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1. Statement on the Status of 3erusaleia, made
by General A.G .L . McNau ghton, in the Spe cial
Political Coimn.ittee of the General Assembly
of the United Nations, Ilovember 29, 1949 .

Some of the delegates tirho have preceded' me in this
general debate have referred to the resolution of the General
Assenbly of Pdovember 20, 1947, as vieil as to the resolution of
December 11, 1948 . The latter, in the opinion of the Canadian
delegation, is cozaplete and, in itself, it sets forth the

explicit terms of reference of the Conciliation Comraission
which it established, t`hat . istve reco ;nize that the resolu-
tion of 1947 should be regarded in the light of the chan ged
circumstances . In particular, tre consider that the vrords
"raaximum local autonomy for distinctive groups't in the
resolution of 1948 were designed to instruct the Commission
to t ake into account the relevant ne w elements of the
situation which had developed since Tdovember 29, 1947 .

Of course, "maâimum local autonomyTM for the Arab and
Jerrish comnunities of Jerusalern is subject to the primary
requirement for an effective United Nations control i•rith full
safeguards for the protection of the Holy Places and sites and
free access to them, and for religious freedors.

Thus, the first question which arises i s what hind of
United Nations control is required to ensure the effective
protection of, and free access to the Holy Places and sites,
as w ell as religious freedom in Jerusalem . For its part, the
Canadian delegation continues to believe that these natters
nust be organized under intèrnational authority .

The ne :t question i s the eatent of international
control which rrill, on the one hand, sai'eguard effectively the
reli5iou3 interests and, on the other hand, leave "maximum
local autonomy" to the tt•ro main üroups of the population o~
Jerusalern . iiere, our reply is that the plan of the Con-
ciliation Co~nission offers an acceptable basis for
discussion . These proposals nay i'Jell have to be strengthened
in a nunber of respects, as many delegates have suggested ; yet,
generally speaLing, they seem to us to be in accord i•rith the
resolution of December 11 , 1948, and nothin,~*, has happened since
that date to su;gest thatany r dically different solution
should be considered . The Conciliation Commission plan
appears to us to provide for the legitirsate interests of the
peoples of lerusalem and, at the saIIe time, to offer a rray to
give effoct to the basic principle of the protection of the
Holy Places and freedom of acce3 s thereto . It offers a much


