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Smary Record of Meetings 

Compte rendu des S&mxs 

Held at Lake SUCCESS, New York, on Monday, 
9 December 194G, at 7.43 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. ZULETA ANGEL (Colombia), 

Mr. Warren AUSTIN (United States of 
America) read the text of the United States reso- 
lution (document A/SITE/43). 

The CHAIRMAN suggest,ed that the Committee 
should consider the United States proposal in 
conjunction with the report of the Sub-Commit- 
tee. He added that since the United States pro- 
posal in fact amended the recommendations of 
that report, it would have to be voted upon 
before the report itself. 

Mr. SAICSIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re- 
publics) inquired of the Chair whether the 
Committee had the right to consider a proposal 
which contradicted a unanimous decision of the 
General Assembly and which would nullify 
more than one year’s work. We suggested that 
the question should first be referred to the Gen- 
eral Committee for a ruling on whether the 
United States resolution was within the Com- 
mittee’s terms of reference. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Commit- 
tee madIe no decisions, but only recommenda- 
tions which had to be acted upon by the Gen- 
eral Assembly. The United State3 proposal sug 
gesting a postponement of the decision as regards 
the selection of the site was therefore in no way 
out of order, but if th.e USSR representative 
wished, the Chair was ready to consult the 
Committee on that question. 

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran) thought that the 
United States proposal did not contradict any 
decisions of the General Assembly, particularly 
irrgsdview of the fact that the London decisions 
&t$e latter body had been modified during the 
~~~c~nd part of the present session. If the Corn- a, 
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M. Warren AUSTIN (Etats-Unis d’AmErique) 
donne lecture de la r&olution des Etats-Unis 
d’Am&ique (document A/SITE/43). 

Le PRI%ZDENT suggEre que la commission 
pro&de B l’&ude de la proposition des Etats- 
Unis ccnjointement B celle du rapport du Sous- 
Comit& 11 aioute que du moment oh la proposi- 
tion am&ica&-re apporte des amendements aux 
recommandations de ce rapport, le ComitC sera 
tenu de voter sur cette proposition avant de voter 
sur le rapport lui-mtme, 

M. SAKSIN (Union des Rtpubliques socia- 
listes sovittiques) demande au PrCsident si le 
Cornit est en droit de juger d’une proposition 
qui va % l’encontre d’une dtcision unanime de 
1’AssemblCe g&r&ale et qui aurait pour . effet 
d’annuler les r&ultats de plus d’une annee de 
travail. I1 sug,&re que la proposition soit d’abord 
renvoyk au Bureau, qui dgterminera si la r& 
solution des Etats-‘Unis est du ressort du Corn%. 

Le PRI~DENT remarque le Cornit ne peut 
prendre aucune d&ision mais doit se borner % 
prtsenter des recommandations sur lesquelles 
1’AssembIEe g&&ale se prononcera. La propo- 
sition ame’ricaine concernant l’ajournement de 
la dCcision reIative au choix du si?ge est, par 
cons&quent, conforme B la proctdure. mais, si 
tel est le dCsir du reprisentant de l’Union des 
REpubliques socialistes sovi&iques, il est prCt a 
;oumettre la question au Cornit& 

M. ENTEZAM (Iran) croit que la proposition 
ales Etats-Unis ne contredit aucune d&ision de 
L’Assemblke g&&ale, d’autant plus que les d6 
visions prises & Londres par 1’Assemblie ont subi 
3es modifications au tours de la pr&ente session. 
Si le Corn36 devait adopter la proposition des 



. 

nlittee adopted the United States resolution, it 
would report to the Assembly that it had been 
unable to fulfil its task. 

Mr. VERGARA (Chile) noted that if the 
United States proposal were adopted, the dis- 
cussion on the report of the Sub-Committee 
would become superfluous. The present debate 
should, th,erefore, be restricted to the United 
States resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed that the COmmittee 
should discuss the question of recommending 
that a decision on the permzment site should 
be postponed to the second session of the 
Assembly. 

Mr. SAKSIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re- 
publics) made it clear that he had not pressed 
for a vote on the question whether the United 
States proposal was in order. He wished to point 
out that item 2 of that proposal introduced the 
new idea of having the Secretary-General make 
selections among the various sites. Furthermore, 
the new draft read by Mr. Austin did not pro- 
pose the elimination of the West Coast site, as 
had been suggested by the United States repre- 
sentative during the previous meeting of the 
Committee. The exact text of th.e United States 
proposal should be made available to the dele- 
gations; in the meantime, the anera Commit- 
tee might be requested to decide whether the 
Headquarters Committee could consider that 
proposal at all. 

He then accepted the Chairman’s suggestion 
that the Committee should not rise until the 
present list of speakers had been exhausted. 

Mr. SAPRU (India) supported the principles 
outlined in the statement of the representative of 
Australia at the previous meeting. - The decisions 
of the Committee should not be influenced by 
threats that some members would decline to 
accept them. The unanimity principle, which 
was appropriate in the Security Council, was 
out of place in the committees of the General 
Assembly; democratic procedures should be 
followed. 

The representative of India was opposed to 
the United States resolution, Nothing had 
happened to diminish the importance and desira- 
bility of reaching a decision on the permanent 
site at the present session. Although the Indian 
delegation favoured the San Francisco site, it 
was ready to have the question decided upon 
at once, even if such a decision involved the 
elimination of that site. In case of an unfavour- 
able vote regarding the Presidio site, the Com- 
mittee could select one of the sites on the East 
Coast. It did not seem advisable to disregard 
the report of the Sub-Committee and to leave 
a matter of policy at the ‘discretion of the Sec- 
retary-General. 

The Committee should fulfil its mandate and 
present a definite recommendation to the Gen- 
eral Assembly at ?he present session, A post- 

Etats-Unis, il n’aurait qu”& notifier % PAssem.. 
bl& qu’g n’s pas pu remplir la t&he qui lui 
&ait d&volue. 

&I'. VERGARA (Ch @IT2 qUe si l’on I %k 

adopte la proposition ine, il devient su. $1 

perflu de discutcr du ra du SOus-Comit& 
par consgquent, le dt6bat pourrait &re limit& & 
la discu,&On sur Xa r&solution des Rtats-Unis. 

Lc PR$,SIDENT fait ressartir quc le ComitC : 
doit discuter la question de l’ajournement i la 
prOchaine session de la d&ision relative au sic?ge 
permanent. 

M, SAKSIN (Union des Republiqucs socia- 
listes sovi&ique%) explique qU”i1 n’a pas voulu 
forcer un vote sur Ja question de savoir si la 
propasition amCricaine est canfOrme 2 la pro- 
c6dure. 11 d&ire toutefOis attircr l’attention sur 
le fait que Ie point 2 de cette proposition intro- 
duit UII nouveau fait, & savoir quo le Sectitaire 
g&&al est char@ de choisir cntre le;s dif%?rents 
sites proposEs. En outre, Ie nouveau projet dont 
M. Austin a don& lecture nc prOpose pas I”& “I 
mination du site de la c&e Occidcntalc, comme b 
I’avait sugg&& Xe repr&entant de3 Eta&U& au 
tours de la derni&re sCance du COmitC. Le texte 
exact de la proposition am&isaine devra &re 
mis 2~ la disposition des d&gatians; entre temps, g 
On pourrait demander ftu Bureau de d&cider si ‘I 
le Cornit du s&e est en droit d’examiner ou 1 i 
non cette proposition. ! 

11 accepte la suggestion du Pr&ident que le 
Cornit& continue & siCger tant quc la liste des 0 
orateurs inscrits ne sera pas ~p~is~~. f 

I 
M. SAPRU (Xnde) soutient les principes 

&onc& dans la dklaratisn que fc rep&entant 
i 
’ 

de l’Australie a faire au tours de la pr&c&dentc 
sgance. Lcs d&&ions du Conlit& ne doivent pas 

; 

2tre influenc&s par des cornmentaircs tendant & 
, 
’ 

crger l’imprcssian qu’un certain nombre de 
membres du Con&? ne lcur donneraient pas leur 
approbation. Le principe de l’unanimit~, qui 
convient au Cons&l de s&curid, n’a pas sa place 
dans les comxni.ssions de I’AssembXCc g&&ale, oix 
la procicSdure dCmocratique dOit &re suivie. 

Le repr&entant de I’Xnde $0 
lution des Etats-Unis. Rien n” 

Qse & la r&o- (1 
survenu qui 

diminue l’importance et la n~c~~t~ d’arriver a 
une d&c&ion au tours de la presente session, sur 
la question du siege permanent, 

Bien que la d&gation hindoue soit favorable 
au site de San-Francisca, ellc cat p&e B ad- 
mettre une dt%sion imm4diato mCme si ellc 
devait ~Iiminer ce site, ~)‘ail~eurs, si le vote ne 
favorise pas le site du Presidio, le Con&? pourra 
toujoum porter son choix sur un site de la c&e 
est. 11 ne paraft pas opportun de ne pas tenir 
compte du rapport du Sous-Car&E et de laisser 
cette question d’ordre politique b la discr&ion 
du SecrCtaire g&graI. I 

Le con-& doit remplir son mandat et prt- 
senter au cOurs de la pr&ente session des recom- 
manda~ons pnkks ii l’&embl& g&&ale. Re- 
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i lui pmemen~ of the decision would serve no purpose. 
For its part, the Indian delegation would comply 

1’011 cheerfully Gth the Committee’s decision, even 
t su- 

i 

if that decision did not favour the West Coast. 
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Mr. YOUNGER (United Kingdom) supported 1 
the position of the representative of India. A 
de&ion on the permanent headquarters at the 
present session of the Assembly was the only 
acceptable procedure. All the proposed sites 
h’ad been thoroughly considered by the Prepara- 
tory Commission, the first part of ‘the present 
session of the Assembly, the Headquarters Com- 
mission, and the Sub-Committee. The United 
Kingdom delegation had been hopeful that on 
the basis of the Sub-Committee’s recornmenda- 
tions, the Committee could reach a decision 
witfiout too much dif%cuIty. The United States 
delegation itself had made clear the reasons for 
the selection of the East Coast. Since, on the 
other hand, there had been numerous arguments 
in favour of San Francisco, the Committee 
should decide the question by a vote. 

As regards item 2 of the United States pro- 
posal, it would not be wise to leave the Secretary- 
General’s decisions on policy which were within 
the province of the Assembly and of its Com- 
mittee. The proposed new studies and investiga- 
tions would hardly supply new facts which 
would influence the Committee’s decision at 
the second session. 

Numerous excellent sites were available for 
the permanent headquarters. Some of them - 
notably the ones at Boston - had been elim- 
inated. A good decision, however, still could 
be reached without too much difficulty. A 
postponement of the decision would give the 
impression that the Organization was unable 
to take important decisions; it would be unfair 
to the various communities which had offered 
hospitality to the United Nations, and it would 
be trying on the Secretariat. 

It was clear that a postponement of the deci- 
sion would not facilitate the selection of the site; 
neither would it make available new facts or new 
arguments, The duty of the Committee was to 
reject the United States resolution, to terminate 
the discussion, and to take the final votes on the 
Sub-Committee’s recommendations. Since all 
three of the recommended sites were excellent, it 
was most unlikely that the decision would be 
regretted. 

Mr. ~~ALLDY (Iraq) found it dif5cult to 
accept the modifications of the United States 
position. Without committing his delegation, he 
wished to express the opinion that a postpone- 
ment was contrary to the best interests of the 
United Nations. An open decision should be 
arrived at by the Committee at an open meeting; 
no democratic decision was possible in private 
conference. A postponement might even result 
in the selection of a European site. . 

tarder cette decision, ne servirait aucun but pra- 
tique. En ce qui la concerne, la d6lCgation 
bindoue s’en tieidra volontiers 5 la d&&ion du 
Cotit. meme ‘si elle ne ’ favo;-ise pas la c&e 
occidentale. . r . . 

. ‘M; Y&TN&ER (l$.oyaume4Jni) appuie l’atti- 
tude ‘du representant de 1’Inde. La seule pro& 
dure acceptable est de prendre, ‘,au ‘tours de la 
pr&ente session, uu~ decision en ce qui concerne 
le ehoix du site permanent. Tous les sites pro- 
pods ont Cte &udi& avec soin par la Commis- 
sion preparatoire, par le. Con&t du sisge per- 
manent, par le Sous-Corn&, et au tours des 
premikres stances de la prt%ente session. La d&- 
gation du Royaume-Uni avait esp6rC qu’en 
tenant compte des reconnnandations du Sous- 
ComitC, le Comit6 en arriverait sans grandes 
di&ult& a une decision. La d&legation des 
Etats-Unis, elle-m&e, a pr&sC les raisons qui 
militent en faveur de la c&e est, Puisqu’il existe, 
d’autre part, de nombreux arguments en faveur 
de San-Francisco, le CornitC n’a plus qu’& en 
d&cider au moyen du vote, 

En ce qui concerne le point 2 de la rkolu- 
tion des Etats-Unis, il ne serait pas prudent de 
laisser au Secr&taire g&-r&al le soin de prendre 
des decisions sur un sujet d’ordre politique qui 
entre davantage dans le cadre de 1’AssemblCe et 
de ses commissions. Les nouvelles etudes et en- 
q&es proposies n’apporteront gutre de faits 
nouveaux susceptibles d’influencer la d6cision 
du Con&t lors de la deuxieme session. 

De nombreux sites sont disponibles pour le 
siege permanent. Quelques-uns d’entre eux, et 
notamment ceux de Boston, ont 6% elimin6s. On 
peut, quand meme, arriver a une d&ion ac- 
ceptable sans grandes difficult&, Retarder la 
decision donnerait l’impression que I’Organisa- 
tion n’est pas capable de prendre des decisions 
importantes; ce serait B la fois faire injure aux 
diverses regions qni ont offert I’hospitalitC aux 
Nations Unies et porter prejudice au Secr&ariat. 

11 est clair qu’un ajournement de la decision 
ne rendra pas ie choix du site plus facile, et qu’il 
ne s’ensuivra ni fait nouveau ni argument neuf, 
Le Cornit doit rejeter la resolution des Etats- 
Unis, terminer ses d&bats, et mettre au scrutin les 
recommandations du Sous-Con&. Du moment 
06 les trois sites recommand& sont excellents, il 
est peu probable que l’on ait & regretter d’avoir 
pris une decision. 

M. KHALIDY (Irak) 6prouve une difficult6 B 
accepter le revnement -des Etats-Unis. Sans 
vouloir engager sa delegation, il exprime B titre 
personnel I’opinion qu’un ajournement irait & 
l’encontre des int&&s viritables de Nations 
Unies. Une decision ferme doit &re prise par 
le Conrite en s6ance publique ; une dicision 
dtmocratique ne saurait intervenir en stance 
privte. Au surplus, un ajournement pourrait 
meme avoir pour’resultat de faire porter le choix 
sur un site europ&en, . - 



Mr. D. WILSON (New Zealand) agreed that 
a decision on the permanent headquarters should 
be taken at the present session. It had been a 
mistake to reopen the question and to send a 
Sub-Committee on a new inspection tour, The 
New Zealand delegation was ready to follow the 
kyishes, of the ‘majority of the members in the 
selection .of the site. Xt could not, however, un- 
derstand the position of the United States of 
America. Further delays might have a detri- 
mental effect on public opinion. They would 
also increase the expenses of the eventual move 
to the. permanent headquarters. 

The Committee and the General Assembly 
should decide upon the permanent headquarters 
at the present session. The proposed sites should 
be voted upon one by one until the final selec- 
tion was reached. It was not so important to 
decide where the headquarters would be as it 
was to decide when the decision would be made. 
The members should be ready to accept an open 
and democratic vote on the question, and the 
Organization would only gain by a rapid 
decision. 

Mr. W~LGRESS (Canada) wished to support 
the United States proposal. In view of the 
especially delicate position of the United States 
of America, the Committee should accept the 
views of the host country. It had been found 
that a hasty decision at the present session might 
be regretted later. The Committee itself was far 
from unanimous on the problem. One group of 
the members emphasized the advantages of the 
San Francisco site; the opponents of that site 
stressed the problem of distance, but had not 
agreed on an east coast site. For its own part, 
the United States delegation must have found it 
difficult to explore the problem thoroughly dur- 
ing the past few weeks, but the members should 
be confident that that difficulty would not be 
repeated at the next session. 

As regards the criticism of item 2 of the 
United States resolution, one solution might be 
to appoint an advisory committee of representa- 
tives of Member States who would assist the 
Secretary-General in the work. Decisions on 
policy might still be left to the Assembly itself. 
At any rate, the decision was so important that 
a postponement seemed preferable to a wrong 
decision. It would be a dificult step for the 
Committee, but it might prove eventually to 
have been wise. 

Mr. ROBLEDO (CoIombia) was opposed to 
the United States resolution, particularly because 
of its possible detrimental effect on public opin- 
ion. Previous fact-finding missions had not 
facilitated the task of the Committee; and it 
seemed that no new important facts could 
change the situation. A one year postponement 

I!& D. WILSON (Nouvelle-Zelande) est d’avk ‘I 
qu’une d6cision concernant le site permanent !‘) 
doit etre prise au tours de la prkente session. I’ 
Cela a deja 6ttc une erreur de rouvrir la ques- B 
tion et d’envoyer un sous-con@6 en tour&e d’ins- IQ 
pection. La de%gation de la Nouvelle-Z&m& 
est pr&e & suivre la decision de la major36 
Iorsqu’elle se sera exprimee sur le choix d’un 
site. Elle ne peut toutefois pas comprendre l’at- g 
titude des Bats-Wnis. De nouveaux d&l& bl 
auraient un effet d&astreux sur l’opinion pu- ; li 
blique et contribueraient a augmenter les frais ~1 
du deplacement &entuel vers le si6ge perma- gll 
nent. 

Le Cornite et l’Assembl6e g&&ale doivent r 
prendre une d&cision immediate sur la question tpl 
du site permanent. On devra procEder au vote # 
sur chacun des sites proposes jusqu’k I’obtention 
d’un vote dhfinitif.. I1 importe, d’atileurs, moinis 
de dCcider de I’emplacement du $i&ge que de itr, 
prendre une decision & ckt egard. Les membres tite 
du ComitC doivent &tre p&s & accepter ux;3 J 
scrutin ouvert et democratique sur la question, An) 

et l’organisation ne pourra qu’en b&&icier, iiN 
iin) 

MI. WILGIXESS (Canada) apporte son appui & 
B la proposition des Etats-&is. Etant l’h8te des *- - -- . . 
Nations Unies, ce pays se trouve dans une posi- 
tion particuli&ement d6licate, dont le Cornit&’ 
devrait tenir compte en esaminant ses points de 
vue. I! a &E dit cfu’une decision hztive prise a 
la pr&ente session pourrait &Ye regrettee un jour. Q, 
D’aillenrs Ze Comitt est loin d’avoir atteint ;@,( 
l’unanimit6 sur cette question. Certaines d&5- 
gations soulignent les avantages du site de San- 
Francisco, tandis que leurs adversaires mettent 
en avant la question de distance, bien qu’ils nc frt : 
soient pas arrives eux-m&nes k se mettre d’acr her 
cord sur un site de la cijte est. 11 estime que la h t 
d&gation des Bats-Unis n’a pas 6t@ en mesure ir 
daccorder 5 la question toute l’attention d&i- j ih 
rable au tours des dernieres semaines, mais les kc, 
membres du Cornit devront lui faire confiance Qd ; 
la prochaine session de l’Assembl6e g&-&rale. 

Pour tenir compte des critiques formulees 
centre le point 2 de la resolution, on pourrait de- *I 
signer une cornmission consultative, compos6e 
des representants des Etats Membres, qui serait 
char&e d’assister le Secr&aire g&~&al dans s”cs 
activit&s, les dE;lcisions sur les questions d’ordre 
politique 6tant laiss6es d 1’AssemblCe elle-meme. ‘Lw 
Quoi qu’il en soit, la question est si importanta 
qu’un ajournement semble preferable a une dG 
cision regrettable, et malgre que l’on pourrait Q&S 
dire du Cowit qu’il a fait un pas de clerc, on 
trouverait 6ventuellement qu’il a et6 sage de nc 
pas trop s’avancer. 

M. ROBLEDO (Colombie) s’oppose a la rO ; 
solution des Etats-Unis, notamment en regard : 
des effets d&astreux qu’elle pourrait avoir sur 
l’opinion publique. Les groupes d’etudes prati- ! 
ques n’ont pas facilit6 la t&he du Comit&. I1 ” 
semble que des faits nouveaux ne modifieraient 
en rien la situation. L’ajournement & l’annee 

; 
?,i 
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did not seem to be advisable from any point of 
view. The sites recommended in the report of 
the Sub-Committee were excellent, and no seri- 
ous risks were involved in an early decision. 

Mr. FONTAINA (Uruguay) observed that the 
United States delegation must have encountered 
preat difficulties in the selection of a site. He 
agreed with most of the arguments opposing a 
poaponement ; he agreed with some of the 
arguments in favour of postponement. What- 
ever decision was taken on the question of the 
fillal selection of the site, the Committee should 
narrow the scope of the additional studies by 
clloosing either the West or the East Coast. It 
should be made clear that the Committee was 
not prepared to reconsider all possible sites that 
might be offered in the United States. 

Mr, STOKES (United States of America) sug- 
gested that the meeting should rise without a 
final vote on the United States resolution. 

After a short discussion, Mr. ENTEZAM 
(Iran), the Rapporteur, pointed out that a 
decision would have to be taken at the following 
meeting as otherwise there would be no oppor- 
tunity of presenting the Committee’s report to 
the Assembly. 

The &AIRMAN suggested that the general 
discussion should be considered closed and that 
it its next meeting the Committee should vote 
mmediately on the various amendments and 
flesolutions. 

Mr. KHALIDY (Iraq) and Mr. STOKES 
(United States of America) announced that 
they might find it necessary to state the positions 
If their delegations. 

Mr. FONTAINA (Uruguay) proposed that each 
speaker should b e allowed three minutes in 
which to state hi? position. 

Mr. ID. WILSON (New Zealand) thought that 
3nly the representative of the United States of 
America, and possibly the representative of Iraq, 
should make statements. 

Mr. PADILLA NERVO (Mexico) doubted the 
wisdom of limiting the debate to those two rep- 
“esentatives. 

After some discussion, the CHAIRMAN put the 
iuestion to the vote. 

h&ion: The Comnaittee decided that at 
!he twenty-fifth meeting all the representatiwes 
Gth the exception of the representative of the 
United States should limit their remarks to three 
Minutes. 

The meeting rose at 11.15 p.m. 
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suivante n’est souhaitable & aucun point de vue. 
Les sites recommandCs par le rapport du Sous- 
ComitC sont excellents et on ne court aucun ris- 
que sirieux a prendre une prompte dkision. 

M. FONTAINA (Uruguay) observe que la d&Z- 
gation des Etats-Unis a vraisemblablement ren- 
contri de grosses difficult& dans le choix d’un 
site. Pour sa part, il approuve la plupart des 
arguments centre l’ajournement mais il ap- 
prouve Cgalement certains des arguments qui lui 
sont favorables. Quel que soit le choix dtfinitif 
du site, le Comid devra restreindre le champ des 
nouvelles Ctudes en se dklarant ferrne pour la 
c&e est ou pour la cat-e ouest. 11 doit 2tre en- 
tendu, une fois pour toutes, que le Cornit n’en- 
visage pas de reconsid&er tous les sites possibles 
qui seraient offerts aux Nations Unies. 

M. STOKES ( Etats-Unis d’ AmCrique) propose 
de lever la siance sans prockder 2 un vote final 
sur la rQolution prbende par sa d&Zgation. 

Aprts une b&e discussion M. ENTEZAM 
(Iran), Rapporteur, rappelle qu’une dkision 
devra &tre prise au tours de la prochaine sEance, 
sinon il ne sera pas possible de p&enter k l’As- 
semblte g&kale le rapport du Cornit& 

Le PRESIDENT sugg2re que le Comid consi- 
d&e les d&bats comme termink pour au- 
jourd’hui ,et qu’au tours de la prochaine sCance, 
il passe immtdiatement au vote sur la rkolution 
et sur les divers amendements propos&. 

M. KHALIDY (Irak) et M. STOKES (Etats- 
Unis d’Am&ique) dklarent qu’ils pourraient 
juger ntkessaire de faire connajtre la position de 
leurs d&gations respectives. 

M. FONTAINA (Uruguay) suggcre que chaque 
orateur soit autorisb B parler trois minutes pour 
exposer son point de vue. 

M. D. WILSON (Nouvelle-Ztlande) estime 
que les reprksentants des Etats-Unis d’Am6rique 
et de 1’Ira.k se& devraient 2tre autoris& & 
parler. 

M. PADILLA NERVO (Mexique) 6met un 
doute sur la possibilit6 de limiter les dCbats a 
ces deux orateurs. 

AprEs une b&e discussion, le PRESIDENT met 
la question aux voix. 

D&&~QEI: Le Comitk de’cide qu’d la vingt- 
cinquikme se’ance, les dkclarations de tous les 
reprdsentants, d l’exception du reprksentwt dss 
Etats-Unis, ne deuront pas excbder trois minutes. 

La sCance est lev6e 2 23 h. 15. 
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