the discusslion of

the Iranlan question untll a date in the

near fuiture, the Council to be called to-

gether at the request of any menber,52
Padillo Hervo then withdrew his proposal to ngpport van
Kleffens, The preaident called for a vote on the Hether-
lands proposal,’and 1t ®as adopted by 9 votes to 1 vote.s
Lédge'caét the negative votes A vote on the Zolish pro-
'joaal.to aendla telegram to the Iranian prime minister was
rejected'by 8 votaes to 2.5afhe meeting was then adjourned,

v
The fortY¥-third meeting proved to te the last meeting

in which the Security Coruncll discussed the Iranian questions:
Althouch the iietherlands resolution rrovided for a neeting

on the questlion at sone later date it wae never called,

50{3‘.11" De 3034
Ela Itlldes Pa 204,
524 &Ltlu De 304,
53a Ixldes Pa 305
S4, IPil., p. 305,
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Agaln the Csuncll postponed action and left the dis-
putants to ggrk out & compromise solution by thenmselves,

Van Zleffens’s resolution followed tae same line as
the other tariier~ant1~30v1et propossls and resolutions,
1.€.4 posibone action on the Iranian question whils the
U.5¢2.fie and Iran negotiated. The French proposal auto-
matically to drop the‘question after a specified period,
however, &i& no£ sult the leaders of the anti-Soviet bloc,
namely the United Etates and the United Kingdom,

Lange trted his best to carry out CGromyko's polisy,
and he uﬁs consletently pro-Soviet in his arcuéenta. Gromyko's
abgence in iiself led to some legel soul-~searching by Basluck;
;apaoially eince Gromyko hadmzcnored the Council resolution
of April 4 to meke a report to‘tha Council, Dut the issue
of "ebsence and veto" was never epecifically settled, That
tha-council gontinued to dlscuss the Iranian guestion,
hovever, implied that it was procedural in nature and that
the Soviet abeence 414 not constitute a"veto."

Some confusion was caused by Ala's conflictiag reports,
However, he removed the confuslon by pointing osut that he
had obeyed the Cowncil resoclution of april 4 to communlcate
with the Council 8 soon as something new hzd anpeared, Ala,
indeed, reflected the eagerness of the Iranian covernment
to remain on good terms with both the U.S.G.Rs £nd the Councll,

When Groayko eneered at the personal integrity of the Iranian
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delegate, Ala replied with no personal remarks atout
Soviet integrity, except to may that he believed in it.
A% the same time, he followed the Council's requirements
to the letter,

-

After Gromyko's walkout (he was present when other
matters were:conai&ared) the discusslons were much more
amiable., And the antl-Soviet bloc again demonstrated its
power over Council procedure when 1t adopted the van Kleffena
resolution and rejected Lange's proposal.

The COounsil, Yy postpone;ng the question “"until a date
in the near future," postpomed it for good, and the question
was to remain on the agenda indefinitely, As late as the
summer of 1951, no move had been made to remove it from

the agenda,
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CHAPTER 7.
"CONCLUSION

I

Through &he centurles, Iran has had to play the part
of a emall power whose sovereignty and independence wére
limited by Interested great powers, especially Russia
(or the Soviet Unlon) and Great Britain. For various
reasons (see Ghapter'l), these powers had played power
politics in Iran without any regard for Iran's welfare or
benefit., In defense, Iran developed the policy of trying
to play'one great power off agalnst the other and in this
way maintained itas independence,

This policy oame to naught when in 1907 Russia and Great
Britain reached an agreement to divide i;an {then Fersia)
into tﬂree apherea of "iInfluence, However, the defeat of
Imperial Ruaaia in World War I and the rise of the Rolshevikl
to power'upaat the balancl of ‘power in the Hear East, and
Great Britaln tried to make Iran a dependency in fact if not
in name, But 1n 1921, Soviet Russla and Iran concluded a
friendship agreement permitting the Soviet Union to inter
vene in Iran in the event of intervention py a third party.

In 1925, the 0ld dynasty was overthrdﬁn by Rlza Shah,
an army officer who came to be called the Mustafa Kemal of

-

Iran, Hie attempts to modernize the country and make 1%t

LI u *oa

independent and progressive natlon did not suoceed, but
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they d;d 1nvolvc Iran in a dlspute wlth the Anglo-Iranian
011 Obmpany, the British concession acquired 1in 1914,
This dlgpute, and one earlier with the Soviets in 1919-20,
broushfilran as s suppliant to the Council of the League
of Rat.;./:ma. It 48 instructive to note brieny the simillar-
ity of, the Iranian oase in the Unlted Nations with the Iran-
dan oas%a in the League of Nations,

Tha first case that came before the League in 1920
was an Iranian complaint against Soviet Russia, Whlte
Rusalai grrces under General Denikin were using Persla as

a baseéof\Operatlonn agalnst Soviet Ruseia, which retallated

.by‘pomﬁ the Perslan port of Enzell on the Caspian Sea
where»% :e Russlan troops were statloned., .Upon the receipt
or‘aavgrai letters from the Persian forelgn minister, the
Leagug'council, on June 16, 1920, took up the matter. But,
1lg¢ the Becurity Council on January 30, 1946, it adopted
'a/gepolution to the effect that, “"before taking acting,
1t would be well to await the Tésults of direct negotlations
between parties.'l The negotiationa resulted in the 1921
treaty. )

A Becond dispute involving Persia was brought before
the League of Nations by the British governmeni on December

14, 1932, At this time, the Persian govermment had cencelled

1. United Nations News, Vol. I., No. 5., May 1946, New
York, woodrow Wilson Foundation, p. 3.
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the concession held by the Anglo-Persian Ol11 Company,

The British governmeﬁt took up the:oil company's case and
protested the cancellation of the concession. -In this case,
too, the League Council deferred conslderation of the question
until negotiations were finally concluded by a new agreement,
an agreement “considerably more favorable to Persia than

the original éomession.“2

In the Security Counail asiin the League Councll, the
Iranian question was postponed agaln and agaln, and the
disputes were left to settlement by direct negotiatlons,

Even ae it must be remsmbered that Iran’s negotiating
.position was greatly strengthened by ha;lns its disputes
on the agendas of the Counclls. These interpational or
world organizations, in spite of their obnloﬁs weaknesses,
have proved their worth, at least to Iran.

‘When the Iranian government became invplved.ln world
¥ar IX, there followed the aktdication of Riga Shah and the
oocupation of the country by Britlsh, Soviet end later
American troops. After using Iran to protect an important
supply route to the U.5.8.R., the British and American troops
left the gountry at the end of the war., But the Soviet Union
not only fostered an autonomy movemeni in Azerbaljlan dbut
all during thewar and afterwards, interfered in the internal

affairs of Iran. Confronted with what seemed to be an almost

24 Lb,!-_d_c. Ps A,
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impossible situation after the fallure of negotiating
with the G.8.5.R. and the Moscow conference, and remembering
its successes wilth League backing, the Iranlan government
referred the dlspute to the new United Hatlons Security
Council.
II

In taking up the Iranian question in 1ts second meeting,
the Security Council was courageous in meeting head on a
fAispute that threatermd to disturd world peace. In the
actual working of the Security Council, every member felt
that far more was at stake than the soclution of one problen.
8ince the Iranlan complaint was the first important case
to come before it, the Security Council probed for techinques
and brlnlcplea that might be cited as precedentis in future
¢ases, Each member was clearly conscious that each seperate
step in the proceedings was of long-run significance,

The memders of the Councll trled to support their
arguments by citing as evidence the relevant articles of
the Charter and egpeclally those articles in Chapter 6, To
sustain their arguments, all members tried to interpret a
procedurs that sonn involved the Security Council in a problem
that has not yet been solved, 1l,e,,whether the Council should
adhere to0 a "broad® or a “strict™ interpretation of the Charter,
The Soviet r;praae;tative;, in p;rticular, insisted on a
strict or literal interpretation. On the other hand, the
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majority of the Councll led by the United States and
Great Britain, wanted the procedure of the Council kspt
flexlible and fluld under a droad Anterpretation of the
Charter.

The Councll also encountered the difficulty for the
first time, of the absence of a permanent member, Since
1t had to De decided whether the sotion taken by the Councll
vere procedural or substantive, the Soviet walkoul raised
the question of whether the Council could take action on
the Iranian case, Undesr Article 27, paragraph 2, the Councll
could take action on any procedural) guestion with the affir-
matlve vote of 7 of 1ts mexbers, lowever, under paragraph
3 of the same article, the Council had to have the goncuprring
votes of the flve permanent menbers on any‘question other
than procedural, 1.e., a gubetgntive question, This 1is the
“veto."
) It was seamingly decided 1n the Iranlan case that the
sotion tzken in the absence of the Soviel representative

was of procelurs] pature and therefore not sutject to a

Sovier'blanket veto.," It 1s pertinent to cbserve that as
11ttle mention as po;slble was made ofthe abtsence of the
Soviel recpresentative dosplits the fears of many observers
that the new orgenizatian would break up over this question.
The Councll 414 not reprimand the Sovied representative in
any way, 2fficlaly or otherwise, It was content to deal
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vith the question at hand, namely iis competence to adopt
procedursl resolutions during the zhsence of the Soviet
delegate,

Even though the Council never acted on, or even considered
the substance of the Iranian question, Iran benefited greatly
from being able to play off the anti-Soviet bloc agalnst
the Soviet Ploc and to publicize its complaint in a world
forum, . Iran, in fact, used the United Natlions against
the Soviet Union to protect its threaléned independence

and sovereignty, and the agreement reached with the U.3.3.R.
(outside the Council) was shaped by the Council's threat

to reconsider the question should that agteemeni be unsatis-
factory to Iran, Without the Security Council's help

an agreement would have been reached between the two dis-
putantsa that would have been entirely favorable to the U.S.S.R.
Perhaps Iran would have lost ita Boverselgnty altogether, But
Iran was able not only to re-eastablish its soverelgnty over
Azerbaijan ‘in December, 1946 but also to reech a favorable
settlement over oll concessions with the Soviet Union only
becsuse 1t had a place to take its grievances where it could
hopeé for a fair hearing., While the Council seemed at times
to be a debating soclety only, it performed in reality the
duty of a international tribunal where a small power could

present its case against a great power,



- 147 -

After the Netherlands proposal to “adjourn the dis-
cussion of the Iranian guestion until a-date in the near
future, the Council to be called together at the request
of any member,® only one more reference was made to the
question im 1946, This was a letter from the Iranian
ambassador tc the United States to the secretary-general of
the United Nationa.4 The letter was a report concerning
the state of affairs in the province of Azerbaijan, It in
part stated that the central government had not yet been
able to re-establish ite authority in Azerbaljan and that
the Soviet e.mbaaaadox: had advised the central government
not to try to send troqgg to this province, To preserve
order in the general ele;tion of Degember 7, however, Iran
would take the action necessary to maintain law and ordepr
throughout Iran. The Iranian government was glad of the
decision of the Security Council to remain “seized™ of the
question, ) i

By the end on December, 1946, the Iranian government
was gble to suppress the autonomy movement in Azerbaljan
and the general election (supposed to take place in Dec-
ember) was held in January. The Iranlan dispute was ended.
g;r?::?r§g¥ g??ngfl Oificial Records, First Year, First

4, United Nations Yeardook, 1946-1947, Department of Pub-
lic Informatlon, Lake Success, New York, ppP. 335-336,




I, ‘PRIMAKY SOURGES
Ao UNITED NATIONS

Security Coupci) Dacumcnt S5/42, -18 April 1946,
s :Document S/ 1273, ‘2 larch 1949,

Security C:gng;; Journal, First Year,:No.2l,.,
2 April 1246,.- ’

Sesurity Counci] Officia) Records, Firet Year,
Firet Series, No.l.; Church llouse, westmlnister,

London, (17 January 1946 to 16 February 1946).

9 Orficial Recorgs, First Year, First
Serles, Supplement .i0.l., -hurch douse, west- .-
minster, London, 1946,

» Offlicisa} Resords, First Year,

First Serles, No.2., Hunter College, New
York, (25 March to 2§ June 1946),

s Officinl Records, First Year, First

Series, Supolement ii0,2., Hunter Colleze, the
Bronx, New York, 1946.

_Document S/42 was the report of the committee of
experts on the memoraddum presented to the Sscurlty
Council ty the secretary-genersl. 1It-18 relevant to
the Iranian question in that it explalins how the committee
tried and falled to reach a unanimous declsion on the
memorandum, Document S/1273, in a few paragraphs,
cave a sumaary of the Irsnlan question-tefore the
Security Councll, The Journel was a falrly valuatle
sumnary of the Security Council meetings, The basis
for chapters 2-6 was provided by the Officis) Records,
and they were accurate end detailed accounts of tne
action taken by the individual menders of the Securlty
Council in dealing with the Iranien queetion,
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B, GCVILINTNT DOCUMENTS

Somnilatin of locuments, prepared ty the rep-
resentative of Iran for convenlent reference

in the conslderation by the Security Council
of the digputes between Iran end the Unlon’
of Soviet Soclalist Republics.

Thege documents were useful in that they'were
conposed of notes, letters, and treaties that form-
od the background and basie for the Irasnlan case
before the Security Council, The 1921 friend-
ship treaty and the 1927 security treaty between
Iran and the Soviet Unlon were especlally valuable
since they wers not included in the Cfficisl
Records supzlements,

C. EOQOKS

Cook, W, Henry, and Sticimey, Edith P,, Realin~s

in Europesn Intermatisnal Relations Since 1879,
Harper and Brothers, fublishers, asew York, 1931.

Gooch, G.F., and Temperly, llarold, British
Docunents on the Orizinas of the ¥or, 1 28—12;4,
Vols., IVe, 'The Anclo=fuesian Rapprochement,”
London, frinted and Publlished by H.M. Statlionaty
Cffice, 1929,

Both of these books were pertinent in presenting
first hand sccounts of the problems and declsions pre=
ceeding the Anzlo-Russian rapprocheaent. Cooch and
Temperly covered in great detall the methods used in
arriving at the rapprochement, and their boolz was
conprised chiefly of documents, notes, end letters
betzeen the individuals concerned with the rapprroche-
ment,
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II. SECONDARY SOURCES
As BOQX3

Eagleton, Clyde, Intermaticsnal Government,
.Honald Fress Co,, lew Yorkx, 1943.

Groseslose, Elgin, Introduction to Iran, Oxford
Universsity Frese, New York, 1947,

Hase, Willlam 8,, Iran, Columbla Univeraity Press,
New York, 1946, @

Hﬁll.,ﬁorman, International Relatlons, Oxford
Unlversity Press, udew York, 1950,

i ? k] .
Stieve, Friedrich, lsvolsky snd ths Xorld War
(vased on the documents published by the Cerman
TForeign Offlce), translated ¥yE.W. Dickes, Alfred
A, Knopf, New York, 1926,

Unitggéﬁgggong Jear Boolk, 1946-1037, bepartment
§r4§ublic Information, Lake “uccess, New York,
94T ' !

Vbrnadsky,fseorgn, A History of Russ Yale
Universitly Fress, New Haven, Conn., 1944,

)

‘ 3

 __, Politiesl snd Diplomatie Eisto

of Russia, Little, Erown and Co,, Bost#n, 1936,
A U ’ g

witte, Count Sergius :zngrnggg%zg of Count

¥itte, {Translated {rom the OF £inal kussl

manuseript ‘and edited by Abrsham Yarmoliusky),

Doubleday, and Page, Garden City, Bew York, 1925.

-
- Eagleton was ugseful in that materlal from the
United Nations Chnrter was obtsined from his'book,
Groseclose gave A, comprehenslve sumuary of Iran from
time lmmemorlel to-the+present, Well writiten and
intereating, 1t .oovered every aspect of theioountry,
from political and economic conditicns to pastoral
livelihood and rug weaving, Hasa' book, Iran, wss
a falrly well written boolk, exacept for a ijpographleal
error on the Tahran declaration, The book placed the
declaration in 1944, when actually it was/ issued in
1943, HMaterisl from the United Hatlons Lharter was —
also obtained from Hill, eand his evaluztion ¢f the
Coarter was helpful in getting an understanding of it,
Etieve gave an interesting tackground of lavolsky's
part in the 1507 rapprochement of Russla with Great
Britain, However, moat of the bock is devoted to his
part in the relatlons of Ruesia with France and other
nations before end darisg world Var I.




- 151 =

.The United Hatlons Year Book gave & summary
‘of the dispute and made reference taythe Decemggr S,
1546 letter from the Iranian ambss:zador in Washington
DeCy to the secretary-generel of the United Hations,
the only source for the letter, Noet of the bio-
grapgalcal sixetches found 1n the footnotes throughe
out the thesis were taken from.ihis book. Vernadsky's
books were upeful for the 1921 friendship treaty -
betwesn Iran and the U.8.8.2., while Witte provided
a number of comaents on the Anglo-Russian rapprochs—
m??nt'.. in 1907.

B, PERIODICALS
Cootite,, 8,Ms, . Backoround of the ._.___.__.%Mo‘?e
Dlsnute, Contemporary Revlew, January 1946,
Londoeny Contenpcrary Review Co,, Lid.
gx‘ant. C.P.y Iran, %eég _Q;E;&';at;ongl?g&weeg t%g
reat fn% Small Bationg, Foreign rolicy Reports
Azrll 1945, lew York, Fareign Folley Aiaoo{atlc;i
ing,.
E T S Rt

"Hindle, ¥.., Irotble Ien't Over in Irgn, Harpers
,ﬁagizeﬁo, February 1946, New York, larpsre and
,8rolhers, . oo

\ Information Bulletin, published by the U.S.S.R.
. Fmbasay in Wnasington D.C., May, 1946,

"Intermational Orgapizations, Vol., I., World
Feace Iouadatlon, 1947.

Life, June 18, 1951,
Heweweek, April 8, 1946,
Time, April 8, 1946,

tUnited Natlons News, Moy, 1946, New York, Woodrow
¥ilson.Foundation,

Gross, Leo, Yotingm in ihe Security Councilt Ab-
stentlon from Votins epd 2 stentio% from reetlings,
Yale Law Journal, rebruary, 1951, dew Haven, Conn,,
The Yale Law Journal Inc,
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Tha article by Coanmbs was almost too brief to
e of value, btul it had some pertinent information
in it, Orant wrole on the history of Persia from
the 6th century £.C. to the present, and ia doing so,
coversd her subject briefly btut zccurately, Rindle
predicted eoalipgl revolution and glaso wrote a driefl
sumary of the situation in Iren Irom 1907, The
_Lma%ggg w presented a different viewpoint,
elnce 1f was made up of repuhlishsﬁ Soviet newspaper
articles from Prayda, Izvestla, Red Stsr and material
from other Soviel periodlcals, A very aood suzmary
of the Iranlen dispute waw given in Internatlions)
o;ggg-zgt;ggs. The sumnary covered ihe progress of
the Iranian questlion in iis entlirety, through the
Security Council., 4n article by Supreme Court Justice
Lougles, and several olher articles conceraing Iran
were found in Life., Along with the pictures of the
gsountry and the people, the articles were 1nterest1n§
end informative, Heysveek cowered in detail Gromyko
walkout and gave a picture of Eyrnes' twisting arocund
in his geat to wetch Gromyko leave, .Tineg carrled a
story sbout the Scoviel walXoutl also butl lacked the
pleture, Ths tackzround for Iran in the League ol
Hations was derived from the United Antlons lHeys,
A good summary of the effect of the aUsenca of the
Boviet delerateffroa the Security Council was glven

in Ihe Yale Law Journal,
0. da“d— &%

Zha New Iork Times, Fovember,1544.

The Kew York Times was & good source for backe
ground material the Iranlan guestion,
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TEXT OF THE ANGLO-RUSSIAN
RAPPROCHEMENT REGARDING PERSIA
1907

The Governments of Great Britain and Russia having
mutually engaged to respect the integrity and independence
of Persia,; and elincerely desiring the preservatlion of arder
throughout that country and 1ts peaceful development, as
well as the permanent establishment of equal advantages for
the trade and industry of allother natlons;

Considering that each of them has, for geographical and
economic reasons, a speclal Intereat in the malntenance of
peace and order in certain provincea of Persla adjoining, or
in the neighborhood of, the Russian frontier on the one hand,
and the frontlers of Afghanistan end Baluchistan on the othep
hand; and being desirous of avoiding all cause of conflict
between thelir respective interests in the abovementioned
provinces of Persia}

Have agreed on the following termsi--—

I. Great Britain engages not %o seek for herself, and
not to support in favour of British sublectse, or in favoupr
of the subjects of third Powers, and Concessions of a political
or commerical nature-~such as Concessions for rallways, bahks,
tetegraphs, roads, transport, insurance, ets.,-~beyond a line
starting from Kasr-i-Shirin, passing through Isfahan, Yezd,
Kakhk, and ending at a point on the Persian frontier at the
intersection of the Rusalan and Afghan frontires, and not to
oppose, directly or indirectly, demands for similar Concesslons
in this region which are supported by the Russian Government,
It 18 understood that the above-mentioned places are included
in the region ln which Great Britain engages not to seek the
Concessions referred to.

II. Russia, or her part, engages not to seek for herself
and not to support, in favour of Russlan subjects, or in
favour of the subjects of third Powers, any Concessions of a
political or commerédial nature--such as Concessions for rall-
ways, banks, telegraphs, roads, transporit, lnsurance, etc,--
beyond a line going from the Afghan frontier by way of Gazik,
Birjand, Kerman, andeending at Bunder Abbas, and not to
oppose, directly or indirectly, demands for similar Con-
ceaslions in this reglon which are supported bty the British
Government, It 1s understood that the above-mentloned
places are included in the regionr inwwhich Russla engages
not to seek the Concessions referred to,
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IXI. Russia, on her part, engages not to opposs, without
previous arrangement with Great Britain, the grant of any
Concesslon whatever to Britlish subjects in the regions of
Pera%; sltuated between the lines mentioned in Articlea I
and .

Great Britailn undertakes a simllar engagement as regards
the grant of Concession to Russlan subjects in the same regions
of Persla,

A1) Concesslion existing at present in the regions indlcate
in Afticles .l and II are malntalned,

IV. It 18 understood that the revenues of all the Fersian
customs, with the exception of those of Faralstsn and of the
Perslan Gulf, revenues guaranteeing the amoritization and the
interest of the loans concluded by the Government of the Shah
with the “Banque 4' Escompte et des Preta de Perse™ up to the
date of the signature of the present Agreement, shall be
devoted to the same purpose as 1n the past,

It 1s equally understood that the revenues of the FPerslan
guatoms of Farsistan and of the Persian Gulf, as well as those
of the fisheries on the Fersian shore of the Casplan Sea and
those of the Posta and Telegraphe, shall be devoted, as in
the past, to the service of the loans conoluded by the Gov-
ernawent of the Shah with the Imperial Bank of Persia up to
the date of the signature of the present Agreement.

Ve In the event of irregularitles occurring in the amort-
1zation or the payment of the interest of the Perslan loans
concluded with the "Bgnque d' Escompte et des Frets de Perse™
and with the Imperial Bank of Persia up to the date of the .
@ignature of the present Agreement, and in the event of the
necessity arlsing for Ruesia to establish control over the
sourcea of revenue guarasnteeing the regular service of the
loans concluded with the first-named bank, and situated in
the region mentioned:in Article II of the present Agtreement,
of for Great Britain to establish control over the sources
of revenue guaranteelng the regular service of the loans con-
cluded with the second-named btank, and situated 1n the region
mentioned 1n Article I of the present Agreement, the British
and Russian Governments undertake to enter beforehand into
a friendly exchange of ldeas with a view to determine, in
agreement with each other, Lhe measures of conbrol 1n question
and to avold gll interference which would not de in conformity
with the principles governing the present Agreepent,
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TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP BETWEEN IRAN AND THEL RUSSIAN
REPUBLIC, MOSCOW, FEBRUAEYAgﬁ. 1921

(Ratifications exchanged at Teheran, February 26, 1922)
(Translation.)

1
The Perslan Govermment, of the one part, and the Russian
Socialiat Federdl Boviet Repubtllc, of the other part, desiring
to establish relations of friendship and fraternity between
the two nations, have decided to engage in negotiations for
this purpose, dnd have therefore appointed the following
Plenipotentiarfeax

For Persiaiy Ala Gholl Khan Mochaverol-Mamalek, and
For Russiad 0.V. Chilcherin and L,M.Karakhan,
Who, after the verification of thelr respsctlve
powers, have azpaed a8 followss$
/

Art. I, /In order to confirm its declarations regarding
Rusaian polley ‘towards the Persian nation, which formed the
subject of correspondence on the 14th January, 1918, snd the
26th June, 1919,; the R.5.F.S.R.. formally affirms once azain
that it def nﬁteiy-renounces the tyrannilical policy carried
out by the cdlonlsing Governments of Russlan which have
been overthpown Yy the will of the wokxeRs end peasants of
Ruesia, / <°

Inspired V¥ this principle, and desiring that the
Pérslan people’should be happy and independent and should
be able/to diapuse freely of its patrimony, the Russlan
Republic declares the whole body of treaties and conventiors
concluded with Persia by the Taarist Government, which crushed
the ridhts/oflthe Persian psople, to be null and void,

Ty
i

’

"

Ii. ?&é RiS.F.S.R.. expresses 1ts reprobation of the
policy of the Tearist Governments of Russia, which, on the
pretext of whsuring the independence of the peoples of Asia,
concluded, without the consent of the latter, treaties with
European Ppwers, the sole object of which was to subjugate
those pgoples, .

This criminal poliecy, which infringed upon the indepen-
dence /of the countiries of Asla and which made the living
nations of ‘the East a prey to the cupidity and the tyranny
;tlﬁzro$ean pobbers, in abandoned unconditionally by Federal

uggia,
- I \
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Federal Russla, therefore, iIn accordance with the princ-
iples lald down In Articles I and IV of this Treaty, declares
its refusal to participate in aeny action which might destroy
its refusal to participate in avy action which might destroy
or weaken Perslan soverelgnfy. It regards as null and vold
the whole body of treaties and conventlons concluded by
the former Russian Govermment with third parties in respect
of Persia or to the detriment of that country

III. The two Gontrmdting Powers agree to accept and
respect the Russo-Persian frontiers, as drawn by the Frontler
Commisslion in 1881,

A% the same time, inview of the repugnance which the
Russian Federal Governazent feele to enjoying the frult of
the policy of umurpation of the Tgarlst Government, 1t re-
nounces all c¢laim to the Achouradeh Islands and to the other
islande on the Asirabad Littoral, and restores to Persla the
village of Firouzeh and the adjacent land ceded to Russla
in ‘virtue of the convention of the 28th May, 1893.

The Ferslan Government agrees for its part that the
Russian Saraskhs, or “ola" Sarakhs, and the land adjacent
to the Sarakhs River, shall be retained by Russia,

The two Eigh Contracting FPartles shall have equal rights
of usuage ©f the Atrak River and the other frontier rivers
and waterways. .In order finally to solve the question of the
waterways and all disputes concerning frontiers or territories,
a Commlssion, compoaed of Russlan and Persian represent-
atlves shall Ye appeinted.

IV. In consideration of the fact that each nation has
the right to determine freely its political destiny, each .
of the two Contracting Parties formally expressed its desirs
tg ab:ﬁaih from any intervention in the internal affsirs of
e other.

V. The two High Contracting Parties undertake~-

l. To prhhibit the formation or presence within their
respective térritories of any organizations or groups of
persons,’ irrespective of the name by which they are known,
wvhose .object 18 to engage in acts of hostility aagainst
Perslia or Russla, or against the allies of Russia,

. They will likewime prohidbit the formmation of troops or
armies within theip respective territories with the afora-
~mentioned object,

2. No% to allow a third party or any organization, what-
gver /it e called, which 1s hostile to the other Contracting
-Party, tp import or to convey in transit across their countries
material/which can be used against the other Party.
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3. To prevent by all means 1n thelr power the presence
withnthelpr territories or within the territories of thelr
allies of all armies or forces of a third party in cases
in which the presence of such forces would be regarded as
a menace to the frontliers, interests or safety of the other
Contracting FParty,

¥I. If a third party should attempt to Sarry out a poliey
of usurpation by means of armed intervention in Persia, or
1f£ such Power should desire to use Perslan territory as a
base of operations against Russia, or if g foreign Fower
should threaten the frontiers of Federal Russis or those
of its allles, and 1f the Perslan Governmment should not be
able to put a stop to such menace after having been once
called upon to d¢ so by Russia, Russia shall have the right
to advance her troops into the Persian Interior for the pur-
poses of carrying out the military operations necessary
for 1ts defence, Russla undertakes, however, to withdraw her
troops from Perslan territory as soon ss the danger has deen
removed., ‘

VII. The considerations set forth in Article VI have
equal welght in the matter of the security of the Caspian
Bea, The two High Contracting Partles therefore have agreed
tfat Federal Russia shall have the right to require the
Persian Governnent to send away foreign suybjects, in the event
of their taking advantage of thelr engagement in the Persian
navy to undertake hostile action againgt Russiea,

VI1I, Federal Russia finally renocunces the economic
policy pursued in the East by the Tsarist Government, which
consisted 1n lending money to the Perglan Govermment, not
with a view to the economic developinent of the country, but
rather for purposes of political subjugation.

Federal Russia accordingly renocunces its rights in
respect of the loands granted to Pecrsia by the Tsarist Gov-
ernwentté. It regards the debts due to it as vold, and will
not require their repayment. Russla likewise renounces
its claime to the resources of Persla which were specified
as securliy for the loans in question.

IX, In view of the declaration by wlch it has repudiated
the colonial and caplitalist policy which occasloned 80 many
misfortunes and was the cause of so much bloodshed, Federsl
Ruesia abandons the continuation of the economic umdertaklngs
of the Tegariet Govermment, the objectl of which was the economic
subjugation of Persia, Federal Russia therefore cedes to the
Persian Governaent the full ownership of gl1 funds and of all
real and other property wioich tne Rwussian Discount Bank
possesses on Persian territory, and likewise transfers to it
all the asseis and liabilitles of that bank, The Persian
Government mevertheless agrees that in the towns where it has



{ .

been decided the Rusalan Socialist Republic may establish
consulates, and where bulldings sxiat belonging to the Dis-
count Bank,! one’of these buildings, {0 be chosen by the
Russian fovernment,”’ shall be placed at the dispokal of the
Ruaaiai/Consu%pte,‘rree of charge.

Xy The Russlarn Federal Government, having abandoned the
colonidl] poliey, which aonsisted in the construction of roads
and teélépraph line more in order Lo obtaln millitary influence
in othericourntriés that for the purpose of developing their
civilizgtione, And belrig desirous of providing the Perslan
people with those means of communication indlspensadble for the
indeperiddnce gnd developpment of any nation, 2nd also in order
to comperfsate the Persian people as far as possible for the
103333/1chrred by the.scjourn In its territory of:the Tasarist}
armies, gedes free of charge to the Perslan Government the
rollow%§F~ﬂugsian installationst

~{a) 'The high-roads from Enzell to Tehran, and from
Kaz¥in to Hangdan, end a1l land and installations in con~-
nection with these roads,

{) f”The/rallroad Djoulfa~Tauris-Sofian-Urmla, with all
instaXlationd, rolling-stock, and accessories,

(c) The landing-atages, warehouses, steamships, canals,
and all’neans of transport of the lake of Urmia,

" {4).A11 telecraph and telephone lines establlshed in
Persla by the Tsarist Governments, with all movable and immov-
able, thetallations and dependencies,

" {@) The port of Enzell and thewarehouses, with the elec:
tribal Hnetallation, and other buildings,

Myt rﬁ?g '

XI. In'view of the fact that the Treaty of Turkomantchal
conclyded om the 10th February, 1828 (o0ld styls), between
Perals and Riksgsla, which forbids Persia, under the terms of
Artiole 8, tp have vessels 1n the waters of the Casplan Sea,
15 abrozated 1n accordance with the principles set forth in
Article I of the present Treaty, the two High Gontracting
Parties shall enjoy equal rights of free navigation on that
ses, under their own flage; as from the date of the signing
of tha present Treaty,

oy

’XIIL The Russian Federal Government, having officially
renounced all economic interests ohtained by milltary pre-
ponderande, further declares that, apart from the concessions
whigh fo¢m‘the subjeot of Articles IX and X, the other con-
cessions 'obtained by force by the Tsarist Government and 1its
huyjeqts shall also de regarded as null and vold,
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In conformity therewith the Russian Federal Governmént
restores, as from the date of the sighing of the present
Treaty, o the Perslan Government as representing the Perslan
people, all the concessions in question, whether already
being worxed or not, together with all land taken over in
virtye of those concessicna.

Of the lands and propertiea situatéd in Persian and
belonging to the former Tsarist Government, only the pre-
mises of the Russlan Legstion at Tehran and at Zerguendeh
with all movagble and immovable appurtenances, as well as all
real and other property of the Counsulates and Vice-Counculates
shall be retained by Russla, Russlas abandons, however, her
right to administer the village of Zergundeh, which was
arrogated to 1tself by the former Tsariest Government,

XIIX. Thé Peraian Government, for its part, promised not
to cede to, s third Power, or to its subjects, the soncesslons
and prOperty restored to Persia by virtue of the presant
Treaty; oud to maintaln those rights for the Persian natilon.

XIV. The Perslan Government, recognising the importance
of the Caspilan fizheries for ths food supply of Russla,

promises to conclude with the Food Service of the Russian
Spciallst Federal Soviet Republic immediately unon the expiry
of the legal period of these existing engagements, a cone
tract relating to the fisheries, containing appropriate
clausek. Furthermore, the Perslan Govermment promises to
examine, in sgreement with the Government of the Russian
Soviallst Federal Soviet Republic, the means of at once
conveying the produce of the fisherles to the Food Service
of Sov%et Ruessia pending the conclusion of the sbove contract,

XV. In accordance with the principle of liberty of con-
golenceg re-claimed by Soviet Russla, and with a desire tc put
an end, in Moslem countiles, to religious propaganda, the
real object of which was to exercise polltical influence
over the masseg asndthus to satisfy the rapaclity of the Tsarlst
Government, the Government of Soviet Russla declared that
the religlious settlements establlshed in Persisg by the former
Tearist Governgments are abollshed., Soviet Russlia will take
steps to prevent such mlsslons from belng sent to Persias in
the futurs,

Soviet Russla c¢sdes unconditionally to the nation rep-
resented by ‘the Persoan Government the lands, property and
bulldings beloriging to the Orthodix Mission situated at Urmla,
together with the other similar sstablishments, The Persian
Government shall .use these properties for the construction of
sahools and .other institutlons intended for educational

purposes,
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XVI. By virtue of the communication from Soviet Russia
dated the 25th June, 1919, with reference to the abolition
of consular jurisdictions, it 1a desided that Russian sub-
Jects in Persia and rPersian subjects in Russla shall, aa from
the date of the present Ireaty, be placed upon the same
footing as the inhsbitants of the towns in which they reside;
they shall be sublect to the laws of their country of residence,
and shall submit their complaints to the local Courts,

XVII. Persian subjects in Rusaia and Rueaian subjects
in Peraia shall be exempt from military service and from
all military taxation,

XVIII. Persian subjects 1n Russian and kussian subjects
in Persla shall, a8 regards travel within the respective
counttien, enjoy the rights granted to the most favoured
nations oiher than countries allied to them,

XIX, Within a short period after the signature of the
present Treaty, the two High Contracting farties shall resume
commercial relstions, The msethods to be adopted for the
organization of the import and export of goods, methods of
payment, and the customs duties to be levied by the rersian
Government on goods orlginating in Russlia, &hall be determined,
under s commeréial Conventlion, by a specilal Commlszlion cone’
aisting of representatives of the two High Contracting Parties.

XX, Each of the two High Contracting Parties grants
to the other the right of transit for the iranaport of goods
passing through Persla or Russla end conasigned to a third
country,

The dues exacted in such cases shall not be higher than
those levied on the goods of the moet favoured nstions other
than countries allled to the Ryssian 9ocitlist Federal Soviet
Republlc.

The conditions of these relations éhalI be fixed by
a postal and telegraphlc Conventilon.

XX1X. In order to consolidate the good relatlons be-
tween the two neiswouring Powers snd to faclilitate the real-
isatidn of the friendly intentions of each country towards
the other, each of the High Contracting Partiesa shall, immed-
lately arier the signature of the present Yreaty, be represented
in ths capltal of the other by a Plenipotentlary Represent-
ative, who 8h&l} enjoy the rights of extra~territoriallty
and other privileges to which dinlomatle representatives
are entitled by international law and usuage and by the
regulations and customs of the two countties,
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XXIII. In order to develop their mutual relations, the two
High Contracting Parties shall establish Consulates in places
to be determined by common agreeunent,

The rights and dutises of the GConsuls shall de fixed
Ty a epecial Agreement to be concluded without delay after
tne signaturs of the present Treaty, This Agreement shall
conform to’ the provisliona inforce in the two countrles with
regard to gonsular establishments,

XXIV. This Treaty shall be ratified within a period
of three'months, The exchange of ratiflcations shall take
place at Thhran as soon as possible,

xxv The present Treaty 18 drawn up in Russlan and
Perslan,: Bath texts shall be regarded as originals and
both shall authentic,

XXVI. The present Treaty shall come intoc force immedlately
upon signature,

In faith whereof the undersigned have signed the present
Treaty and have affixed their seals thereto,

Uone at Mosaow, February 26, 1921.

G. Chicherin
Lb Xarakhan
Mochaverol-Memalek
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TRI-PARTITE TREATY OF ALLIANCE

Hig Imperis] Malesty the Shehinshah of n, on the
one han s and His Halesty the King, of Cgegt Br;tain, ire
and the British Jominions 'bezond the Seas, Zmperor of India,
g}ggj;__g ?gesidhg of the uwore"ae Touncil of the Uniom of
Soyiet Soclisllst g“g lics on the other,

llaving in ylew the principles of the Atlantic Charter
jointly agreed upon and anmownced to the world by the
President of the United Stated of America and the Prime
Minister of the United EKilngdou on 14 August 1941, and en-
dorsed by the Government of the Union of Soviet Sovialist
Repliblics on 24 September 1941, with which His Iupsrial
¥ajesty the Shahinshah declares Hls comrlete agreement and
from which He wishes to benefit an an equal basis with the
other natione of the worldg and

Beigz anxioug to strengthen the bonds of frlendship and
mutusl understanding between them, and

Considering that these bbjects will best be achleved
by the eonclusion of a Treaty of Alllance,

Hove ecreed to con2lude e treaty for this purpose and
have appointed as their Plenipotentlaries:

For His Imperlal Majesty the Shahinsheh of Iprani
Hls Excellency All Sohelly,
Hinlster of Forelgn Afraira,

“For Hia Ma)egty the King of Great Britain, Ireland and
the Eritish Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperor of Indlaj;
for the United Kinzdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
Sir Reader william Bullard, ESHG, CIE,
His Majesty's Envoy Extraordinary end
Minlster FPlenipotentiary in Iran,

For ihe Presidlum of the Supreme Councill of the Union
of Sovlet Socialist Republics;

Hls Excellency andrel Andfeyevich Smirnov,

smbassador Extraordinary end flenipotentiary of the

Union of Sovlet Socialist Republics in Iran,
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¥ho having communicated their full powers, found in
good and due form, have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

His Majesty the Xing of Great Britaln, Ireland and the
British Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperor of Indla, and
the Union of the Soviet Socialist Republics (Herelnafter
referred to as the Allied Powers) jointly and severally
undertake to respect the terrltorial integrity, the sove-
relgnty and political independence of Iran,

ARTICLE IX

2n Alllance 1s estadblished beitween .I1s Imperisl Majesty
the Shahinshah of Iran on the one hand, and the Allled
Powers on the other,

ARTICLE III

(1) The Allled Fowerse jolntly and severally undertake to
defend Iran by 2ll means at thelr command from all aggression
on the part of Germany or any other Power,
(2) His Imperial Majesty the Shahinshah undertakes:
a) To co-operate with the Alllied Powsers with all ths
means at his command and in every way possitle in
order that they may be able to fulfil the above under-
taking. The assistance of the Iranlan forces shall,
however, be 1limited to the malntenance of internal
pecurity on Iranian territory,
b) To secure to the Alllied Powers for the passage of
troops or supplles fpom one Allied Power to the other,
or for other similar purposes, the unrestricted pritht
to use, maintalin, guard, and in case of milltary necessity,
contreol in any way that they may require, all the means
of conmunlicatlion throughout Irey, including railways,
roads, rivers, aerodromes, ports, pipelines and tele-
phones, telegraph and wirelees installations,
c) To furnish ell possible assistance and fecilities
in obtaining material and recruiting labour for the
purpese of the maintenance and the improvement of the
meane of communicatlons referred to 1n peragraph b).
d) To establish and maintain in colleboration with.the
Allled Powers such messures of censorship control as
they may require for all the means of communlcation
referred to in persgraph b),
(3) It 1s clearly understood that in the apslication of
parasraphs (2) b), o) and 4) of the present article, the
Allled Powers .will glve full consideragtion to the essentlal
needs of Iran,
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ARTICLE IV

(1) The Allled Fowers may maintain in Iranian territory
land, sea and air forces in such number as they coneider
necessary, The lccation of such forces shall be decided in
agreenent with the Iranian Government 'so long as the stirategle
situation allows. All cuestionsa eoncerning the relation
between the forcea of the Allied Powers and the Iranian
authorities shall be settled, so far as possible, in co-
operation with the Irsnien euthorities in such a way as

to safegusrd the security of the sald forces,

It 1s understood that the presencs of these forces on
Iranian territory does not constltute a military occupation
and wlll disturb as ldttle as possible the administiration
and the security forcea of lran, the economic life of the
country, the normal movementis of Lthe population and the
aprlication of Iranian laws and regulatlons,

{2) A separate sgreenent or agreements shall be concluded
aB.soon as possitle after the entry into force of the pre-
sent Treaty regarding any flnanclal obligations to he borne
by the Allied Powers under the provisions of the present
article and of paragrspns (2) b),.¢) and d) of article 3
above, in such matiers of locsl purchases, .the hiring of
bulldings and plant, the employment of labour, transport
charges, ete, A 8peclal agreement shall be concluded
between the Allled Governments and the Imperlal Iranien
Government defining the condltions of any transfers to the
Imperial Iranlan Government after the war of bulldings and
other improvement effected by the Allled Powers on Iranlan
territory. These agreements sghall alsc settle the immunilties
%o be enjoyed by the Allled forces in Iran.

ARTICLE ¥

The foreea of the Allied Powers shall be withdrawn from
Iranian territory not later than six months after all hostil-
ities between the Allled Powers and Germany and her Awsoclates
have been suspended by the conclusion of an armistlce or
armistices, or on the oonclusion of peace between them,
whkichever date 1s the earller. '

The expression “Asmoclates" of Germany meane all other
Powers which have engeged or may in . future engage in hostil-
ities against either of the Allled. fowers,
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ARTICLE VI

(1) The Allled Powera undectake in thelr relations with
foreipn countries not to adopt an attitude which is pre-
Judielal to the territorial integrityj the sovereignty or
the political independence of Iran, nor to conclude treaties
inconsistent with the provislons of the present Trsaty.

They undertake to consult the Government of His Imperilal
Majeety the Shahinshah in 21l matters affecting the direct
interests of Iran.

(2) His Imperial Majesty the Shahinshah undertakes not to

adopt in his relations with foreign countries an attitude

which i8 inconsistent with the Allliance, nor to conclude

;reagies inconeslstent with the provialons of the present
reaty.,

ARTICLE VIX

The Allled . Povers Jjolntly undertake to use their best
endeavours to safeguard the economlc existence of the Iranian
people agoinst the privations and 4ifficultlies arising as a
result of the present war., On the entry into force of the
present Treaty, discussions shal)l be opened retween the Govw~
ermment of Iran and the Governments of the Alllied Powers
a8 Yo the Test possible methods of carrying out the above
undertalking,

ARTICLE VIIX

The provisions of the present Treaty are equelly binding
a8 bllateral ovligations between His Imperial Majesty the
Shahinshah and each of the two other High Contracting Parties,

ARTICLE IX

The present Treaty shall come into force on signature,
and ehg 11 remain in force until the date fixed for the
withdrewal of the forces of the Allied Powers from Iranian
territory in accordance with article V,

In witness whereof, the above-nsmed Plenlpotentlariles
have slghed the present Treaty and have affixed thereto
their ssals,

Done at Tehran in triplicate in Fersian, English and
Rusalan, all being equally authenilc, on the twenty ninth
day of January one thousand nine hundred and forty two,

{8igned) A. Sohelly
R, ¥. Bullaerd
Andrel A, Smirnov
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IHE THREE-POWER DECLARATION CONCERNING
IRAN
ISSUED AT THE TEHRAN CONFERENCE
1 DECEMEER 1043

The Preasident of the United States cf America, the
Fremier of the Unlon of Soviet Soclalist Repudblies, and
the Prime Minister of the United Xingdom, having consulted
with each other and with the Prime Minlster of Iran, desire
to declare the mutual agreement of thelr three Governments
regarding thelir relatlions with Iren.

The Governments of the United States, the USSR and the
United Kingdom recognize the assistance which lran has given
in the prosscution of the war agalnst the comaon enemy,
particuleriy by facilitaling the transportation of supplles
from overseas to the Boviet Union.

The three Jovernzents realize that war has caused,spetial
economic difficultles for Irsn, and they are agreed that
they will continue to make available to the Government
of Iren such economic assistance as may be possible, having
regard to the heavy demands made upon them by their world-
wide mlitary operations end to the world-wlde shortage of
transport, raw materiels, and supplies for civilien consumptiion,

Yilth reaspect to the posi-war pseriod, the Grvernments
of the United States, the USTR, and the United Xingdom are
in accord with the Government of Iran that any economie
probtlems confronting Iran at the clesa of hostilities
ehould recelve full coneideration, along with those of
other Mambers of the United Nations, by conferences or
internationul agencles held or created to deal with inter-
national economic matters,

The Governments of the United States, the USSR and the
United Kingdom are at one with the Governmentoof Iran in
thelr desire for the maintenance of the independence, Bover-
elgnty and territorial integrity of Iran, They count upon
the particlipation of Iran, together with all other peace-
loving nationa, in the establishment of international peace,
security and prosperity after the war, in accordance with
the princlples of the Atlantic Charter, to which all four
Governments have subscribed.

{signed) Winaton Churchill
. Ja¥. Stalin
Franklin D. Roosevell
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