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The Cuban delegation thinks that if the As
sembly wishes to make a definite step forward in
the matter, the USSR should delete from its draft
resolution the aforementioned recital, and the
majority of the Ad Hoc Political Committee should
revise the list attached to its draft resolution, and
the text should be combined into one having the
unanimous approval of the great Powers and em
bodying the spirit, if not the details, of both pro
posals. Perhaps a small committee might be en
trusted with the task of preparing the new
text for the Assembly before the end of the session.
To approve the draft resolution of the Ad Hoc
Political Committee without attempting to recon
cile the conflicting points of view, and at the same
time to support the San Francisco Declaration,
might render the adoption of that draft resolution
useless.

The time has already come when, instead of
hearing day after day, at one meeting after another,
heated propaganda speeches and the unwarranted
imputation to others of sinister designs, something
should be done to exorcize the effects of the fear
of Communism and the atomic bomb. The fear of
Communist penetration and the fear of atomic
weapons are creating a highly dangerous interna
tional situation, and the time seems to have come
to put an end to such penetration and to control
atomic energy. The Cuban delegation can do very
little towards this immense task beyond giving
a sincere and impartial opinion. The delegation
would like to sweeten the minds of the statesmen
of the Great Powers in the same way as it sweet
ened the tea and coffee of the soldiers who fought
nazism and fascism, in order to make them under
stand that the road which is now being followed
does not lead to international peace and security.

HUNDRED AND NINETY·SIXTH
PLENARY MEETING

Held at Flushing Meadow, New York,
on Monday, 25 April 1949, at 11.20 a.m.

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

142. Report of the Credentials
Committee

Mr. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic), Chairman of the Credentials COlTI
mittee, presented the Committee's report as fo1
[0WS:

"The Credentials Committee, set up during the
first part of the third session of the General
Assembly at the 136th plenary meeting on 21
September 1948, was ,convened under my chair
manship on Wednesday, 13 April 1949, to prepare
a report on the credentials of representatives.

"The Committee consisted of representatives of
Brazil, Burma, Canada, Ecuador, France, Iran,
Sweden, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic
and Yemen.

"The Committee recognized that the credentials
of t~le representatives at the first part of the third
seSSlOn of the General Assembly remain in effect
now. New credentials are necessary only when
new representatives are appointed for the second
part of the third session alone.

\
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La delegation de Cuba estime que, si l'Assem
blee veut faire un pas en avant dans ce domaine,
l'Union sovietique devrait eliminer de son projet
de resolution le considerant mentionne plus haut.
et que la majorite de la Commission po1itique spe
dale devrait reviser la 1iste annexee a son propre
projet, de fa~on a fondre 1es deux propositions
en un texte unique, refletant l'esprit des deux
propositions, sinon 1eurs details, et qui pourrait
recueillir l'approbation unanime des grandes Puis
sances. Un comite restreint pourrait peut-eire
se charger de soumettre a l'Assemblee le nouveau
texte avant la fin de la presente session. Si l'on
approuvait le projet de resolution de la Commis
sion po1itique specia1e sans essayer de concilier
1es differents points de vue, et si 1'on maintenait
en meme temps la Declaration de San-Francisco,
i1 deviendrait inutile d'adopter ce projet de re
solution.

Au lieu d'ecouter chaque jour et au cours de
chaque seance des discours de propagande en
flammes, au lieu d'ecouter 1es differents Etats
s'accuser mutuellement de poursuivJ:e de sinistres
projets, il est temps que nous fassions que1que
chose pour conjurer 1es effets de la peur de la
bombe atomique et du communisme. La crainte
de la penetration communiste et la crainte de
l'arme atomique sont en train de ereer une situa
tion internationa1e extremement dangereuse, et
l'heure semble etre venue de mettre fin a cette
penetration et de controler l'energie atomique. La
delegation de Cuba ne peut faire grand-chose pour

.contribuer a cette enomle entreprise, si ce n'est
d'exprimer son opinion avec sincerite et impar
tia1ite. Elle voudrait adoucir l'esprit des hommes
d'Etat des grandes Puissances, comme Cuba a
sucre le the et le cafe des soldats en lutte contre
le nazisme et le fascisme, de fa<;on a faire com
prendre que la route actuellement suivie ne con
duit ni a la paix ni a la seettrite internationa1e.

CENT QUATRE.VINGT.SEIZIEME
SEANCE PLENIERE

Tenue it Flushing Meadow, New-York,
le lundi 25 avril1949, all h. 20.

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

142. Rapport de la Commission de
verification des pouvoirs

M. TARASSENKO (Repub1ique socia1iste sovie
tique d'Ukraine), President de la Commission de
verification des pouvoirs, presente le rapport de
la Commission qui se lit comme suit:

"La Commission de verification des pouvoirs,
etablie au cours de la premiere partie de la troi
sieme session de l'Assemb1ee genera1e, ala 136eme
seance pleniere tenue le 21 septembre 1948, s'est
reunie sous ma presidence le mercredi 13 avri1
1949 pour preparer un rapport sur 1es pouvoirs
des representants.

"La Commission se composait des representants
du Bresil, de la Birmanie, du Canada, de l'Equa
teur, de la France, de l'Iran, de la Suede, de la
Repub1ique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine et du
Yemen.

"La Commission a admis que· 1es pouvoirs des
representants a la premier'e partie de la troisieme
session de l'Assemb1ee genera1e restaient va1ables.
De nouveaux pouvoirs ne sont necessaires que si
de nouveaux representants sont designes pour la
deuxieme partie de la troisieme session.



14125 avril 1949

"The Committee noted that the Governments of
Brazil and Dellluark did not change the list of
their representatives. ,

"The Committee further noted that the Gov
,ernments of the following forty-six States changed
the composition of their delegations and submitted
credentials for their representatives fully in ac
cordance with rule 23 of the rules of procedure
{)f the General Assembly:

"Afghanistan, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia,
Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Czecho
slovakia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,
El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Haiti, Honduras,
Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Liberia, Luxembourg,
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, Siam,
Syria, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re
public, Union of South Africa, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, United, Kingdom, United
States of America, Uruguay Venezuela Yemen,
Yugoslavia.

"Finally, the Governments of the following
nine Member States of the United Nations partly
'or completely modified the membership of their
delegations and provided their representatives with
temporary credentials:

"Argentina, China, Cuba, Greece, Guatemala,
Lebanon, Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi Arabia.

"The Committee will subsequently consider the
final credentials of the representatives of the States
that have submitted temporary credentials and
'proposes that until then the said representatives
should be considered as on the same footing as
the other representatives."
, The report was adopted.

143. Reports of the Advisory Commit
tee on Administrative and Budg
etary Questions: report of the
Fifth Committee (A/802)

In the absence of the Rapporteur of the Fifth
'Committee, the PRESIDENT presented the report
and the accompanying draft resolution.

The report and resolution were adopted,.
2g~

J.44. Question of the violation by the
Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics of fundamental human rights,
traditional diplomatic practices
and other principles of the Char
ter: report of the Sixth Committee
(AI787) and amendment pro
posed by Chile to the draft reso
lution of the Sixth Committee
(A/828)

Mr. SPIROPOULQS (Greece), Rapporteur of the
'Sixth Committee, presented the Committee's re
port and the accompanying draft resolution.

Mr. SANTA CRUZ (Chile) said that, at the re
·quest of the Chilean Government (A/S60), the
General Assembly had included in its agenda for
the third session the question of the violation by
the USSR of fundamental human rights, tradi-
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"La Commission a constate que les Gouverne
ments du Bresil et du Danemark n'avaient pas
modifie la liste de leurs representants.

"La Commission a egalement constate que les
Gouvernements des quarante-six Etats dont les
noms suivent ont modifie la composition de leur
delegation et ont presente pour leurs represen
tants des pouvoirs qui satisfont entierement aux
dispositions de l'article 23 du reglement interieur
de l'Assemblee generale~

"Afghanistan, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bir
manie, Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielo
russie, Canada, Chili, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Tche
coslovaquie, Repllblique Dominicaine, Equateur,
Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, France, Haiti, Hon
duras, IslandI'., Inde, Iran, Irak, Liberia, Luxem
bourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, N ouvelle-Zelande, Ni
caragua, Norvege, Panama, Paraguay, Perou, Po
logue, Siam, Syrie, Turquie, Republique socialiste
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union Sud-Africaine, Union
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Vene
zuela, Yemen, Yougoslavie.

"Enfin, les Gouvernements des neufs Etats
Membres de l'Organisation des Nations Unies
dont les noms suivent ant modifie completement
ou partiellement la composition de leur delegation
et ant muni leurs representants de pouvoirs tem
poraires:

"Argentine, Chine, Cuba, Grece, Guatemala, Li
ban, Pakistan, Philippines, Arabie saoudite.

"La Commission examinera ulterieurement les
pouvoirs definitifs des representants des Etats qui
ant presente des p'ouvoirs temporaires et elle pro
pose que, jusqu'a Cl'. moment, lesdits represen
tants soient autorises a sieger avec les memes
droits que les autres representants."

Le rapport est adopte.

143. Rapports du Comite cons~ltatif
pour les questions administratives
et hudgetaires: rapport de la
Cinquieme Commission (A/802)

En l'absence du Rapporteur de la Cinqllieme
Commission, le PRESIDENT presente le 'rapport
et le projet de resolution qui y est joint.

, Le rapport et resolution sont adoptes.

144. Question de la violation, par
I'Union de Republiqnes socialistes
sovietiques, des droits fonda
mentaux de l'homme, des usages
diplomatiques traditionnels et des
principes de la Charte: rapport
de la Sixieme Commission (AI
787) et amendement propose par
le Chili au projet de resolution de
la Sixieme Commission (A/828)

M. SPlROPOULOS (Grece) , Rapporteur de la.
Sixieme Commission, presente le rapport de la
Commission et le projet de resolution qui y est
joint.

M. SANTA CRUZ (Chili) declare qu'a la de
mande du Gouvernement du Chili (A/S60) l'As
sembleI'. generale a i~scrit a l'ordre du jour de
sa troisieme session la question de la violation
par l'URSS des droits fondamentaux de l'homme,
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tional diplomatic practices, and other principles
of the Charter. .

The Soviet Union had prevented about one
thousand women, .who were, Soviet citizens mar
ried to citizens of the United Kingdom, the United
States, .France and Canada, . fro111 leaving their
country of origin either with their husbands or to
join their husbands abroad. The principle applied
by the USSR did not apparently allow of an.y
exceptions, so that permission to leave the terrI
tory had also been denied to the daughter-in-law
of the former Ambassador of Chile in Moscow.

The question not only touched upon the funda
mental principles of the United Nations and of
the Charter, but destroyed any system. of peace
ful and friendly co-existence of nations' and

.peoples. The draft resolution drawn up by the
Sixth Committee for submission to the General
Assembly, had been adopted in the Committee by
an overwhelming majority.

Chile, had requested a categorical statement
explicitly condemning as contrary to the Charter
the legislative and administrative measures taken
by the Soviet Union which prevented women
married to foreigners from leaving their country
aT origin with their husbands. The S1xth Com
mittee, however, had adopted a resolution framed
oa more general lines, whi~h the Chilean dele
gation would support, although it had hoped for
it more categorical statement.

The facts of the case were well known as a
result of .the explanations given to the Sixth Com
mittee bvthe former Ambassador of Chile to the
USSR, Mr. Cruz Ocampo.l It might be advisable,

,hcwever, to' explain the request of the Chilean
delegation, the basic elements' of which were em
bodied in the draft resolution before the Assembly.

'A very thorough examination of the matter by
the Sixth Committee had shown that the Soviet
Union had violated the United' Nations Charter
in two· ways: it had violated hunlan rights, and
it had also violated established practices in con
nex:ion with diplomatic immunities.

The refusal of the USSR to allow a considerable
number of Soviet women who had married
foreigners to leave the USSR constituted a vio
lation of the fundamental human right to live in
any specific territory and of the personal freedom
of the individual. The Soviet Union denied to
those men and women the right of founding a
family and, for the first time in history, divorce
was being imposed against their will upon the
contracting parties to a marriage.

Moreover, the measures taken by the USSR
Government to prevent its citizen Lydia Liessina,
l11arriedto the son of the former Ambassador of
Chile in Moscow, from leaving its territory in
the company of her husband, constituted a breach
of established diplomatic ilUmunities. Not only
had there peen a violation of human rights and
non-recognition of diplomatic rights based on
intemationallegal practices, but the Soviet Union
bad also flagrantly violated the basic principles of

. the United Nations Charter, as specifically stated
in the Preamble. The signatories to the Charter
among whom was the USSR-had not been
satisfied with the simple proclamation of their
faith in human rights in the Preamble. They had
created the United Nations and had giyen it,

. 1 See Official Rec01'ds of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part I, Sixth Committee, 134th and 135th
meetings. .

des usages c1iplomatiques traditionnels et des prin
cipes de laCharte.

L'Union' sovietique a empeche un millier de
femmes de nationalite sovietique, mariees a des
citoyens du Royaume-Uni, des Etats-Unis, de
la France et du Canada, de quitter lem pays
d'origine en compagnie de leurs maris ou pour
rejoindre lems maris a l'etranger. Le principe
applique par l'URSS ne souffre apparemment
aucune exception et c'est ainsi que la bru de
l'ancien Al11bassadeur du Chili a Moscou s'est
vue egalel11ent refuser la permission de quitter
le territoire de I'URSS.

Cette situation ne porte pas seulement atteinte
aux principes fondamentaux de l'Organisation des
Nations Unies et de la Charte, mais enleve aux
nations et aux peuples toute possibllite de vivre
ensemble, dans la paix et la bonne entente. C'est
a une majorite ecrasante que la Sixieme Commis
sion a adopte le projet de resolution qu'ellea
etabli pour le soumettre a I'Assemblee generale.

Le· Chili avait demande une declaration catf
gorique condamnant de fa<;on explicite, comme
contraires a la Charte, les mesures legislatives
et administratives prises par l'Union sovietique
pour empecher des femmes mariees a des etran
gers de quitter leur pays d'origine en compagnie
de leurs maris. Toutefois, la Sixieme Commission
a adopte une resolution de caractere plus general,
que la delegation du Chili appuiera bien qu'elle
ait espere t1l1e declaration plus categorique.

Les faits sont bien connus a la suite des expli
cations donnees a la Sixieme Commission par
l'ancien Ambassadeur du Chili en URSS, M.
Cruz.Ocampol. Cependant, il conviendrait peut:·
etre d'exposer les motifs de la demande de la
delegation du Chili, dont les elements principaux
figurent dans le projet de resolution presente a
l'Assemblee.

Un exal11en approfondi de la question par la
Sixieme Commission a montre que l'Union sovie
tique a viole de deux manieres la Charte des Na
tions Unies: elle a enfreint d'une part les droits
de I'homme et d'autre part les usages etablis en
ce qui concerne les immunites diplomatiques.

Le refus de l'URSS de permettre ade nombreu
ses femmes sovietiques, mariees ades etrangers, de
quitter l'URSS, constitue une violation du droit
fondamental de l'homme de vivre sur n'importe
que! territoire et de la liberte personnelle de !'in
c1ividu. L'Union sovietique refuse aces h0l11111eS
et a ces femmes le droit de fonder une famille et,
pour la premiere fois dans l'histoire, le divorce
est impose a des conjoints contre leur volonte.

En outre, les mesures prises par le Gouverne
ment de l'URSS pour empecher une. de ses res
sortissantes, Lydia Liessina, mariee au fils de
l'ancien Ambassadeur du Chili a Moscou, de
quitter le territoire de l'URSS en compagnie de
son marisont contraires aux usages en matiere
d'ill1munite diplomatique. Non seulement y a-t-il
eu violation des droits de l'homme et non-recon
naissance de c1roits diplomatiq'ues fondes sur la
pratique juridique internationale, mais encore
I'Union sovietique a~t-elle viole d'une fa<;on fla
grante les principes essentiels de la Charte des
Nations Unies, tels qu'ils sont enonces sans equi
vogue possible dans le Preambule. Les signataires
de la Charte-parmi lesquels figure l'URSS
ne se sont pas contentes de proclamer simplement

1 Voir les 1)ocuments officiels de la troisiihne session de
l'Assemblee generale, premiere parlie, Sixieme Commis·
sion, 134eme et 135eme seances.
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under Article 55 c, the function of promoting
"universal respect for, and observance of, human
rights and fundamental freedoms for all without
discrimination as to race, sex, language or
religion".

To avoid, as far as possible, any false interpreta
tion of human rights, the United Nations had
defined their scope in its Universal Declaration
of Human Rights.1 Quoting articles 13 and 16
of the Declaration, Mr. Santa Cruz declared that
the hundreds of instances in which Soviet women
married to citizens of other nationalities had been
prevented by the USSR Government from leaving
their country with their husbands clearly came
under the terms of those articles. The case of
the Soviet citizen Lydia Liessina de Cruz was
one of those, but in that instance the violation
of human rights had been aggravated by the non
recognition of immunities granted to diplomats.
Such practices and norms had been established
by the Institute of International Law in Cambridge
in August 1895, and any contravention of those
practices and norms was practically unknown
among civilized countries. According to rule 12
of the rules laid down in Cambridge, members of
a family of a diplomat, by the mere fact of
living in his house, enjoyed diplomatic immunity,
and consequently did not come under the penal
and civil jurisdiction of the State to which the
diplomat was accredited. It was absurd to attempt
an interpretation excluding members of the dip- .
lomat's family from immunity for reasons of age,
sex or nationality. The question of safeguarding
the independence and freedom of diplomatic rep
resentatives was a point of the highest interest
to all. States. Nevertheless, the Government of
the USSR had practised discrimination against
the family of a diplomat accredited to it on the
pretext that the matter concerned a Soviet citizen.

r/ The Chilean representative said that he was not
'. discussing the Soviet Union's statement that Mrs.

Lydia Liessina de Cruz was a citizen Of the USSR.
The point his delegation wished to stress was
that, by becoming a member of a diplomat's family
and living in that family's house, she no longer
came within the civil and penal jurisdiction of the
Soviet Union, as laid down in the provisions
established in Cambridge. By virtue of those
provisions, she could not be denied the right to
leave the country with her husband. In refusing
to recognize that right, the USSR had created
an artificial conflict between international law and
national law.

The Soviet Union had maintained that the
cases of Soviet women married to foreigners were
sl.1bj ect to internal jurisdiction, and that no out
side intervention would be to1erated.2 It had in
voked Article 2, paragraph 7 of the Charter,
which was irrelevant because human rights came
within the sphere of international law for all coun
tries which had signed the Charter. Established
practices with regard to diplomatic immunities
were also governed by international law and could
not be unilaterally limited or denied recognition.
After quoting Article 56 of the Charter, Mr.

'See Official Records OT the thil'd session of the Gen
,eral Asse'l1tbly, Part I, Resohttions, page 71.

• See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part I, l42nd plenary meeting and Gen
eral Committee, 43rd meeting.

dans le Preambu1e 1eur foi dans 1es droits de
1'homme. 11s ont cree l'Organisation des Nations
Unies et, par 1'Article 55, alinea c, de la Cbarte,
1'ont chargee de favoriser "le respect universe1 et
effectif des droits de l'hol11me et des libertes
fondamentales pour tous, sans distinction de race,
de sexe, de langue ou de religion". .

Pour eviter, dans toute la mesure du possible,
toute interpretation fausse des droits de l'homme,
les Nations U nies en ont defini le domaine dans
leur Declaration universelle des droits de 1'homme1.

Citant les articles 13 et 16 de cette Declaration,
M. Santa Cruz affirme que les cas Oll le Gouverne
ment de 1'URSS - ils se chiffrent par centaines
- a el1lpeche des citoyennes sovietiques l1lariees it
des ressortissants etrangers de quitter le pays avec
leurs epoux tombent indiscutablement sous le
coup de ces articles. Le cas de la citoyenne sovie
tique Lydia Liessina de Cruz re1eve de cette
categorie, mais ici la violation des droits de
l'bomme s'aggrave d'une non-reconnaissance des
immunites accordees aux dip10mates. L'Institut du
droit international a etabli a Cambridge, en aout
1895, les regles et 1es normes qui gouvernent ces
~mt11unites et depuis 10rs, les pays civilises n'y
ont pratiquement jamais contrevenu. En vertu de
l'article 12 du Reglement etabli a Cambridge, les
membres de la famille d'un diplomate, du seu1
fait qu'ils vivent a son foyer, jouissent de l'im111lt
nite diplomatique et ne reIevent done pas de la
juridiction penale et civile de l'Etat aupres du
quel le dip10mate est accredite. 11 est absurde
d'essayer d'interpreter ce reglement comme ex
cluant de l'immunite la famlUe d'un diplol1late,
pour cause d'age, de sexe ou de nationalite. La
sauvegarde de 1'independance et de la 1iberte des
representants diplol1latiques est une question' du
plus haut interet pour tous les Etats. Le Gou
vernement de l'URSS n'en a pas moins pris des
mesures discriminatoires au detriment de la fa
l1lille d'un diplomate dtullent accredite, sous le
pretexte qu'il s'agissait d'une affaire concernant
une citoyenne sovietique.

Le representant du Chili ajoute qu'il ne discutc
pas l'affinllation de l'Union sovietique selon la
queUe Mme Lydia Liessina de Cruz est citoyenne
de l'URSS. Le point sur 1equel sa delegation
tient ainsister, c'est que, une fois devenue membre
de la fal11ille d'un diplol1late et vivant ason foyer,
cette personne, en vertu des dispositions etablir:s
a Ca,mbridge, a cesse de relever de la juridiction
civile et pena1e de l'Union sovietique. D'apres ces
dispositions, on ne peut lui denier le droit de quit
ter le pays avec son mari. En le lui refusant,
l'URSS a cree un conflit artificie1 entre la 10i
internationale et la loi nationale.

L'Union sovietique a soutenu que le cas des
citoyennes sovietiques mariees a des etrangers
tombe sous le coup de la juridiction nationale et
qu'aucune intervention exterieure ne saurait etre
to~eree2. EUe a invoque l'a1inea 7 de l'Article 2
de la Cbarte, qui ne s'app1ique pas en la matiere,
car pour tous les pays signataires de la Cbarte,
les droits de l'homme sont du domaine de la 10i
internationale.· La pratique etablic en matiere d'im
munites dip10matiques fait egalement partie du
droit international, et l'on ne saurait la limiter
uni1ateralement ni refuser de la reconnaitre. Apres

1 Voir les DOCtlments officiels de la troisieme sessiol~ de
l'Assembtee generale, premihe partie, Resohttioll.,'j, page
71.

• V~ir his Documents officiels de la troisihlle sesSiotL de
l'Assemblh ge1Ufrale, premiere partie, l42eme seance ple
niere et Bureau, 43eme seance.
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Santa Cruz said that if the Genera~ Ass,embll
adopted the draft resolution under dlsct~SSlOn, It
would be acting in complete harmony with res~
Mion 154 (VII) D adopted by the ~cono~llc
and Social Council on 23 August 1948, 111 whIch
the Council deplored the legislative or adminis~ra
tive provisions which denied to a woman the nght
to leave her country of origin and reside with her
husband in any other country.

Referring to the USSR delegation's claim that
the United Nations was not competent to deal
with the matter, a claim based on Article 2,para
graph 7 of the Charter, Mr. Santa Cruz said that
the Soviet Union's objections to the coml?eten~e

of the United Nations on any matter whIch dId
not please it could not prevent that Organization
from considering such a matter. He then referred
to a case analogous to the one under discussion,
namely, the case of a draft resol~ltion (E/1224)
recently submitted bl the USSR 111 the ECOnOn?IC
and Social Council. The Council had been dIS
cussing the accusations of the World Federation
of Trade Unions against certain countries, among
them Chile, in connexion with alleged violations
of trade union rights (E/822 and E/822/Add.! ).
The Council had rejected2 those accusations not
because of lack of competence, but because there
was no foundation for them, The delegation of the
Soviet Union had insisted that the question should
be kept on the agenda, and Mr. Santa Cruz read
the draft resolution which had been presented.
From its contents it could be inferred that in
that particular case the Soviet Union did not
believe that the legislative and administrative
measures taken by some States in connexion with
trade union rights came within the domestic
jurisdiction of those States. On the contrary, the
USSR delegation had said those measures were
contrary to the Charter and had requested the
intervention of the Economic and Social Council.

Mr. Santa Cruz asked what difference there
was between the draft resolution before the Eco
nomic and Social Council and the draft resolution
of the Sixth Committee which was before the
General Assembly. In his view there was none;
both stated that the administrative and legislative
measures taken were contrary to the provisions
of the Charter. The two cases were, in fact,
identical, though the competence and the juris
diction of the General Assembly were much
greater than those of the Economic and Social
Council. Nevertheless, in the opinion of the Soviet
Union, one of the requested interventions was
not only legal but necessary, while the other was
illegal and violated the principles of the Charter.
Its .at~itude was clearly inconsistent and oppor
tLmlstIc.

With regard to the statement of the USSR that
the case under consideration was simply a family
matter and could not properly be brought before
the General Assembly, the Chilean representative
stated that the case could have been brought before
the United Nations by any country whose citizens
had been the victims of such a violation of human
rights, and not only Chile. The problem had
assumed great importance because it involved a
systematic violation of the basic principles upon

i See Official Records of the Economic and Sodal
Council, Fourth Year, Eighth Session, 264th meeting.

/

• Ibid., 266th meeting.

avoir cite l'Article 56 de la Charte, M. Santa
Cruz declare que si l'Assemblee generale adopte
le projet de resolution so~is a son exaI~en, ~lle
agira en complete harmome avec la resolutIon
154 (VII) D adoptee le 23 aout 1948 par le C~n
seil economique et social, par laquelle ce dermer
a condamne toutes les dispositions legislatives ou
administratives qui depient a la femme le droit
de quitter son pays d'origine et de resider avec
son mari dans tout autre pays.

Le representant du Chili rappelle ensuite que
la delegation de l'URSS a pretendu, en se fon
dant sur le paragraphe 7 de l'Article 2 de la C!larte,
que l'Organisation ~es Nations Vnies n'~vatt pas
competence pour trarter du probleme; mats queUes
que soient les objestions de l'Un,ion sov~etique
al'egard de la competence des NatIons Umes sur
toute question deplaisante, elles ne sauraient em
pecher l'Organisation d'examiner la question. M.
Santa Cruz evoque ensuite un cas analogue, a
savoir un projet de resolution (E/1224) recem
ment soumis par l'Union sovietique au COllseil
economique et social1. Le Conseil avait eu a exa
miner les accusations de la Federation syndicale
mondiale contre certains pays, et notaminent le
Chili, au sujet de pretendues violations du droit
syndical (E/822 et E/822/Add.l). Le Conseil
avait rejete ces accusations2 , non pour cause d'in
competence, mais parce qu'eUes n'etaient pas fon
dees. La delegation de l'URSS a insiste pour
que la question continue de figurer a l'ordre du
jour, et M. Santa Cruz donne lecture du projet de
resolution presente a cette fin. De SOIl texte on
peut conclure que, dans ce cas particulier, l'Union
sovietique n'estimait pas que les mesures legisla
tives et administratives prises par certains Etats
en matiere de droit syndical fussent du dOl11aine
de la juridiction interieure de ces pays. Bien au
contraire, la delegation de l'URSS a affirme que
ces mesures etaient contraires a la Charte et a
demande au Conseil economique et social d'inter
venir.

M. Santa Cruz demande quel1e difference il
y a entre le· projet de resolution depose devant
le Conseil economique et social et le projet de
resolution de la Sixieme Commission soumis en
ce moment a l'Assemblee generale. A SOlI avis,
il n'y en a aucune; tous deux affirment que les
mesures administratives et Iegislatives qui ont ete
prises sont contraires aux dispositions de la Charte.
Les deux cas sont en fait identiques, bien que la
competence et la juridiction de l'Assemblee gene
rale fussent bien plus etendues que celles du Con
seil economique et social. Neanmoins, selon
I'Union sovietique, l'une de ces interventions est
non seulement legale mais mlcessaire, tandis que
l'autre est illegale et contraire aux principes de
la ChaIie. L'attitude de l'Union sovietique est
nettement inconsequente et change seIon les oc-
casions. '

A l'argument de l'URSS, que le cas actl1ellement
examine est une simple affaire de famil1e et ne
saurait etre porte devant l'Assemblee generale, le
representant du Chili repond que le cas aurait pu
etre porte devant les Nations Unies non seule
ment par .le Chili, mais par n'importe quel pays
dont les cltoyens ont ete victimes d'une violation
analogue des droits de l'hol11l11e. Si le probleme
a pris une importance considerable, c'est qu'il
represente une violation systematique des prin-

1 Voir les Proces-verbau:> officiels du Conseil economi
q;le et social, quatneme annee, huitieme session, 264eme
seance.

, Ibid., 266eme seance.
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which the United Nations was founded. It was
a violation of the principle of freedom of move
11lent, of the right to marry and to found a family.
It was, too, a violation of a principle governing
the functions of a diplomatic mission. Such an
inhuman and anti-social attitude 011 the part of
the Soviet Union constituted a deliberate non
recognition of the basic principles of the United
Nations, which provided that nations should
attempt to live peacefully and as friends side by
side. Mr. Santa Cruz wondered what would
become of that Organization if one of its greatest
and most powerful Members were to keep its
population of more than two hundred million in
habitants segregated from the rest of the world,
as if they lived on another planet. Civilization
and the moral, material and spiritual progress of
the world were the products of exchange of ideas
among men. Progress was not possible without
exchange of knowledge, and the United Nations
was under an obligation to promote and support
that principle.

The USSR was in a position to contribute to
the fulfilment of the obligations of the Charter by
removing all threats to peace and friendship
among nations and by withdrawing the arbitrary
and unjust measures which had led to the current
discussion.

Mr. Santa Cruz said it would no doubt be
asserted that the matter had been brought before
the General Assembly as part of a campaign of
hostility against the Soviet Union. He would
repeat that Chile did not harbour any hostile
feelings toward that nation. His Government had
submitted the question to the United Nations
General Assembly only after attempting for two
years to reach an understanding with the USSR
on a friendly basis, by direct conversations and
by an offer to accept the arbitration of the Inter
national Court of Justice on the matter. Personal
approaches had been made to the delegation of
the Soviet Union during the second session of
the General Assembly without any success.

The Chilean representative drew the Assembly's
attention to the very special character of the
question under consideration. It was quite dif
ferent from any other question concerning the
violation of human rights previously submitted to
the United Nations. Not a single fact in the case
had been disputed or disproved. The Soviet Union
had not only confirmed the existence of the situa
tion but had publicly admitted that there was no
legislation which obliged the USSR Government
to act as it had done.

The Chilean delegation therefore came to the
General Assembly with the deepest confidence in
the justice of its cause, which was the cause of
equity, law and humanity. It hoped that the Gen
eral Assembly wotlld adopt the recommendation
submitted to it by the Sixth Committee. It also
hoped that the Soviet Union would abide by
the opinion of the majority and thus honour its
signature to the United Nations Charter as well
as the obligations which it had freely assumed.

Mr. Santa Cruz concluded by explaining the
purpose of the Chilean amendment (A/828). The
amendment was· merely intended to bring the
draft resolution of the Sixth Committee up to date.

cipes essentiels sur lesquels repose l'Organisation
des Nations Unies. C'est une violation du prin
cipe de la liberte de mouvement, du droit de se
marier et de fonder un foyer. C'est egalement la
violation d'un des principes qui gouvernent les
fonctions d'une mission diplomatique. En adoptant
une attitude aussi inhumaine et aussi antisociale,
l'Union sovietique se refuse deliberement a re
connaitre les principes essentiels de l'Organisa
tion des Nations Unies, par lesquels les peuples
s'engagent a vivre en paix les uns avec les autres
dans un esprit de bon voisinage. M. Santa Cruz
se demande ce que deviendrait l'Organisation si
l'un de ses Membres les plus grands et les plus
puissants gardait sa population de plus de deux
cent millions d'habitants a l'ecart du reste du

.monde, comme si elle vivait sur une autre planete.
La civilisation, le progres moral, materiel et spiri
tuel du monde sont le produit d'un echange d'idees
entre les hommes. Le progres est impossible sans
echanges de connaissances, et les Nations Unies
ont le devoir d'encourager et de soutenir l'appli
cation de ce principe.

11 ne tient qu'a l'Union sovietique de contri
buer a l'observation des obligations qu'impose la
Charte; il lui suffit pour cela d'ecarter tout ce
qui menace la paix et l'amitie internationale, en
rapportant les mesures arbitraires et injustes qui
ont provoque la discussion actueUe.

On ne manquera pas de pretendre que le fait
que la question a ete portee devant l'Assemblee
generale s'inscrit dans une campagne d'hostilite
menee contre l'Union sovietique. M. Santa Cruz
affirme a nouveau que le Chili ne nourrit a l'egard
de I'Union sovietique aucun sentiment d'hostilite.
Son Gouvernement n'a porte la question devant
l'Assemblee generale de l'Organisation des Na
tions Unies qu'apres s'etre efforce pendant deux
ans de s'arranger a I'amiable avec l'URSS, tant
par des prises de contact directes qu'en offrant
de s'en remettre it l'arbitrage de la Cour interna
tionale de justice. Pendant la deuxieme session
de l'Assemblee generale, la delegation du Chili
a meme fait des demarches personneUes aupres
de la delegation de l'URSS, mais sans le moindre
succes.

Le representant du Chili attire l'attention de
I'Assemblee sur le caractere tres particulier de la
question en cours d'examen. En effet, celle-ci
differe absolument de toutes les autres questions
ayant trait a des violations des droits de I'homme
qui ont ete soumises a l'Organisation des Nations
Unies. Aucun des faits cites en I'occurrence n'a
ete conteste ni refute. Non seulement l'Union
sovietique a confirme que la situation incriminee
existait reeUement, mais eUe a publiquement admis
qu'aucune legislation existante n'obligeait le Gou
vernement de l'URSS it agir comme il I'a fait.

Aussi la delegation chilienne se presente-t-elle
devant I'Assemblee generale avec la plus entiere
confiance dans la justesse de sa cause, qui est
celle de la justice, du droit et de I'humanik EUe
espere que I'Assemblee generale adoptera la re
commandation qui lui est soumise par la Sixieme
Commission. EUe espere egalement que l'Union
sovietique s'inclinera devant l'opinion de la ma
jorite et fera ainsi honneur, en s'acquittant des
obligations qu'elle a librement assumees, it la
signature qu'eUe a apposee au bas de la Charte
des Nations Unies.

Pour conclure, M. Santa Cruz explique pour
quoi la delegation chilienne a presente son amende
ment (A/828). Celui-ci ne vise qu'a remettre a
jour le projet de resolution de la Sixieme Com-
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The draft resolution submitted by the Sixth Com
mittee referred to the "draft international declara
tion of human rights". At the time when the reso
lution was adopted, the final text of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights had not yet been
adopted; moreover, the numbers of the articles
of the draft declaration referred to in the draft
resolution did not correspond to the numbers in
the final text of the Declaration. The Chilean
amendment therefore called for the substitution,
in the fourth paragraph of the preamble to the
draft resolution, of the words "and that the Uni
versal Declaration of Human Rights, formulated
by the United Nations General Assembly, in its
a~ticles 13 and 16 provides, .." for the words
"and that the draft international declaration of
human rights, in its articles 14 and 17 respectively,
provides' ..."

Mrs, ROOSEVELT (United States of America)
stated that the United States delegation was pre
pared to vote for the draft resolution adopted by
the Sixth Committee regarding the Soviet wives
of foreigners, and accepted the drafting change
proposed by the Chilean delegation:.

She recalled that all aspects of the matter had
been thoroughly debated in the Sixth Committee
and that an overwhelming majority of the Com
l11ittee had voted for the resolution. The United
States delegation regretted that there had been no
change in the situation since that time, and that
the USSR authorities still refused to grant an
exit permit to Mrs. Liessina de Cruz, the daugh
ter-in-Iaw of the former Chilean Ambassador to
the Soviet Union. The unhappy young couple
were therefore forced to remain in the USSR
against their will in circumstances which gave
them reason to fear for their immediate personal
security and gave them no hope whatsoever for
a normal life.

In the Sixth Committee1 the delegation of the
Soviet Union had charged that the Chilean Gov
ernment was not acting on its own initiative but
at the instigation of the United States and the
United Kingdom. The USSR representative had
also asserted that the United Nations was not
competent to consider the item. It was a matter
of record, however, that the item had been placed
upon the agenda of the General Assembly by the
delegation of Chile after the Chilean Government
had been unable to obtain any satisfaction from the
Government of the Soviet Union.

, The United States delegation felt that the
Chilean Government had a real and legitimate

'interest in the treatment of its official representa~

tives and their families abroad, and that the situa
tion was likely to impair the friendly relations
between the two States. Moreover, it was perfectly
clear that, the Chilean Government, in deciding
to make its appeal, had not acted at the suggestion
of any' other Government. The United States dele
gation regretted that since the first part of the
third session there had been no change in the
policy of the USSR in respect to the 65 Soviet
husbands and the 350 Soviet wives of United
States citizens who had expressed their desire
to leave their country in order to live. with their
spouses. The United States Embassy in Moscow
had repeatedly taken up the question of the Soviet

1 Sce Official Records of the third session of theGen
eral Assembl)" Part I, Sixth Committee, 135th and 136th
lilcctings.

mlSSlOn. En effet, le projet de resolution que
cette Commission avait soumis a l'origine fai
sait etat du "projet de declaration internationale
des droits de l'homme" parce que, a l'epoque ou
la Commission a adopte cette resolution, le texte
final de la Declaration universelle des droits de
l'homme n'avait pas encore ete accepte; de plus,
les numeros des articles du projet de declaration
vises au projet de resolution ne correspondent
plus aux llumeros du texte final de la Declaration,
En consequence, l'amendement du Chili propose
de remplacer, au quatrieme paragraphe du pre
ambule du projet de resolution, les mots "et que
le projet de declaration internationale des droits
de l'honuue prevoit dans ses articles 14 et 17
respectivelUent" par les mots "et que la Declara
tion universelle des droits de I'homme, formulee
par l'Assemblee generale des Nations Unies, pre
voit dans ses articles 13 et 16 respectivement".

Mme RooSEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) de
clare que la delegation des Etats-Unis est disposee
a voter en faveur du projet de resolution adopte
par la Sixieme Commission a propos des citoyen
nes sovietiques mal'iees a des etrangers, et qu'el1e
accepte lamoclification de redaction proposee par
la delegation du Chili.

Mme Rooseve1t rappel1e que la Sixieme C0111
mission a examine d'une maniere approfondie tous
les aspects de la question et qu'elle a adopte le
projet de resolution a une majorite ecrasante. La
delegation des Etats-Unis regrette qu'aucun
changement dans la situation n'ait ete enregistre
depuis lors et que les autorites de I'URSS per
sistent a refuser l'uutorisation de sortie a Mme
Liessina de Cruz, la bru de l'ancien Ambassacleur
du Chili a Moscou. L'infortune jeune couple est,
en consequence, oblige de rester contre son gre
en URSS, et ce dans des conditions qui lui
donnent lieu de craindre pour sa securite person
nelle immediate et ne lui laissent pas le 1110indre
espoir de mener une vie normale.

A la Sixieme Commission!, la delegation de
I'Dnion sovietique a accuse le Gouvernement du
Chili d'agir n011 pas de sa propre initiative, mais.
a l'instigation des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni.
Le representant de l'URSS a egalemcnt pretendu
que I'Organisation des Nations Unies n'etait pas
competente pour conllaitre de cette question,
Toutefois, il est dument etabli que la delegation
du Chili n'a inscrit la question a 1'0rdre du jour
de l'Assemblee generale qu'apres l'echec de toutes
les tentatives faites ,par son Gouvernement pour
obtenir satisfaction du Gouvernement de l'Union
sovietique,

De l'avis de la delegation des Etats-Unis, c'est
a juste titre que le Gouverne111ent du Chili se
preoccupe du traitement reserve it l'etranger a
ses representants officiels et a 1eurs famiIles, et
la situation est de nature a compromettre les
relations a111icales entre les deux Etats en cause.
D'autre part, il est parfaitement evident guJen
deciclallt d'en appeler a l'Asse111blee generale, le
Gouverne111ent chilien n'a agi a l'instigation d'au
cun autre Gouvernement. La delegation des Etats
Unis regrette qu'il n'y ait eu, depuis la premiere
partie de la troisieme session de l'Assemblee
generale, aUCUll changement dans la politique pra
tiquee pal' I'URSS a l'egard des 65 maris sovie
tigues de femmes etrangeres et des 350 epouses
sovietiques de citoyens des Etats-Unis qui ont
expri111e le desir de quitterleur pays afin d'aller \

1 Voir les Doc~tmellts officiels de la troisieme sessiol~ de
l'Assemb[ee generale, premiere partie, Sixieme Commis
sion, 135eme et 136eme seances.
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wives of United States citizens with the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, but that Govern
l11ent had not answered a number of official com
munications from the United States Government
on those cases.

In July 1945 diplomatic missiOlls of the United
States, the United Kingdom, Canada, the Nether
lands, Australia, Colombia and Uruguay had made
a simultaneous approach to the Ministry of For
eign Affairs of the Soviet Union in an effort to
influence the Government of that country to relax
its restrictions on the departure of Soviet wives
of foreigners. The United States Government
knew of no law or regulation in the Soviet Union
prohibiting the issue of exit visas to such wives.
The Government of the USSR had apparently,
since 1947, adopted an arbitrary policy of refusing
exit visas to women married to United States
citizens, although according to available informa
tion the wives of some foreigners who were na
tionals of neighbouring Eastern European coun
tries had received exit visas since that time.

Until two years previously the USSR Govern
ment had permitted its citizens to marry foreign
i1ationals. On 15 February 1947 that Government,
as part of its policy of isolating the people of the
Soviet Union from the other peoples .of the world,
had decreed that Soviet citizens could not marry
foreigners. Marriages contracted in the USSR
before that decree were of course recognized by
the United States as valid and binding marriages.
Before 1947 the Government of the Soviet Union
had also . recognized in principle the claim of
women who had contracted such marriages to
join or accompany their husbands abroad, since
some exit permits had been granted before that
elate. The records showed that, between 1941 and
1947, some 22 wives of United States citizens had
been granted exit permits and visas for admission
to the United States. The United States Embassy
in Moscow had standing instructions to assist the
people concerned in every possible way to leave
the USSR and join their spouses in the United
States.

, Mrs. Roosevelt emphasized that, like all other
aliens, the wives in questions must satisfy certain
basic requirements of United States immigration
laws to be admitted to the United States for per
tnanent residence. For example, all such aliens
were required to be in good health and of good
moral character.. Persons afflicted with diseases
or persons with a criminal record involving moral
turpitude could not be admitted. In addition, the
United States Government felt that, as a matter
of self-preservation, it could not admit aliens who
would be likely toadvocate its overthrow by force
01' . violence or who could be expected to act as
agents of unfriendly foreign Governments. On the
other hand, the United States immigration laws
had for many years given preferential treatment to
foreign wives of United States citizens and had
provided for their expeditious entry on a non
quota basis. In the cases of the Soviet wives of
United States citizens, the records showed that
every such wife who had been granted exit per-
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vivre avec. leur conj OIl1t. L'Ambassade des Etats
Unis a Moscou s'est mise maintes fois en rapports
avec le Ministere des affaires etrangeres de
l'URSS au sujet de la question des epouses sovie
tiques de citoyens des Etats-Unis, mais le Gouver
nement de l'URSS a laisse sans reponse nombre de
communications of-ficielles du Gouvernement des
Etats-Unis a ce sujet.

En juillet 1945, les missions diplomatiques des
Etats-Unis, du Royaume-U ni, du Canada, des
Pays-Bas, de l'Australie, de la. Colombie et de
l'Uruguay ont fait une demarche commune aupres
du Ministere des Affaires etrangeres de l'Union
sovietique pour essayer d'amener le Gouverne
ment de l'URSS a adoucir les restrictions sur le
depart des femmes sovietiques, epouses d'etran
gers. Le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis ne con
nait aucune loi ni aucun reglement dans l'Union
sovietique qui interdise de delivrer des visas de
sortie aces epouses. I1 semble que le Gouverne
ment de l'URSS ait arbitrairement adopte pour
politique, depuis 1947, de refuser systematique
11lent le visa de sortie aux. femmes mariees a
des citoyens des Etats-Unis, alors que les ren
seigne11lents dont on dispose tendent it etablir que
les femmes de certains etrangers, ressortissants
de pays de l'Europe orientale limitrollhes de
l'URSS, ont obtenu 1eur visa de sortie apres cette
date.

Il y a deux ans encore, le Gouvernement de
l'URSS autorisait ses nationaux a contracter mac
riage avec des ressortissantsetrangers. Or, le 15
fevrier 1947, ce Gouvernement, conformement a
sa politique qui vise a isoler les peuples de l'Union
sovietique des autres peuples du monde, a de
crete que ses ressortissants ne devaient pas epou
ser des etrangers. Les mariages contractes en
URSS avant ce decret ont, bien entendu, ete
reconnus com11le valides par les Etats-Unis. Avant
1947, le Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique fai
sait droit, lui aussi, en principe, aux desirs des
femmes qui avaient contracte de tels mariages
et qui demandaient arejoindre 01.1 a. accol11pagner
leur mari a l'etranger, car quelques autorisations
de sortie ont ete accordees avant la date en ques
tion. Les statistiques indiquent qu'entre .1941 et
1947, environ 22 epouses de citoyens des Etats
Unis ont obtenu l'autorisation de sortie de l'URSS
et le visa d'entree aux Etats-Unis. L'Arnbassade
des Etats-Unis a Moscou a pour directives per
manentes d'aider de toutes les manieres possibles
les interesses a quitter l'URSS et a rejoindre
leurs conjoints aux Etats-Unis..

Mme Roosevelt souligne que, pour etre autori
sees a. resider de fa<;on permanente aux Etats
Unis, lesepouses en question doivent satisfaire,
comme tous les autres etrangers, acertaines con
ditions essentielles posees par les lois d'inm1igra
tion. On exige par exemple que tous les etrangers
qui demandent aimmigrer soient en bonne sante et
soient de bonne vie et l11<:eurs. Ne peuvent etre
admis aux Etats-Unis les malades ou les per
sonnes dont le passe criminel revelc la decheance
morale. En outre, les Etats-Unis estiment que,
pour sauvegarder leur propre securite, ils ne
peuvent admettre d'etrangers susceptibles de pre
coniser le renversement du Gouvernement par
la force ou la violence ou d'agir comme agents de
Gouvernements etrangers hostiles. D'autre part,
les lois d'immigration accordent, depuis de longues
annees, un traitement preferentiel aux epouses
etrangeres des citoyens des Etats-Unis et leur
permettent d'entrer' rapidement aux Etats-Unis, en
dehors du contingent d'immigration. En ce qui
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mits by the USSR authorities had been granted
a visa for admission to the United States.

The United States Government was not re
questing the authorities of the Soviet Union to
compel any wife to join her husband against her
will. A number of Soviet wives of United States
citizens who had requested permission to leave
to join their husbands had later, at the time the
General Assembly had convened, written letters
stating that they no longer wished to join their
husbands, but intended to obtain divorces and to
remain in the Soviet Union. According to the
information at the disposal of the United States
Government, shortly before those letters appeared
in the USSR Press, the women concerned had
been individually summoned to the offices of the
local police authorities and told that their applica
tions for exit visas had been refused. Some had
been specifically advised to obtain divorces. For
example, there were 15 women who had married
either members of the United States Embassy in
Moscow, members of the United States armed
forces assigned to duty in the USSR, or repre
sentatives of the United States Press in Moscow;
of those women, who had unsuccessfully sought
permission to depart from the Soviet Union, three
were understood to be under arrest and six to
have obtained divorces upon the specific advice
of the USSR authorities. It was hard to believe
that those decisions had been· freely made, but
it was not desired that any Soviet woman should
be compelled to leave her country against her will.

The representative of the Soviet Union had
said that Soviet women desiring to accompany
their foreign husbands abroad must be kept at
home for their own gooc1-a statement which
appeared to conflict with some of the other argu
ments. He had also charged that in other countries
they would be subject to poor living conditions
and exploitation as kitchen slaves.

Mrs. Roosevelt thought it unnecessary to dis
cuss the relative positions of women in the United
States and the USSR. The representatives could
judge for t~emselves the status enjoyed by women
11l the Umted States. If, however, any Soviet
wife were not happy in that country, she would
be free to leave at any time.

The real issue was the general arbitrary policy
of ~ govern.men~ in detaining people in a country
aga1l1st their Will, apparently because they hap
pened to be married to persons of certain nation
alities. The delegation of the Soviet Union had
said that the question was a purely internal one.
It should be remembered, however that other
countries were necessarily deeply co~cerned with
the effect of the policy upon those of their nationals
who had been permitted by the Government of
the USSR to marry Soviet nationals. The United
States Government felt that it had the right to
do what it could to assist its citizens in the matter.
It had been.unable .to accomplish anything through
the ust~al dlplomabc channels. The United States
d~legatlOn ther~fore felt justified, in connexion
With the complaint of Chile, in bringing the situa-

concerne les citoyennes sovietiques epousees par
des citoyens des Etats-Uni.s, les documents mon
trent que toute epouse a laquelle les autorites de
l'URSS ont delivre une autorisation de sortie
a re<;u un visa d'entree aux Etats-Unis.

Le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis ne demande
pas aux autorites de, l'U~i?n sovietique ;le con
traindre une femme a reJomdre son man contre
son gre. Un certain nomb~e d'~pous~s sovietique~
de citoyens des Etats-U11ls qUi avalent demande
l'autorisation d'aller rejoindre leur mari ant, au
moment Olt l'Assemblee generale se reunissait,
declare par lettre qu'elles ne desiraient plus re
joindre leur epoux mais voulaient demander le
divorce et rester dans leur pays. D'apres ren
seignements dont dispose le Gouvernement des
Etats-Unis, peu de temps avant que ces lettres
aient ete publiees par la presse de l'URSS, les
femmes interessees avaient ete convoquees indi
viduellement par les autorites de la police locale
et avaient ete informees que leurs demandes de
visa de sortie avaient ete rejetees. On a expres
sement conseille a certaines de ces femmes d'obte
nir le divorce, On peut eiter par exemple le cas de
15 femmes qui ont epouse des membres de l'Am
bassade des Etats-Unis a Moscou, des membres
des forces armees americaines en mission en URSS
ou des representants de la presse des Etats-Unis
a Moscou; ces femmes ant vainement demande
a quitter l'Union sovietique, et l'on sait que trois
d'entre elles sont en etat d'arrestation et que six
autres ont demande et obtenu le divorce, apres
y avoir ete expressement invitees par les autori
tes de l'URSS. Il est difficile de croire que ces
decisions ant ete prises en toute liberte; cepen
dant on ne cherche nullement a contraindre des
citoyennes sovietiques it. quitter leur pays contre
leur gre.

Le representant de l'Union sovietique a declare
que c'est dans leur propre interet qu'il faut re
tenir dans leur pays les femmes sovietiques qui
manifestent le desir de suivre leur mari a l'etran
gel'; cette declaration ne semble pas compatible
avec certains des autres arguments qui ont ete
presentes. Ce representant a egalement pretendu
que ces femmes trouveraient dans d'autres pays
des conditions de vie miserables, qu'elles seraient
exploitees et deviendraient de veritables esclaves
des travaux menagers.

Mme Roosevelt estime inutile d'examiner les
situations respectives des femmes aux Etats-Unis
et dans l'URSS, Les representants a l'Assemblee
peuvent apprecier eux-memes la position clont
jouissent les femmes aux Etats-Unis. Si toutefois
une citoyenne sovietique mariee a un Americain
n'est pas heureuse aux Etats-Unis, eUe est tou
jours libre de parHr,

Le vrai probleme est celui de la politique ar
bitraire adoptee par un gouvernement qui retient
des individus dans un pays contre leu!" gre, ap
paremment parce qu'ils se trouvent avoir epouse
des personnes de certaine nationalite. La delegation
de l'Union sovietique a affirme qu'il s'agissait
d'une question purement interieure. Il ne faut pas
oublier toutefois que d'autres pays, par la force
~es choses, se preoccupent des effets de cette poli
ttque sur ceux de leurs propres ressortissants qui
ont re<;u du Gouvernement de l'URSS l'autorisa
tion d'epouser des citoyens sovietiques. Le Gou
ve,rnement des ~tats-Unis estime qu'il a le droit de
fatre to,ut ce qUi ~st en son pOtlvoir pour aider ses
ressortlssants qm se trouvent dans cette situation.
I~ n'a P':t arriver a aucun resultat par les voies
dlplomatlques normales. La delegation des Etats-
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Hun to the attention of the General Assembly as
,a situation which, in the words of Article 14 of
the Charter, was "likely to impair the general
welfare or friendly relations among nations".
The United States delegation therefore supported
the draft resolution adopted by the Sixth Com
mittee.

Mr. DROHOJOWSKI (Poland) thought that the
case of the Soviet wives of foreigners was un
suitable for discussion in the General Assembly,
and would not have been raised had it not pre
sented one more opportunity to launch a campaign
against the USSR, as part of the general campaign
to drug the minds of people to the point where
they would be ready to obey those who system
atically indulged in war propaganda and prepara
tion for a new war.

Proof that that was the basis of the problem
would be found in Article 14 of the Charter,
which was precisely the one which had been ad
duced in connexion with the case before the
Assembly. It had been stated that the situation
was "likely to impair the general welfare or
friendly relations among nations". The Polish rep
resentative was unable to see, however, how an
attempt by the former Chilean Ambassador and
his son to circumvent the laws of the Soviet
Union could be construed as a situation "likely
to impair the general welfare". As for "friendly
relations among nations", it was a matter of
record that it was the Chilean Government which,
under false pretences and in utter bad faith had
broken off relations with the USSR It was there
fore not for Chile and its friends to invoke Article
14.

Fair-minded people would cease to feel any
sympathy when they realized that the problem
was well within the domestic jurisdiction of the
USSR, and that the then Chilean Ambassador
had given his paternal blessing to the young
couple, knowing the implications of the fact that
a citizen of the Soviet Union did not change his
01' her nationality as a result of marriage con
tracted with a foreigner. That was the law and,
in default of an international convention, any
government might at its own discretion bar or
permit the emigration of its citizens. The Chilean
Ambassador in Moscow could not have been
unaware of the law of the USSR, and it must
therefore be assumed that he had intended to
circumvent that law under the protection of dip
lomatic immunities based on law, international
practice and tradition.

In examining that assumption, it must be borne
in mind that diplomatic immunities were estab
lished and recognized solely for the purpose of
assisting the envoy and his assistants in the dis
charge of their official duties, and not in order to
enable them to circumvent the law. Furthermore,
although diplomatic immunities extended to wives,
daughters and sons not yet of age of certain
members of diplomatic missions, they' did not
usually cover sons who were of age, and partic
ularly those who, by marrying, were legally f(;mnd
ing a new household. The argument basel:! on

. diplomatic irnmunities therefore crumbled to
pieces. There could be no doubt that the USSR
at:thorities, in applying the law to the daughter
in-law of the former Chilean Ambassador, had
not acted in a discriminatory way and that their
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Unis pense donc qu'elle est fondee a attirer l'at
tention de l'Assemblee generale, a propos de la
plainte presentee par le Chili, sur une situation qui,
selon les termes de l'Article 14 de la Charte, est
"de nature a nuire au bien general ou a compro
mettre les relations amicales entre nations". La
delegation des Etats-Unis soutient donc le projet
de resolution adopte par la Sixieme Commission.

. M. DROHOJOWSl<I (Pologne) pense que la
question des femmes sovietiques ayant epouse des
etrangers n'a pas a etre discutee par I'Assemblee
generale, et n'aurait pas ete soulevee si elle n'avait
pas offert une nouvelle occasion de lancer contre
l'URSS une autre attaque, dans le cadre de la
campagne generale par laquelle on s'efforce de
corrompre l'esprit des gens, pour les amener a
obeir a ceux qui poursuivent 'tine propagande bel
liciste systematique et preparent une nouvelle
guerre.

C'est la le fond du probleme et l'on en trouvera
la preuve dans I'Article 14 de la Charte, qui est
precisement celui que l'on a invoque a propos de
la question soumise a l'Assemblt~e. L'on a dit que
la situation est "de nature a. nuire au bien general
ou a compromettre les relations amicales entre
nations". M. Drohojowski ne voit toutefois pas
comment une tentative de la part de I'ancien Am
bassadeur du Chili et de son fils pour toltrner
les lois de l'Union sovietique peut etre interpretee
comme une situation "de nature a nuire au bien
general". Quant aux "relations amicales entre
nations", il est bien connu que c'est le Gouverne
ment du Chili qui, sous des pretextes fallacieux
et avec une entiere mauvaise foi, a rompu les
relations diplomatiques avec l'URSS. I1 n'appar
tient donc pas au Chili et a ses amis d'invoquer
I'Article 14.

Les gens equitables cesseront de ressentir toute
sympathie pour les plaignants lorsqu'ils se ren
dront compte que la question releve sans aucun
doute de la competence nationale de I'URSS, et
que I'ancien Ambassadeltr du Chili, en donnant
sa benediction paternelle au jeune couple, etait
averti des consequences du fait qu'un citoyen
de l'Union sovietique ne change pas de nationalite
par suite d'un mariage contracte avec un etranger:
Telle est la loi, et comtne il n'existe pas de con
vention internationale a ce sujet, tout goltverne
ment peut interdire ou autoriser l'emigration de
ses citoyens. L'Ambassadeur du Chili a Moscou ne
pouvait ignorer la legislation de l'URSS et il
faut donc supposer qu'il a voulu la tourner grace
aux immunites diplomatiques fondees sur la loi,
la pratique internationale et la tradition.

En examinant cette hypothese, il faut tenir
compte du fait que les immltnites diplomatiques
sont etablies et reconnues uniquement pour facili
ter a l'ambassadeur et ses collaborateltrs l'exer
cice de !eurs fonctions officielles, et non pour leur
permettre de tourner la loi. En outre, si les im
l11unites diplomatiques s'etendent aux epouses, aux
filles et aux fils mineurs de certains membres des
missions diplomatiqltes, elles ne s'appliquent ge
neralement pas aux fils majeurs, et particuliere
ment a ceux qui, en se mariant, fondent legalement
un nouveau foyer. Par consequent, I'argument
reposant sur l'immunite diplomatique tombe. I1
n'y a pas de doltte que les autorites de l'URSS,
en appliquant la loi a la bru de l'ancien Ambassa
deur du Chili, n'ont nullement agi d'une £a<;on
discriminatoire et que leur decision n'a pas ete

I
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decision had not been based on political resent
ment towards the. Chilean Govenlment. ..

Such an unbiased attitude could not, however,
be credited to the United States Government,
which not only tolerated but encouraged a cam
paign of slander against· the· Soviet Union. Mr.
Drohojowski ci~ed the ca~e of a Ger111~~woman
who had marned a U11lted States cItIzen and
who had been refused entry into the United States
because her husband had been Chairman of the
Frankfurt chapter of the .American Veterans'
Committee and in that capacity had protested
against the restoration of Hitlerites to posts of
power and influence. He also cited the case of
an Englishwoman who had married a United
States navy veteran and who had been refused
admission to the United States, apparently because
she was a member of the British Communist
Party. Furthermore, twelve women were facing
deportation from the United States and had been
separated from their childrel1, their husbands,
their families and their friends in that country.
Their crime was that they had fought for better
living and working conditions and equal rights
for Negroes and other minorities. Three of the
:women were war veterans, three were grand
mothers and several· had small children. They
wished to become United States citizens and to
remain with their families, but that right had been
denied them because they had active1yparticipated
in the democratic life of the country. .

No one in the. General Assembly took the
trouble to find out whether human rights were
being violated in those cases. . . . .

With reference to the general question of whose
entry might or might not be prejudicial to the
United States, Mr; Drohojowski quoted the fol
lowing passage from an article in the Nation of
16 April 1949 on a German industrial fair: . .

"At present it is planned to :take the exhibits to
Milwaukee, Chicago, Pittsburgh and Buffalo.,The
delegates to the recent Cultural and Scientific
Conference for World Peace were not allowed
to stay long or to leave New York, but it seems
that the 300-odd German business men, many of
them known Nazis, may travel about the United
States looking for orders."

In order to popularize its viewpoint, Chile,
backed by the' United States, had sought to in
ject the issue of equality between the sexes. That
issue was eritirely irrelevant, as such legal and
de facto equality was fully granted to women in
thE: Soviet Union. The representative of Poland
referred in that connexiob to various articles of
the Chilean penal code, which placed women in a
position of inferiority ,to men.

It was known, even through the medium of the
capitalistic news agencies, that Chile could boast
of the dubious record of suppressing civil liberties,
personal guarantees and all forms of expression
of progre~sive thought. Homes were not respected,
tra~e uruon leaders were tracked down by the
pohce, newspapers were shut down and associa
tions dissolved, editors and leaders were prose
cuted a~d persecuted. Such was the country which
was beIng used by friends of world reaction as
a s~andard-bearer of human rights:· Furthermore,
C1yle was not even satisfied with the opinion sub
111ltted .by the Sixth Comrnittee to the General
Assembly and wanted, by means of an amend
ment, to go even further than the Committee.
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fondee sur une rancune po1itique a l'egard du
Gouvernement d\1 Chili.

Une attitude <lussi impartiale ne peut, pai' contre,
etre pretee· au Gouvernement des Etats-U nis qui,
non seulement tolere, 111ais encourage une cam
pagne de denigrenient contre l'Uniol1 sovietique.
M. Drohojowski cite le cas d'une femme allemande
qui a epouse un citoyen americain et qui s'est vu
refuser l'entree aux Etats-Unis parce que son
mari a ete president de la section de Francfort
de l'Association des anciens combattants ameri
cains et que, en cette qualite, il a proteste contre
le retour d'hitleriens it des fOl1ctions importantes.
11 cite egalement le cas d'ul1e Anglaise qui a
epouse un ancien combattant de la marine ameri
caine et qui n'a pas ete admise aux Etats-Unis,
apparemment parce qu'elle est me111bre du parti
coml11ul1iste britannique. De plus, douze femmes
vont etre deportees des Etats-Unis et ant ete
separees de leurs enfants, de leurs mar-is, de leurs
families et de lenrs amis clans ce pays. Lenr crime
est: d'avoir \=ombattu pour l'amelioration ·des con
ditions ,de vie et de travail et l'egalite des oroits
pout; les noil's et les atItres minorites. Trois de
ces femmes sont des· anciennes combattantes;
trois sont des grand-meres et plusieul's ont des
e1).fapts· en bas age. Elles desireni: devenir des
citoyennes des Etats-Unis et demeurer avec leurs
families, . 111ais .. c'e droit leur est refuse parce
q~I'elles ont participe activement it la vie demo
cratiqnedu pays.·

Bersonrten'a cherche a savoir a l'Assemblee
genera,le si, dansces cas, les droits cle l'homme
onton non ete violes.

Aproposdu problel11e general des personnes
dont l'entree peut etre ou non nnisible aux Etats
Unis" M; Drohojowski cite le passage suivant
d'ttn article de la revue The Nation, en date du
16 avril 1949, sur la Foire industrielle allel11ande i

:

"On amaintenant l'intention de montrer les
objets exposes a Milwaukee, a Chicago, a Pitts
burgh et aBuffalo. Les delegues ala recente Con
ference .culturelle et scientifique pour la paix
mondiale n'ont pas ete autorises a rester long
temps a New-York ou it sortir de cette ville,
l11ais il semble qu'on autorise quelque 300 hommes
d'affaires allel,11ands, dont un grand nombre sont
des nazis notoires, a voyager a travers les Etats
Unis a la recherche de cOl11mandes."

Pour interesser l'opinion pllblique, le Chili,
appl'lye par les Etats-Unis, a essaye de soulever
l~ q~esti?n 1e l'egalite des sexes. Cet argument
n a !len a vOIr dans cette question, car les femmes
~n 1!1;ion sovie.tique jouissent p1einement de cette
egabte, en drOIt commc en fait. Le representant
de la Pologne cite it ce sujet plusieurs articles dti
code penal du Chili, qui placellt les femmes dans
une situa~ion d'inferiorite par rapport aux hOl11mes.

On salt, me~11e. par l'interl11cdiaire des agences
d~ presse capltahstes, que le Chili peut reven~
~Ique: le; ~outeux honneur d'avoir supprime les
hbertes clVlques, les garanties de la liherte indivi
duelle et toutes les formes d'expression des idees
prog,ressistes. Le dom~cile; prive n'y est pas res
pecte,. les ch7fs syndlcabstes sont traques par
la pohce, les Journaux sont intel'dits les associa
tions clissoutes, les jonrnalistes et les 1~1ilitants sont
po.~rsuivis et ~ers~cutes. TeI est le pays que les
amlS de la reactlOn mondiale utilisent comme
porte~~rapea9 ~es droit,.s del'homme. De plus,
le .~hlb ,ne se cle~l~:e meme pas satisfait de l'avis
presente par la Slxleme Commission al'Assel11blee
generale, et 'propos~ u~ ~l11endement qui irait en
core plus lom que I 0P111100 de la Commission.
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L ,It might be asked why there. had been suc1: a
§tldden' change from a relatively progresslve
i;lehlocr~cy, which Chile had enjoyed until some
time iir the autumn of 1947, to a blackguardly
tegime: of which Francisco Franco and his power
ful'friends in the Ul1ited States and elsewhere
mtlst be proud. The answer was that some time
in' the autumn of 1947 there had been communi
dtioris ·froiT1 the State Department and warnings
from United States ambassadors to several Latin
A111erican capitals that the third world war was
at hand and wot/ld probably break out within a
few months. The purpose of that official war scare
campaign was twofold: first, to distract attention
from the partial failure of the Rio de Janeiro Con
ference and the Bogota Conference; secondly,
evei'y' wal'scare made it easier for the United
$tatesarmy ,to sell its obsolete guns, planes,
m~chine-guns, destroyers or rifles to some impres
sibnable ."goodneighbour". The war scare was
also aimed at the political control of Latin Ainer
ica by the State Department and the elimination
(ij£ ,other possible political leadership or rapproche~.

m'e'nt, Finally, war'scai'es originating in Washhlg
ttJ!1',producei:1for the United States embassies and
11Ililitary machines the necessary ,political atmos
phere in which to induce some of the more sus~

ceptible governments to start a witch hunt. There
was also the traditional weapon of provoking tevo
lri.~tibns ;oi~ coups ·d'etat, but recently that weapon
in at least one instance had turned into a boom
erang.

, The position of the Polish delegation needed,no
~i.lrt~ler comment. That delegation was opposedto
tIle 'ihjeetion into a purely private matter of issues
iirelevmit to the case' before the General Assem
bly. It was opposed to a libellous and menda:cibtlS
campaign waged by one Member or several Mem
bers against another Member State. -It 'was
opposed to'war-mongering ailc1war scares, whether
p~;dvoked!bythe .Press, the ragio or news agencies,
or through officlal organs of Member States. It
tlierCfore firl11lyopposed the stand taken in the
point at issue. by the Government of Chile and
otlier Goverm'l1ents which were partners in the
conspiracy iiltended to impair the general wel
fare and friendly relations among nations. '

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) said that the General Assembly was con
sidering a draft resolution regarding the Chilean
slarider of the USSR. An' attempt was being
lli.ade to put forward, on grounds which were not
serious,' serious charges regarding the refusal of
an exit visa to a Soviet citizen, namely the datigh~
ter-in-law of the former Chilean Ambassador to
Moscow.
'When the' agenda' of the third session of .the

Geperal Assembly had been adopted, the USSR
de1egationhad indicated l that the issue raised by
the Chilean delegation about the alleged violation
by the Soviet Union of some rights and diplomatic
pr;1ctices was, not a subject fot discussion by the
General Assembly. Even at that time the USSR
delegation had pointed out that the question was
a.nordinary administrative question which could

',' . . ,

1 See Official Records of the third session,,of the, Gen
eml Assembly, Part I, 142~d plel1ary!meeting~.

• 1 J!,
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On peut se demander quelles sont les raisons
de la transformation soudaine de la democratie
relativement progressiste, dont le Chili a beneficie
jusqu'en automne 1947, en un regime sinistre
dont Francisco, 'Franco et ses puissants amis aux;
Etats-Unis et ailleurs doivent etre fiers. La reponse
a cette question est que, atl COUl'S de 1'automne
1947, plusieUl's capitales de l'Amerique latine ont
re<;u des communications du Departement d'Etat
et des avertissements des ambassadeurs des Etats
'Unis aux termes desquels la troisieme guerre mon
diale etait proche et allait ec1ater probablement
dans quelques mois. Cette campagne officielle de
psychose de guerre poursuivait deux buts; le
premier consistait a detourner 1'attention de 1'e~

chec partiel des Conferences de Rio-de-Janeiro et
de Bogota, tandis que le second residait dans le
fait que toute panique facilite a l'armee des Etats
Unis la vente de ses stocks democ1es de canons,
d'avions, de mitrailleuses, de contre-torpilleurs et
de fusils, a quelque "bon voisin" impressionnable.
Cette panique etait destinee egalement a assurer
le contr6le politique du Department d'Etat sur
l'Amerique, latine" eta eliminer toute possibilite
de direction politique differente ou de rapproche
ment. Finalement, la panique organisee a Washing
ton a cree un c1imat politique qui a permis aux
ambassades et atlX missions' l11i1itaires des Etats
Unis d'amener les gouvernel11ents les plus im
pressionnables a traquer l'opposition. 11 y a
egalement une arme traditionnelle, celle de l'or
ganisation de revolutions ou de coups d'Etat, mais
reCel11l11ent, dans un cas au moins, cette arme
s'est retournee contre ceux qui l'ont employee.'

11 n'est pas besoin d'expliqner davantage la.
position de la delegation de la Pologne. Elle est
opposee a ce qu'on l11ele aune question d'ordre,
purement prive des problemes qui n'ont riena
voir avec le cas soumis a l'Assemblee generale.
Elle est opposee a la campagne calomnieuse et men
songere menee par un Mel11bre ou plusieurs
Membres contre miatitre Etat Mel11bre. Elle
est opposee a la campagne belliciste et a la crea
tion d'une psychose de guerre, qu'elles soient
provoquees par la presse, la radio, les agences
d'inforl11ation ou les organes officiels des Etats
Membres. Elle est par consequent fermement op
posee a. la position prise en la matiere par le
Gouvernement du Chili et par d'autres Gouverne
ments qui ont participe avec lui a la conspiration
destinee a nuire au bien-etre general et aux re
lations amicaIes entre les nations.

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques so
cialistes sovietiques) dit que l'Assemblee generale
est saisie d'un projet de resolution concernant
une calomnie formulee par le Chili contre l'URSS.
On tente, de lancer, en se fondant sur des argu
ments qui ne sont pas serieux, des accusations
graves apropos du fait que le visa de sortie a
ete refuse a une citoyenne sovi6tique qui est la
bru de l'ancien Ambassadeur du Chili aMoscou.

Lorsque l'ordre du jour de la troisieme session
de l'Assemblee generale a ete adopte a Paris, la
delegation de 1'URSS a ini:1iquel que la question
soulevee par la delegation du Chili, a. propos d'une
pretendue violation par l'Unionsovietique de
certains droits et de certains usages diplomatiques,
n'avait pas a. etre soumise a l'examen de l'As
semblee generale. Des ce moment, la delegation de
l'URSS a fait ressortir qu'il s'agissait d'une ques-

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme sessiOl~ de
l'Assemblee gemJrale, premie7'e partie, 142eme seaQce ple-
ci~ .
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not in any circumstances be· discussed by the
united Nations since it related exclusively to the
domestic jurisdiction of a State. The delegation
still held that view and based it on Article 2,
paragraph 7, of the Charter, which provided as
follows: "Nothing contained in the present Char
ter shall authorize the United Nations to inter
vene in matters which are essentially within the
domestic jurisdiction of any State, or shall require
the Members to submit such matters to settlement
under the present Charter ..."

It was to be regretted that the time of the
Sixth Committee had been wasted on that issue.
Its discussions had confirmed the fact that the
question had absolutely nothing to do with the
General Assembly; that it had been artificially
created and then brought before the United Na
tions. The United Kingdom representative in
the Sixth Committee, who had openly supported
the Chilean stand, had been compelled to admit
that, on the basis of strictly juridical standards,
the USSR Government was acting within its
rights in refusing a visa to any Soviet citizen.1

It was thus clear that the Chilean representative's
attempt to stir up world-wide commotion about
the question of a visa was entirely groundless.
None the less the United Kingdom representative,
together with the United States representative,
had supported the Chilean slander with a view to
using it for purposes which were hostile to the
US SR, as had repeatedly happened before.

It should be noted, however, that, despite all
their efforts, the United States and United King
dom representatives had been unable to win the
support of the majority of the Sixth Committee
on that issue. Indeed, less than half its members
had voted for the draft resolution.2

In staging the farce on the question of the
brides, the organizers of the affair were far from
acting in accordance with the purposes and prin
ciples of the United Nations. The refusal of an
exit visa to a Soviet citizen who happened to be
the daughter-in-law of the former Chilean Ambas
sador had been transformed into a question of
principle of international significance. The USSR
representatives had already explained that the
Chilean accusations concerning alleged violations
of diplomatic tradition and privileges were without
any foundation whatever.

It was well known that diplomatic privileges
cCl1ld not be extended to the citizens of the coun
try to which representatives were accredited. That
principle had been confirmed by rule 15 of the
Rules on Diplomatic Privileges adopted by the
Institute of International Law in Cambridge on
13 August 1895. Diplomatic privileges had never
been extended to the daughter-in-law of an ambas
sador-a woman who was a citizen of the country
to which the ambassador was accredited.

It was well known that "the bride", as the
Chilean representative called her, had never been
granted diplomatic privileges because the son of an
ambassador had no claim to diplomatic privileges.
For that reason, the United Kingdom representa
tive in the Sixth Committee had proposed,8 to
Save the face of the Chilean representative, that
l"eference should not be made to any violation of
diplomatic rights, but rather to requirements of

1 See Official ReCOI'ds of the third session of the General
Assembly, Part I, Sixth Committee, 135th meeting.

• Ibid., 139th meeting.
a See document AIC.6/311.

25 April 1949

tion administrative ordinaire qui ne pouvait en
aUCUl1 cas etre discutee par l'Organisation des
Nations Unies, car elle releve de la competence
nationale des Etats. La delegation de l'URSS
maintient ce point de vue; il est fonde sur l'alinea
7 de l'Article 2 de la Charte qui declare: "Auct1l1e
disposition de la presente Charte n'autorise les
Nations Unies a intervenir dans des affaires qui
reievent essentiellement de la competence nationale
d'un Etat ni n'oblige les Membres cl. soumettre
des affaires de ce genre cl. une procedure de regle
ment aux termes de la presente Charte; ..."

Il est regrettable que la Sixieme Conm1ission
ait perdu S011 temps cl. examiner cette question.
Ses discussions ont confirl11l~ que l'Assemblee ge
nerale n'a absolument rien cl. voir dans cette affaire
qui a ete montee de toutes pieces et portee devant
l'Organisation des Nations Unies. Le representant
du Royaume-Uni cl. la Sixieme Commission, le
quel a pourtant appuye ouvertement la position du
Chili, a du reconnaitre que, du point de vue stricte
ment juridique, le Gouvernement de I'URSS etait
dans son droit en refusant un visa a un citoyen
sovietiqueI. Il est donc clair que rien ne justifie
les tentatives du representant du Chili pour creer
une agitation mondiale cl. propos d'une question
de visa. Neanmoins, le representant du Royaume
Uni, avec celui des Etats-Unis, a appuye les ca
lomnies du Chili, en vue des les utiliser a des
fins hostiles a I'URRS, comme ce1a s'est deja
produit a maintes reprises.

Il est a remarquer cependant que, en clepit. de
tous Ieurs efforts, les Etats-Unis et le Royaume
Uni n'ont pas reussi a obtenir l'appui de la ma
jorite de la Sixieme Commission en cette affaire.
En effet, mains de la moitie des membres de cette
Commission ont vote en faveur du projet de re
solution2 •

En montant cette farce sur la question des
epouses, les organisateurs de l'affaires ont agi d'une
maniere qui est loin d'etre conforme aux buts et
principes de l'Organisation des Nations Unies.
Du simple refus d'un visa de sortie a une citoyenne
sovietique, qui se trouvait etre la bru de I'ancien
Ambassadeur du Chili, Us ont fait une question
de principe, de portee internationale. Les repre
sentants de l'URSS ont deja montre que les ac
cusations cIu Chili concernant de prHendues vio
lations des usages et privileges diplomatiques sont
denuees de tout fondement.

Chactlli sait qtle les privileges diplomatiques ne
peuvent pas s'etendre aux citoyens du pays au
pres duquei un representant est accredite. Ce
principe a ete confirn1e par l'article 15 du Regle
ment sur les immunites diplomatiques, adopte par
l'Institut de droit international cl. Cambridge le
13 aout 1895. Les privileges diplomatiques n'ont
jamais ete etendus cl. la bru' d'un ambassadeur, ci
toyenne du pays aupres duque1I'ambassadeur en
question etait accredite.

Chacun sait egalement que "l'epouse", comme
l'appelle le representant du Chili, n'a jamais re~u

de privileges diplomatiques, pour la bonne taison
que le fils d'un ambassadeur n'a pas droit cl. des
privileges de ce genre. C'est pourquoi le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni cl. la Sixieme Commis
sion, pour sauver la face au representant du Chili,
a proposes de parler non pas de violation des drpits
would be ridiculous if cases of even such gravity

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session de
l'Assembtee generale, premiere partie, Si.'di!me Commis-
sion, 135i!me seance. .

• Ibid., 139eme 'seance.
"Voir le document A/C6/311.
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courtesy, diplomatic practice and the principle of
reciprocity.

It was unquestionable that the decision to grant
,or not to grant an exit visa to a citizen of any
country was a matter completely within the
domestic jurisdiction of the countries themselves
and could not in any circumstances come under
international jurisdiction. That was an incon
trovertible fact. The contention that the privileges
of a diplomat extended to his family had not been
defined by any authority on diplomatic law. For
that reason the definition of the concept was a
domestic matter within the legislative competence
of each State concerned.

According to USSR legislation of 14 January
1947, a diplomat's family included his wife and
children under age. Adult sons and daughters of
an ambassador could not enjoy diplomatic privi
leges. The fact that citizens of a country to which
an ambassador was accredited did not enjoy dip
lomatic privileges meant that those citizens came
fully under the legislation of their own country.
The granting of or refusal to grant an exit visa
tf) such persons had no connexion with interna
tional law. That conclusion had been reached by
several delegations which supported the Chilean
contention. It had been noted in the Sixth Com
mittee that, from the juridical point of view, the
Government of the Soviet Union was entitled to··
tflke decisions regarding the exit of its own citi
zens from their country and that that was there
fore a question of domestic jurisdiction. Under
Article 2, paragraph 7 of the Charter, the United
Nations could not iilterfere in the internal affairs
of a State and could not therefore deal with the
matter.

The issue raised by the Chilean Government
did not refer to the wife of an ambassador but
to the wife of his adult son who could not enjoy
diplomatic privileges. Consequently, the Chilean
delegation's charge that diplomatic practices and
immunities and the principles of the United Na
tions had been violated by the USSR was without
allY foundation whatever and could not be dis
cussed in the United Nations. The very submis
sion of that question, its consideration and the
adoption of any decision thereon could only be
described as blatant interference or attempted in
terference in the internal affairs of the Soviet
Union.

The attempts of the Chilean representative to
juggle with the Charter in the Sixth Committee
so as to bring the question of "the bride" under
some Article of the Charter had been ridiculous.
He had talked about everything-human rights,
friendly relations between States and other such
noble subjects. The Chilean representative had
been particularly eloquent on the subject of so
called friendly relations, and had told the Com
mittee that the question brought up by him rep
resented a threat to such relations. It was well
known, however, that the Chilean Government
itself had taken the initiative in breaking off dip
lomatic relations with the USSR. It was also well
known that in so doing the Chilean Government
had acted at the behest of reactionary circles in
the- United States.

196eme seance pIeniere

diplomatiques, mais plut6t des exigences de la
courtoisie, des usages diplomatiques et du prin~

cipe de la reciprocite.
11 est indiscutable que la delivrance ou le refus

d'un visa de sortie a un citoyen d'un pays est
ttne question qui releve exclusivement de la com- \
petence nationale et ne peut, en aucun cas, de.:
venir internationale. Il s'agit la d'un fait incon
testable. D'autre part, !'argument, selon leque1 les
privileges des diplomates s'etendent a leur fa
mille, ne peut s'appliquer dans le cas present.
En effet, la notion meme de famille n'a He definie
par aucune autorite en matiere de droit diploma
tique. Ainsi la definition de cette notion est-elle
une question qui releve de la competence legisla
tivede chaque Etat.

Or, selon une loi de l'URSS en date du 14
janvier 1947, la famille d'un diplomate comprend
sa femme et ses enfants mineurs. Les fils et filles
adultes d'un ambassadeur ne peuvent donc pas
jouir des privileges diplomatiques. Les citoyens
du pays aupres duquel un ambassadeur est ac
credite ne jouissant pas des privileges diploma
tiques, ces citoyens re1event de la legislation de
leur propre pays. La delivrance ou le refus d'un
'visa de sortie aces personnes ne souleve aucune
question de droit international. Plusieurs dele
gations qui ont appuye les affinnations du Chili
sont cependant arrivees a cette conclusion. I1 a
He reconnu a la Sixieme Commission que, du
point de vue juridique, le Gouvernement de l'Union
soviHique etait en droit de prendre ses propres
decisions concernant la sortie de ses citoyens de
son territoire et que, par consequent, la question
ne relevait que de la competence nationale. Or,
aux termes du paragraphe 7 de l'Article 2 de la
Charte, 1'0rganisation des Nations Unies ne peut
pas intervenir dans les affaires interieures d'un
Etat; elle ne saurait donc s'occuper de la question.

La question soulevee par le Gouvernement du
Chili 'ne met pas en cause la femme d'un ambas
sadeur, mais bien la femme de son fils adulte,
lequel n'a pas droit aux privileges diplomatiques.
En consequence, les accusations portees par la
delegation du Chili, et selon lesquelles l'URSS
aurait viole les usages et les imt11unites diploma
tiques, ainsi que les prineipes de l'Organisation
des Nations Unies, sont denuees de tout fonde
ment et ne peuvent pas etre examinees au sein de
1'0rganisation des Nations Unies. Le seul fait
de porter cette question devant l'Assemblee, de
l'examiner et d'adopter une decision a son sujet,
ne peut etre considere que comme une interven
tion' flagrante, ou une tentative cl 'intervention,
dans les affaires interieures cle l'Union sovietique.

Les tentatives faites a la Sixieme Commission
par le representant du Chili, pour faire entrer
cette question de "l'epouse" dans le cadre de
l'un cles Articles de la Charte, en jonglant avec
cette derniere, ont ete vraiment ridicules. Le re
presentant du Chili a parle de tout, cles droits de
l'hoillme, des relations amicales entre les Etats
et d'autres nobles sujets. Le representant du Chili
a traite avec une eloquence particuliere cle ce,
qu'il a appele les relations arnicales entre Etats,
et a declare a. la Commission que la question sou
levee par lui constituait une menace contre ces
relations. Chacun sait cependant que le Gouverne·
ment du Chili a pris lui-meme l'initiative de
rompre les relations diplomatiques avec l'URSS.
Chacun sait egalement que, ce faisant, le Gou
vernement du Chili a agi sur l'ordre des milieux
reactionnaires des Etats-Unis.
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In October 1947 the Chilean Government ha.d
tried to ascribe to the Soviet Union the !eSpO~Sl

bility for breach of th~ public pea~e 11: Chl!e.
Miners had been on stnke at that tnne m Chlle
and' the Chilean Government, acting on orders
from outside had resorted to military force to
quell the stril~e. AI~ho~gh it .knew that the USSR
and its representative m Chlle could have had n.o
connexion with that event and that the res~onsl

bility rested with the Chilean Government ltSel~,
that Government had tried to place the responsl
bility on somebody else.
.' At the time of the October Revolution in 1917,
the Chilean .representatives had fled fr01~l. the
USSR and the Chilean Government had Jomed
the enemies of the Soviet people. From the very
outset of the struggle against fascist Germany,
the Chilean Government, being friendly to Ger
man fascists, had followed a policy hostile to the
Soviet Union until the outcome of the war had
become clear. In December 1944, acting under
pressure from its own people, the Chilean Gov
ernment had proposed the re-establishr~lentof dip
lomatic relations' with the USSR. Hop1l1g that the
Chilean Government had learnt something in the
interval the Government of the Soviet Union had
accepted that proposal out of respect for the
Chilean people. In October 1947, trying to please
its foreign masters, the Chilean Government had
decided to break off diplomatic relations with the
DSSR, thus making Chile even more dependent
on foreign capital. It had also proved by that
action that it was false to the elementary principles
of democracy, that it was out of contact with its
own people and that it was a good servant of for
eign capital. The telegraphic agency of the Soviet
Union had at the time exposed the shady political
manoeuvres of the Chilean Government.

It was strange to hear the Chilean representa
tive talk of diplomatic courtesy. Indeed, the entire
world knew of· the way in which the USSR em
bassy in Chile had been machine-gunned in Octo
ber 1947. That apparently .was the Chilean
conception of diplomatic courtesy. The Govern
ment of the Soviet Union had at the time protested
to the Chilean Government, which had promised
an investigation. So far, the investigation had
yielded no result. In order to cover up the scandal,
the Chilean Government had subsequently decided
to break off diplomatic relations with the USSR.
1£ any serious consideration were to be given to
the principles on which the Chilean delegation
based its charge, the aforementioned violation of
the diplomatic immunity of the Soviet Union.
embassy in Chile should have been the first case
to be considered by the General Assembly. Every
objective person understood, however, that it
would be ridiculous if cases of even such gravity
were submitted for the Assembly's consideration.

The Chilean leaders had resorted to a new
trick to stir up commotion regarding an unimpor
tant question which bore no relation to the United
Nations, namely, the question of Hthe bride" .. The
Chilean charge was merely a yontinuation of the
policy of subservience to the United States pro
tectors of the Chilean Government. Indeed, the
Uriited .States was the mostinterestedj:>arty;the
inspirers, sponsors and executors of that slander
did not shrink from anything. and were even
prepared to make use' of the General Asserilbly
fOl questions which had no connyxion whatever
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En octobre 1947, le Gouvernement du Chili
s'est efforce d'attribuer a. I'Dnion sovietique la
responsabilite de troubles qui ant eu lieu au Chill.
Les mineurs etaient en greve a. cette epoque au
Chili et le. Gouvernement chilien, sur l'ordre de
l'etranger, a eu recours a l'armee pour reprimer le
mouvement. Le Gouvernement chilien savait que
I'URSS et son representant au Chili ne pouvaient
atfcunement: etre meles a. cet evenement, dont
la responsabilite incombait a. lui seul; i1 s'est ce
pendant efforce de rej eter cette responsabilite
sur quelqu'un d'autre.

Lors de la Revolution d'oetobre, en 1917, les
representants du Chili se sont enfuis de l'URSS
et le Gouvernement chilien s'est joint auxennemis
du peuple sovietique. Des le debut de la lutte
contre 1'Allemagne fasciste, le Gouvernement chi
lien, etant en bans termes avec les fascistes al
lemands, a pratique une politique hostile a. l'Union
sovietique jusqu'a ce que l'issue de la gl1erre
£Ut devenue c1aire. En decembre 1944, sous la
pression du pel1ple chilien, le Gouvernement de
ce pays a propose le retablissement de relations
diplomatiques avec l'URSS. Esperant que le Gou
vernement chilien avait appris quelque chose
dans 1'intervalle, le Gouvernement de l'Union so
vietique a accepte cette proposition, par respect
pour le peuple chilien. En octobre 1947, pour
plaire a. ses maitres etrangers, le Gouvernement
du Chili a decide de rompre les relations avec
1'URSS, accentual1t ainsi la dependance du Chili
a. l'egard du capital et ranger. Par cet acte, le
Gouvernement du Chili a egalement montre qu'il
ignore les principes elementaires de la democratie,
qu'il est coupe de son propre peuple, mais qu'il
sert fidelement le capital etranger. A 1'epoque,
l'agence telegraphique de l'Union sovietique a
expose les manceuvres politiques douteuses du
Gouvernemel1t chilien.

I1 est cnrieux d'entendre le representant du
Chili parler de courtoisie diplomatique. En effet,
le monde entier sait qu'en octobre 1947 l'ambas
sade de l'URSS au Chili a essuy~ le feu des
mitrailleuses. C'est done la., apparemment, la con
ception chilienne de la courtoisie diplomatique.

.Le Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique a proteste
cl. cette epoque aupres du Gouvernement chilien,
qui a promis de faire une enquete; mais, jusqu'a.
present, celle-cl n'a donne aueun resultat. Pour
etouffer ce scanda1e, le GOl1vernement du Chili
a decide, peu apres, de rOO1preses relations diplo~
matiques avec l'URSS. Si l'Assemblee generale
voulait s'occuper vrai111ent des principes sur les
quels le Chili appuie ses accusations, elle devrait
commencer par examiner, en tout premier lieu,
ce cas de la violation de l'immunite diplomatique
de l'ambassade de l'Union sovietique au Chili.
Mais toute personne impartiale comprendra ql1'il
serait ridicule de saisir l'Assemblee de cas de cet
ordre, meme lorsqu'ils presentent ce caractere de
gravite.

Or voici que les dirigeants du Chili ont mainte
nant recours a un nouveau stratageme pour at
tiser les passions apropos d'une question sans
importance et qui, d'ailleurs, ne concerne pas
l'Organisation des Nations Unies, je veux dire
la question de "l'epousee". L'aceusation presentee
par l~ Chili il'est qu'une nouvelle manifestation
de la politique de servilite que le Gouvernement
cpilien P9ursuit a. l'egard de. ses protecteurs, le~
Etats-Ums. Ce sont en effet les Etats-Unis qui
s'interessent le plus a. cette affaire; ceux qui ont
provoque et encourage cette calomnie, comme
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~tther' with' the principles or with the purposes
b1the Uhiteel Nations."

Quite ,naturally nlany Soviet women who had
married' .' for~ighers had read' the letters, had
deCided not to leave their country and had then
applied for a divorce from their husbands. There
was no need to quote further facts about other
Soviet citizens who had left their countries to
join their husbands and had found· themselves
sllrroundec;l by unfriendliness and in wretched
living conditions. The aforementioned fCl;cts .suf
fiCed toexplainwhy,the USSR hadproh~]jitetl

marriages between its nationals and foreigners.

The' second example concerned the marriage
between a Soviet citizen, Miss Galavanova, and.
'.aBritish national, Thomas Clarke. Miss Galava
:11Dva,:wh'o had gone to London in November 1945, '
he,d described her experiences in a letter published
in Pravda on 18 J llne 1948. Her husband had'
tried to make her hide the fact that she was a
Soviet citizen and had expected her to wait on
him hand and foot. All Soviet women who came
to the United Kingdom were immediately sus
pected and their friends were watched. Attempts
had even been made by the British Broadcasting
Corporation to make her broadcast impressions
of England which. had been prepared for her i

beforehand. Furthermore, she had been told that i

it ever she dared return to the USSR she would •
be deported to Siberia,

'1n raising the question, the tnte organizers of
the 'affair, in the first instance the representa
tives of the United Kingdom and the United
States, had tried to link it with another, that of
the' pr'ohibition: inthe USSR of marriages between
S'o'viet citizens and foreigners. Appropriate legis
lation' had been enacted by the USSR Government
to .defend human rights and to safeguard the
t(ighity of women who were citizens of that CO(111
try. Tt was well known that a number of Soviet
wom~n who had married foreigners and who were
1ivingcihroad were surrounded by hostility. A
ribmber df them had found their position so diffi
hllt' that they had been compelled to ask the
USSR embassy to send them home. Sufficient
illustration would be provided by a few facts
'cqncernirig some Soviet women who had married
i1atioiials' of the United Kingdom.
_11: . .. ,

ceux qui .la repandent, ne reculent devant rien
et sont meme prets it utiliser la tribune de I'As
semblee generale it propos de questions CJ.ui sont
entil~rement etrangeres aux principes et am buts
de 1'0rganisation des Nations Unies.

En faisant soulever cette question, les veritables
instigateurs de l'affaire et, au premier' chef, les
representants du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis,
ont essaye de la lier it une autre question, it savoir
l'interdiction, en URSS, des mariages entre des
citoyens sovietiques et des etrangers. Le Gouver
nement de l'URSS a adopte une legislation ap
propriee pour defendre les droits de l'homme et
pour sauvegarder la dignite de. ses citoyens.
On sait qu'un certain nombre de femmes sovie
tiques, qui ont epouse des etrangers et qui yivent
it l'etranger, s'y trouvent dans une atmosphere
d'hostilite. La situation de certaines d'entre elles
est devenue si difficile qu'elles ont ete obligees
de demander aux ambassades sovietiques de les
rapatrier. Pour illustrer cet etat de choses, il
suffirait de citer quelques faits relatifs it des femmes
sovietiques ayant epouse des ressortissants du
Royaul11e-Uni.

:Oi115 Jl111e 1948 Pravda had published a state- .' Le 15 juin 1948, a pant dans la Pravda une
'nlent' by a Soviet citizen, Nina Makushyna, who' declaration de la citoyepne sovietique Nina Ma
had 'returned' to the USSR after spending three, kouchina,qui venait de rentrer en URSS apres
years in London with her British husband, John un sejour de trois ans it Londres avec son mari,
Brand; whom she had married in Moscow. She John Brand, sujet britannique qu'elle avait epou
had related how she had witnessed the slanderous' Se it Moscou. Elle ecrivait qu'elle avait suivi la
'canipaigil which the British Press had conducted campagne de diffamation que la presse britannique
against her country in connexion with the fact avait lancee contre son pays sous pretexte qu'un
that several Soviet women who had married certain nombre de femmes sovietiques ayant epou
British citizens had not been granted exit visas. se des sujets britanniques n'avaient pas obtenu
In her'view British reactionaries, who were utiliz- de visas de sortie. Elle estimait qu'il etait neces
iug' the question of the wives for propaganda saire d'apprendre aux reactionnaires britanniques,
against 'the USSR, had to be informed about the' qui exploitaient l'affaire des epouses it des fins
living cdnditions of Soviet women in the United, de propagande antisovietique, dans quelles condi
Kingdom. Mr. Tsarapkin quoted from Nina' tions vivaient les femmes sovietiques au Royaume
'Makushyna's letter, describing the privations and Uni. M. Tsarapkine cite des passages de la lettre
poverty she had endured during her two and a I de Nimi. Makouchina ou elle pm-le de la misere
!hal~ .years. in London, and .how she had finally i et des privations qu'elle avait endurees au cours
deCided to go back home With her son. : des deux ans et demi qu'elle avait passes it Londres,

I et des circonstances qui l'amenilrent finalement a
decider de rentrer dans son pays avec son fils ..

Un second exemple est celui du mariage de la
citoyenne sovietique Galavanova, avec le sujet
britannique Thomas Clarke. Apress'etre rendue
it Londres en novembre 1945, elle a fait le recit
de ses aventures dans une lettre que la Pravda· a
publiee le 18 juin 1948. Son mari avait tente de
la persuader de ne pas reveler qu'elle etait citoyen- p .
ne sovietique; il voulait, en outre, lui fairet1:outes f~'
les besognes domestiques. Toutes les citoyennes
sovietiques qui arrivaient en Angleterre devenai-
ent immediatement suspeetes et leurs mllis f~isaient
l'objet d'une surveillance. La British Broadcast-
ing Corporation a meme essayeit plusieurs re-
prises de lui faire radiodiffuser ses impressions
sur XAngleterre,impressions dont le texte avait
ete etabli d'avance. On lui a dit, en outre, que si
jamais elle osait retourner en URSS, eUe serait
deportee en Siberie.

!, Apreil avoir Iu ,ces lettres, un grand nombre de
'femmcs sovietiques ayant epouse .des etrangers
ont decide, tout naturellement, de ne pas quitter
leur pays et ont demande le divorce. I1 est inutile
de citer d'autres faits ausujet de citoJennes sovie
tiques ayant quitte l'URSS pour rejoindre leurs
maris et qui ont ren~ontre une atmosphere d'hosti
lited des conditions de vie penibles. Les cas
quiont ete cites expliqlle~t suffisammentles

'raisol1s qui ont conduit l'URSS it interdire les
rnariages de ses ressortissants avec des etrangers.
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Mr. Tsarapkin said he had allowed himself to
take up the General Assembly's time to state all
those facts-which had no relation to the General
Assembly or the principles or purposes of the
United Nations-only because the Chilean slan
derers and their patrons, namely, the United
States and the United Kingdom, had wasted a
considerable amount of time in the General As
sembly and in the Sixth Committee in their
attempts to stir up hatred against the Soviet
Union over the unimportant question of the
Chilean bride. By so doing they had distracted
the General Assembly's attention from such
important international questions as the strength
ening of peace and security.

The Chilean legal quibbling and the overt
attempts at interference in the internal affairs of
the USSR were being covered up by references
to certain articles of the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights. Reference had been made, for
instance, to article 13, dealing with the right of
exit from countries, including one's own country.
There was no doubt, however, that entry into
or exit fr0111 a" country could be effected only
in accordance with the relevant regulations of that
country. There was hardly a sovereign State which
ha.d not provided in its legislation for questions
of entry and exit. All treaties were based on
that principle. The representative of the United
States was no doubt well aware that all those
who wished to enter or leave the United States
could confirm the fact that the United States
authorities applied the principle with exceptional
severity. The granting of or refusal to grant a
visa to Soviet citizens had nothing to do with
human rights. It was a matter governed by the
kgislation of the country concerned. Such legis
lation might be disliked by some, but it was the
first duty of any State to adopt suitable legisla
tion to safeguard its interests and those of its
citizens.

Chile's purpose in raising the issue and in seek
ing to establish an artificial connexion between
that issue and the question of USSR domestic
legislation prohibiting marriages between Soviet
citizens and foreigners, was to incite the United
Nations to interfere in the internal affairs of its
Members. The attitude of the USSR delegation
to the draft resolution submitted by the Sixth
Committee was determined by the aforementioned
considerations.

The meeting rose at 1.2S p.m.

HUNDRED AND NINETY.SEVENTH
PLENARY MEETING

Held at Flushing Meadow, New York,
on Monday, 25 April 1949, at 3 p.m.

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

14,5. Statement by the President

The PRESIDENT announced that the following
dra~t resolution had been presented by the dele
g~tlOns of Lebanon, the Philippines and Costa
Rica:

"The General Assembly,
. "Recalling th<1;t on 2S April 1945 the representa

hves of fifty. natlOns met together at San Francis
co to estabhsh the United Nations in a spirit of
understanding and dedication to peace;
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M. Tsarapkine declare que s'il s'est permis
d'entretenir l'Assemblee generale de tous ces faits
qui ne la concernent nullement, et qui n'ol1t aucun
rapport avec les prineipes .et les buts .de l'Or
ganisation des Nations Umes, c'est u11lquement
parce que les calomniateurs chiliens et leurs pro
tecteurs, c'est-a-dire les Etats-Unis et le Royaume
Uni, ont fait perdre a l'Assemblee generale et a
ses Commissions un temps considerable, en s'ef
fore;ant d'attiser la haine contre l'Union sovietique
a propos de la question, depourvue de toute im
portance, de ''l'epouse chilienne". Ce faisant, ils
ont detourne l'attention de l'Assemblee generale
des questions internationales vraiment importantes,
comme celle du renforcement de la paix et de la
securite.

On cherche a justifier les arguties juridiques
du Chili et les tentatives non deguisees d'interven
tion dans les affaires interieures de l'URSS, en
invoquant certains articles de la Declaration uni
verselle des droits de l'homme. On a cite, par
exemple, l'artic1e 13 qui prevoit le droit 9-u'a
toute personne de quitter tout pays, y compns le
sien. Il est evident toutefois que l'entree ou la
sortie c\'un territoire ne })euvent avoir lieu que
conformement aux lois du pays interesse. Il n'est
pas d'Etat souverain dont la legislation ne traite
des questions relatives a. l'entree et a. la sortie.
Tous les traites sont fondes sur ce principe. Le
representant des Etats-Unis sait fort bien - tous
ceux qui desirent entrer aux Etats-Unis ou en
sortir peuvent le confirmer - que les autorites.
americaines appliquellt ce principe de fa~on ex
tremement rigoureuse. L'octroi ou le refus de
visas aux citoyens sovietiques n'a rien it voir avec
les droits de l'homme. C'est la une question qui est
reglementee par les lois du pays interesse. Il se
peut que certaills n'approuvent pas ces lois, mais.
tout Etat se doit au premier chef d'adopter des
lois propres it sauvegarder ses interets et ceux
de ses citoyens.

Si le Chili a provoque cette discussion et s'il
a cherche it la lier artificiellement it la question de
la legislation interne de l'URSS interdisant les
mariages entre citoyens sovietiques et etrangers,
c'est pour inciter l'Organisation des Nations Unies
it s'ingerer dans les affaires interieures des Etats
Membres. Ce sont les considerations ci-dessus qui
determinent l'attitude de la delegation de l'URSS
a. l'egard du projet de resolution somnis par la
Sixieme Commission.

La seance est levee a 13 h. 25.

CENT QUATRE·VINGT.DIX.
SEPTIEME SEANCE PLENIERE
Tenue aFlushing Meadow, New-York,

le lundi 25 avril1949, cl 15 het/res.

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

145. Communication du President

Le PRESIDENT annonce que le projet de resolu
tion suivant a ete presente par les delegations du
Liban, des Philippines et de Costa-Rica:

"L'Assemblee generale,
"Rappelant que, le 2S avril 1945, les represen

tants de cinquante nations se sont reunis a San
Francisco pour creer l'Orgallisation des Nations
Unies dans un esprit de comprehension 111utuelle et
de c!evouement a. la paix;




