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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The present chapter contains material concerning 
rules 7 through 11 of the rules of procedure of the 
Security Council relating to the agenda. X0 material 
requiring treatment under rules 6 and 12 has been found 
for the period under review. 

As in the previous volume of the Reperloire, the 
material in the present chapter is presented directly 
under the rule of procedure to which it rtzlatcs. The 
chapter is divided into four park part I, Consideration 
of the adoption or amendment of rules 6-12; part II, 
The Provisional Agenda; part II I, Adoption of the 
Agenda (rule 9); and part IY, The Agenda: Matters of 
which the Security Council is seized (rules 10 and 11). 

So material has been entered under part I, since the 
Council has not had occasion to consider any change in 
rules 6 to 12. 

Part I I provides information concerning the prepa- 
ration and communication of the provisional agenda 
(rules 7 and 8). 

Part III contains material on the procedure and 
practice of the Security Council in connexion with the 
adoption of the agenda. Section A of part III consists 

of a list of votes taken in adopting the agmda arranged 
bv form of proposals yottd upon. ‘he list is followed 
bi sci~ckct case hist orks swnnm-izing the discussion 
in the Coiincil concerning proccdiiral aspcc ts of the 
adoption of the agenda. Section B contains case his- 
torks setting forth discuk)n in t hc Council of the 
requirements for the irlcliiiion of an item in the agenda 
and of the etfects of such inclusion. Section C comprises 
other quest ions which have been discussed in connesion 
with the adoption of the agenda, siich as the order of 
discussion, the scope of discussion, the phraseologv of ” 
items and postponement of consideration. 

Part I\’ relates to the list of matters of which the 
Securitv Council is seized. The tabulation included in 
sectio/B (rule 11) brings up to date the corresponding 
tabulation in the previous volume of the Repertoire and 
includes items which have appeared in the Secretary- 
General’s Summan- Statement on matkrs -of which 
the Securitv Council is seiied during the period’?95zTo 
1935 incluiive. The tabulation is followed bv case 
histories of the discussion in the Council of qu&tions 
arising in connexion with the retention or removal of 
al km on the agenda. 

Part I 

**CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMENDMENT OF RULES 6-12 

Part II 

THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA 

NOTE 

* 
The provisional agenda, prepared by the Secretary- 

General and approved by the President of the Security 
Council in accordance with rule 7, includes those items 
which have been brought to the attention of the Council 
under rule 6. The question of the appropriate procedure 
to employ in submitting items for inclusion in the pro- 
visional agenda has been discussed in one instance which 
has been included under rule 7 (Case 1). The title of 
the provisional agenda item is generallv followed by a 
reference to the documents before the “Council bearing 
on that item. An explanation of the basis for such 
documentary references is included under rule 7 (Case 2). 

While the order of items on the provisional agenda, 
other than the first item relating to adoption, usually 
reflects the stage of consideration reached at the pre- 
vious meeting and the urgency of new communications, 
it is the Council which decides the order oi the items in 
the agenda as adopted, and gives final apI)roval to tht3. 
wording of items on the agenda. In conn+zxion with 
the order of discussion and with the phrasing of agenda 
items, reference should also be made to part 1II.C. 
(Cases 11, 13, 16, 17 and 18). 

**A. RULE 6: CIRCULATIOX OF COMMUNICA- 
TIONS BY THE SECRETARY-GENERAL 

B. RULE 7: PREPARATION OF THE PROVISION- 
AL AGENDA 

CASE 1 

At the 579th meeting on 20 June 1952, when the 
provisional agenda included the item “Question of an 
appeal to States to accede to and ratify the Geneva Pro- 
tocol of 1925 for the prohibition of the use of bacterial 
weapons”, the representative of the United States 
proposed that at its next meeting the Council consider 
a new agenda item: “Question of a request for investiga- 
tion of alleged use of bacterial warfare”. He requested 
that the new item be placed on the provisional agenda 
for the next meeting, and, in that connesion, he sub- 
mittcd a draft resolution’ to be circulated to the mem- 
bers of the Colincil. 

The President (USSR) observed that it had not been 
customary in Security Council practice while discuking 

1 S/2671, O.R., T!h year, Suppl. f  ,r April-June 1952, p. 17. 
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18 Chupter II. Agenda 

one subject to propose draft resolutions on another 
subject not yet included in the agenda. 

The representative of the United States replied: 
<c It would be, I think, preferable for the con- 

venience and information of the members of the 
Council to read the draft resolution at this time. I 
have in mind, for example, that the Soviet Union 
representative circulated a draft resolution prior to 
the time of the adoption of the agenda item which 
we are now discussing. However, I do not press the 
point. The circulation of the draft resolution has 
gone forward.” 
The President further stated: 

Y am proposing precisely the method which was 
followed by the Soviet Union delegation when it sub- 
mitted its item. The USSR delegation submitted 
two items, and on each of them, together with its 
official letter, submitted draft resolutions which were 
issued by the Secretariat of the United Nations as 
official documents. That is the usual practice in the 
proceedings of the Security Council. I have expressed 
my opinion that it would be desirable for the United 
States representative to proceed in the same way. 
The official submission, during the discussion on one 
item, of a draft resolution on an entirely different 
item, which has not yet been placed on the agenda, 
would be unprecedented in the work of the Security 
Council.” a 

CASE 2 

At the 594th meeting on 2 September 1952, the pro- 
visional agenda contained three sub-items under the 
general heading 

“Admission of new Members: 

“(a) Adoption of a recommendation to the General 
Assembly concerning the simultaneous admis- 
sion to membership in the United Nations of 
all fourteen States which have applied for 
such admission (S/2664); 

“(b) Consideration of resolution 506 (VI) of the 
General Assembly; 

“(c) New applications for membership (S/2446, 
S/2466, S/2467, S/2672, S/2673 and S/2706).” 

The representative of Pakistan observed that in some 
cases what were included were the actual applications 
for membership; in other cases it was not the applica- 
tions which were included in the agenda, but a draft 
resolution submitted by a delegation; he inquired from 
the President (Brazil) what the general procedure was 
with regard to including the enumeration of various 
documents in the agenda on the admission of new 
Members. 

The President called upon the representative of the 
Secretariat who made the following statement: 

“The provisional agenda was drawn up under the 
direction of the President in the following way. Un- 
der sub-item 2 (a) there was a USSR request, together 
with a draft resolution [S/2664], that this item be 

a For texts of relevant statements see: 
579th meeting: President (USSR), paras. 41. 44-45; United 

States. hams. 38-40. 43. 

included in the agenda in the proceedings of the 
Council before the adjournment of the discussion of 
this question. When sub-item 2 (c) was introduced 
as a new item, we only enumerated the numbers of 
the documents of the applications but not of the draft 
resolutions, because at that time we did not have any 
draft resolution on that question except the draft 
resolution of Pakistan on Libya [s/2483], which was 
pending from Paris last January.” 
The representative of Pakistan observed: 

<c From what he said I understand the position 
to de’a’s follows: with regard to one of the applications 
which are included under sub-item 2 (c) of the pro- 
visional agenda, there is a draft resolution submitted 
by mv delegation. I admit that I have not pressed 
for the consideration of that draft resolution at this 
stage. Am I correct in my understanding that that 
is the reason why it has not been included and that 
sub-item 2 (CI) has been included, because of the desire 
on the part of our Soviet Union colleague that it 
should be included? . . .” 
The President declared that the interpretation given 

by the representative of Pakistan was correct? 

C. RULE 8: COMMUNICATION OF THE PROVI- 
SIONAL AGENDA - -- 

CASE 3 

At the 657th meeting on 4 February 1954, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the provisional 
agenda contained complaints by Israel against Egypt 
concerning (a) enforcement by Egypt of restrictions on 
the passage of ships trading with Israel through the 
Suez Canal, and (b) interference by Egypt with shipping 
proceeding to the Israeli port of Elath.4 The represen- 
tative of the United Kingdom observed that the Council 
had also before it a letter5 from the representative of 
Egypt under date of 3 February asking for urgent con- 
sideration by the Council of a complaint against Israel 
concerning alleged violations of the Egyptian-Israeli 
General Armistice Agreement. He proposed that the 
Council should approve the agenda as it stood and ask 
the representative of Egypt to circulate as soon as pos- 
sible an explanatory memorandum regarding his pro- 
posed item. The Council could then consider whether 
the complaint by Egypt should be included in the exist- 
ing agenda or provide the basis for a separate agenda. 

The representative of Lebanon observed: 
“The representative of the United Kingdom pro- 

bably had in mind rule 8 of the rules of procedure, 
which provides, in effect, that in order to be con- 
sidered by the Security Council, an item should be 
submitted three days before the meeting. This is 
quite true, and nobody denies it. But I would 
remark, in the first place, that this matter is desi- 
gnated as urgent by Egypt, and that it is not up to 
any Member to deny the right of any other Member 
to consider as urgent whatever it wishes. Certainly 

8 For texts of relevant statements see : 
594th meeting: President (Brazil), paras. 6-9, 16, 18, 21; Pakis- 

tan, paras. 17, 20; USSR, paras. 10-15; Secre!?riat, para. 19. 
4 S /Agenda 1657. 
6 Si3172. O.R.. 9th war. SUDD~. for Jan.-kfarch 1954. D. 5. 



Part III. Adoption of the agenda (rule 9) 19 

the Council may not put this item on its agenda; but 
at the same time Egypt regards it as urgent.” 

whether or not a proposal should be classed as urgent 
is primarily one for its authors and sponsors.” 

The representative of Lebanon moved that the pro- 
visional agenda be amended to include the Egyptian 
complaint as sub-title (cj. He maintained that two 
letters from the representative of Egypt, dated 2 and 
7 October 1953, might be regarded as explanatory notes 
supporting the Egyptian complaint. 

The representative of France held that it would be 
abnormal to place on the agenda of the Council a com- 
plaint lodged scarcely twenty-four hours previously, 
when the urgency of the matter had by no means been 
demonstrated and the explanatory memorandum re- 
quired by the rules of procedure had not been transmit- 
ted. Moreover, the two complaints related to a different 
order of facts, so that it would be unwise to combine 
discussion of the two types of questions at the same 
meeting. 

The representative of the United States was ready 
to support inclusion of the Egyptian item in the agenda 
provided that the two complaints were not to be dis- 
cussed simultaneously. He proposed, therefore, that 
the provisional agenda should contain two items under 
the Palestine question as follows: “(a) Complaint by 
Israel against Egypt concerning . . .” and “(6) Complaint 
by Egypt against Israel concerning . . .” 

The representative of Lebanon withdrew his proposal 
in favour of that submitted by the representative of the 
United States. 

The representative of the USSR, supporting inclusion 
of the Egyptian complaint in the agenda, observed: 

cc 

Egypt’ 
objections are based on the view that the item 
is now proposing is not urgent. To begin 

with, however, Egypt regards the question as urgent; 
and if Egypt regards it as urgent, it must be considered 
in that light. The Security Council may not share 
that view, but it seems to me that the right to decide 

He added that while the representatives of France 
and the United Kingdom had argued that the Egyptian 
complaint had been submitted in contravention, or, 
more correctly, in disregard of rule 8, 

CC rule 8 also provides that an item may be com- 
municated simultaneously with the notice of the meet- 
ing if the Council considers this necessary. The rule 
states that this may be done if the Secretary-General 
and the Council consider it necessary. The rules 
thus uphold the principle that an item may be included 
at any time as a matter of urgency in the provisional 
agenda which has already been circulated.” 
The representative of the United Kingdom withdrew 

his original motion after an express assurance from the 
President that he would call to order any speaker who, 
during the discussion of item 2 (a), proceeded to discuss 
item 2 (b). * 

The agenda, with the amendment submitted by the 
representative of the United States, was adopted.7 

CASE 3A 

At the 705th meeting on 14 December i955,-the -Pw- 
sident (New Zealand) stated that the Council was in 
receipt of a letter ‘8 dated 14 December 1955 from the 
permanent representative of the USSR requesting that 
the Council “convene an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council today, 14 December, on the question of the 
ad mission of new Members”. In view of that 
he stated, he had summoned this meeting. 

letter, 

@ For tests of relevant statements see: 
657th meeting: President (New Zealand), paras. 47, 84-87, 94, 

96, 106, 114; Lebanon, paras. 13, 16, 18, 27-29, 51; France, 
paras. 34-39, 53, 83; CSSR, paras. 55-60, 70-71, 99-103; United 
Kingdom, paras. 3-8, 91-93, 105; United States, paras. 44-46. 

’ 657th meeting: para. 114. 
‘Ia S/3508. 

Part III 

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA (RULE 9) 

NOTE 

The first item of the provisional agenda for each 
meeting of the Security Council, under rule 9, is the 
adoption of the agenda. The Council usually adopts 
the provisional agenda without vote unless an objection 
has been raised. Part III comprises the proceedings 
of the Council in those instances when objection has 
been raised to the adoption of the agenda. 

Section A, dealing with the manner in which the 
Council has taken decisions on the objections raised, 
has been presented first in tabulated form followed by 
selected entries related to the discussion on the proce- 
dure of voting on the adoption of the agenda. These 
discussions have been principally concerned with the 
relation between the question of the adoption of the 
agenda and other procedural questions of participation 
(Case 4) and order of discussion of items (Cases 5 and 6). 
Some duplication has therefore been unavoidable 

between the case histories 
section C. 

in section A and those in 

Section B comprises case histories of discussion on 
occasions when- objection had been raised to the adop- 
tion of the agenda on grounds related to the substance 
of the item. While the case histories in section B are 
related to procedural aspects of such discussion in the 
stage of the adoption of the agenda, the grounds of 
objection are more fully presented in chapters X and 
XII. As in the previous volume of the Reperfoire, 
material from the same episode in the practice of the 
Council is entered under one or the other sub-heading 
in section B, but the eventual decision of the Council is 
recorded only once in one or the other sub-heading. 

Section C comprises other questions related to the 
adoption of the agenda such as order and latitude of 
discussion of items, phrasing of items, and postponement 
of consideration of items. 

. 
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A. PROCEDURE OF VOTING ON ADOPTION OF 
THE AGENDA 

1. Voies taken concerning individual ilrms in the pro- 
visional agenda 

When objection has been raised to the inclusion in 
the agenda of an item on the provisional agenda, the 
vote has been taken in one of three ways: 

(i) On the proposal to include the item in the agenda 

577th meeting, 18 June 1952; item 3: voted upon at 
the same meeting. * 

581st meeting, 25 June 1952; item 4: voted upon at 
the same meeting. 9 

594th meeting, 2 September 1952; item 2 (c): voted 
upon at the same meeting? 

690th meeting, 31 January 1935; item 2: voted upon 
at the same meeting? 

690th meeting, 31 January 19%; item 3: voted upon 
” at the same meeting.12 

691st meeting, 14 Februarv 1955; items 2 ;.; J 3: voted 
upon at the same meeting?- 

(ii) On the proposal to include the item in the agenda and 
postpone its consideration 

576th meeting, 14 April 1952; item 2: voted upon at 
the same meeting. l4 

(iii) On the adoption of the agenda as a whole and not 
on the individual item 

576th meeting, 14 April 1952; objection to item 2.15 
599th meeting, 12 September 1952; objection to sub- 

item 2 (a)? 
624th meeting, 3 September 1953; objection to 

item 2.l’ 
672nd meeting, 3 June 1954; objection to item 2.18 
676th meeting, 25 June 1954; objection to item 2.19 
679th meeting, 10 September 1954; objection to 

item 2.20 
. 680th meeting, 10 September 19X; objection to 

item 2.*l 
In the instances under (i) above, the agenda was 

adopted without vote after the vote on the individual 
item. In the cases under (iii), the vote was taken 
directly on the adoption of the agenda as a whole on 
each occasion, escept at the 576th meeting when the 
vote on the adoption of the agenda as a whole was taken 
only after the vote on a proposal to include the individual 
item and postpone its consideration (ii above). 

* 577th meeting: para. 87. 
* 581st meeting: para. 36. 
10 594th meeting: para. 26. 
11 690th meeting: para. 111. 
1* 690th meeting: para. 112. 
1’ 691st meeting: paras. 19, 13. 
14 576th meeting: para. 121. 
15 576th meeting: para. 122. 
10 599th meeting: para. 57. 
1’ 624th meeting: para. 45. 
lo 672nd meeting: para. Ii. 
1) 676th meeting: para. 195. 
80 679th meeting: para. 25. 
*I 680th meeting: para. 4. 

In other instances, the vote has been taken as follows: 

2. Yoies taken on proposals to dctcrmine or change ihr . 
order of items 

With meeting, 1 July !932.*2 
690th meeting, 31 January 19jj.23 c 
690th meeting. 31 Januarv 1955.2’ w 

CASE 4 

At the 580th meeting on 23 June 1932, the question 
of a request for investigation of alleged bacteria1 war- 
fare constituted item 2 of the provisional agenda. The 
President, speaking as the representative of the USSR, 
agreed to the inclusion of the item proposed by the 
representative of the United States, but submitted the 
following proposal: 25 

“The Security Council 
Wccides: 

“Simzzltaneously with the inclusion in the agenda 
of the Security Council of the item proposed by the 
United States delegation, 

“To invite to the meetings of the Security Council 
at which this question is discussed, ri?preS-entatives 
of the People’s Republic of China and a represen- 
tative of the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea.” 

The representative of the United States declared 
that the representative of the USSR had said in effect: 

66 . . . We will not follow rule 9; we will not put to 
a vote a motion of the United States representative 
for the adoption of the agenda. We, the Soviet 
Union Government, will insist that a condition be 
attached to the adoption of the agenda that simul- 
taneouslv with the adoption of the agenda we should 
also adopt a separate decision, that is, to invite certain 
persons to the Council table.” 
At the 5Slst meeting on 2,5 June 1952, the SecuritL 

Council had before it a new provisional agenda in which 
the question figured as item 4. The representative of 
the United Kingdom having moved the adoption of the 
provisional agenda in its newiform, the President, speak- 
ing as the representative of the USSR, invoked rule 36 
and submitted an amendment26 to the ‘C’nited Kingdom 
proposal as follows: “and simultaneously to irwite a 
representative of the People’s Republic of China and 
a representative of the People’s Democratic Republic 
of Korea to take part in the discussion of this item of 
the agenda”. 

The representative of the United Kingdom observed: 
66 . . . the view of the great majority of the members 

of the Security Council was that we would certain&- 
not be in order to consider the Soviet Union draft 
resolution concerning the invitation to the Peking 
Government and the authorities in Xorth Korer- 
[sj%‘4] and, even less to vote upon it, until, first 
of all, we put the item on the agenda and have a’ 

la 584th meeting: para. 68. 
as 690th meeting: para. 113. 
** 690th meeting: para. 11-L 
i) S/2671, S80th meeting: para. 6. 
ao 581st meeting: para. 8. 
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least heard the case to be submitted by the represen- 
tative of the United States . . . 

<c . . . 
<c The President is making what is in fact an 

objection to the adoption without conditions, which 
the majority could not accept, of the present item4 . .” 
The President, speaking as the representative of the 

USSR, stated: 
“Rule 9 of the rules of procedure of the Security 

Council provides that 6The first item of the provi- 
sional agenda for each meeting of the Security Council 
shall be the adoption of the agenda’. This rule does 
not preclude the submission of amendments to the 
proposal for the adoption of the provisional agenda; 
every delegation is legitimately entitled to submit 
such amendments. 

. 

“Neither can I agree with the United Kingdom 
representative’s interpretation of the USSR proposal 
when he says that it constitutes a kind of condition. 
The proposal is not a condition, but an amendment. 
That is not the same thing, particularly since this 
is a procedural matter: the extension of invitations 
is a procedural matter, to be voted on as such. Hence 
every delegation is entitled, during consideration of 
the procedural question of the adoption of the agenda, 
to submit procedural amendments and addenda.” 

The representative of the United Kingdom withdrew 
his proposal to adopt the agenda and proposed instead 
that the Council limit its discussion to item 2 of the 
agenda. The President declared that in consequence 
of the withdrawal of the United Kingdom proposal, his 
own proposal to adopt the provisional agenda was before 
the Council together with the USSR amendment which 
he would put to the vote first.27 

The representative of the United Kingdom challenged 
the President’s ruling to put the USSR amendment to 
the vote first. The challenge was sustained by 10 votes 
in favour and 1 against.28 The USSR amendment was, 
accordingly, not put to the vote2g. 

CASE 5 

At the 584th meeting on 1 July 1952, in connexion 
with the adoption of the agenda, the President (United 
Kingdom) stated that since item 2, “Admission of new 
Members”, and item 3, “Question of a request for inves- 
tigation of alleged bacterial warfare”, had been adopted 
at previous meetings of the Council, the only question 
was that of the order in which the Council should take 
the items. 

The representative of the USSR, speaking on a point 
of order, observed: 

cc the first item is the adoption of the agenda. 
After’ the agenda has been adopted, the question of 
the order of dealing with the various items can be 

a7 For texts of relevant statements see: 
580th meeting: President (LSSR), paras. 25, 37, 53; United 

Kingdom, para. 74; United States, paras. 16, 20, 22, 62-64, 69. 
581st meeting: President (USSR), paras. 8-9, 16-17, 2-I-27; 

United Kingdom, paras. 3, 11, 13, 23, 31. 
ia 581st meeting: paras. 31, 33-3-L 
t* 581st meeting: para. 34. 

considered. It would therefore be advisable first 
to settle the question of the adoption of the agenda 
proposed for today’s meeting, and then proceed to 
discuss the question of the order of consideration of 
the various items.” 

‘The representative of the United States proposed to 
amend the provisional agenda in order that the Council 
might proceed at once to a discussion of item 3. 

The representative of the USSR stated that the pro- 
posal of the representative of the United States was not 
consonant with rule 9 of the rules of procedure, which 
provided that the first item on the provisional agenda 
for each meeting was the adoption of the agenda, which 
he formally moved. 

The President, declaring that the question before the 
Council was the adoption of the agenda as required bv c 
rule 9 of the rules of procedure, stated: 

66 The adoption of the agenda means a decision 
011 &t we are going to talk about. A decision on 
what we are going to talk about involves also the 
order of the items to be discussed. Logically we 
cannot really separate the two. It would be possible, 
I suppose, first of all to vote on the provisional agenda 
now before us, in which case, I imagine, +houvho 
sympathize with the viewpoint of our Brazilian and 
United States colleagues wduld all vote against the 
adoption of the agenda. Then we could have another 
vote on another agenda containing a reversal of the 
present items 2 and 3 . . .” 

The representative of the USSR insisted that under 
the practice of the Security Council and the rules of 
procedure the adoption of the agenda and the order of 
consideration of the agenda items were different ques- 
tions to be decided separately. 

The President proposed to put the USSR proposal 
to the vote and, if that was rejected, to put to the vote 
the adoption of the agenda with items 2 and 3 reversed 
in order. 

The representatives of Pakistan and Chile having 
observed that the USSR proposal did not involve the 
question of the order of the items, the President proposed 
to adopt the agenda without prejudice to the order of 
the items. The representative of the United States 
then withdrew his motion on the understanding that 
he could thereafter raise the question of the order of 
discussion of items. 

The representative of China stated: 
(6 as a matter of the institutional development 

of the Security Council, the proper procedure and the 
better procedure would be to put to the vote a proposal 
to change the provisional agenda. When that change 
has been voted upon, the next vote would be on the 
adoption of the agenda with or without the changes 
proposed . . .” 
After some further discussion, the President declared 

the provisional agenda adopted without prejudice to 
the order of discussion. 3o 

ao For texts of relevant statements see: 
584th meeting: President (United Kingdom), paras. 3, 20, 26, 

29-31, 51; China, para. 28; USSR, paras. -1, 17-18, 21-22, 40; United 
States, paras. 13, 27. 
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Upon the request of the representative of the USSR 
that his proposal to adopt the agenda be put to the vote, 
the President put to the vote his own view that the 
agenda had already been- adopted. The vote was 9 
in favour and none against, with 2 abstentions? 

CASE 6 

At the 690th meeting on 31 January 1955, the pro- 
visional agenda contained as item 2, “Letter dated 
28 January 1955 from the representative of New Zealand 
to the President of the Security Council concerning the 
question of hostilities in the area of certain islands off 
the coast of the mainland of China”,32 and, as item 3, 
“Letter dated 30 January 1955 from the representative 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council concerning the question of 
acts of aggression by the United States of America 
against the People’s Republic of China in the area of 
Taiwan (Formosa) and other islands of China”.33 

The representative of the United Kingdom, in con- 
nexion with the related questions of the adoption of 
the agenda and the priority of consideration to be given 
to the two items on the provisional agenda, made the 
following motion: 

. 

“1. That the Council vote first on the question 
whether to inscribe the New Zealand item: 

“2. That the Council vote second on the question 
whether to conclude its consideration of the New 
Zealand item before taking up the Soviet Union item, 
if that is adopted on the agenda; and 

“3. That the Council vote third on the question 
whether to inscribe the Soviet Union item.” 
The representative of France declared that the 

priority of the New Zealand item seemed to be imposed 
both by the drafting of the provisional agenda and by 
the chronological order in which the two requests for 
inclusion had been submitted. 

66 . We should not have to vote on whether to 
rev&e the order of these two items unless the present 
order is challenged . . . But I do not see how we can 
vote to give an item already included in our agenda 
priority over another item not yet included.” 
The representative of the USSR observed: 

“The first item on every agenda is the adoption of 
the agenda; and the first item on today’s provisional 
agenda is accordingly the item ‘Adoption of the 
agenda’. 

“Consequently, the first matter before the Council 
is to adopt its agenda. So far we have not done so; 
we have not yet adopted our agenda or decided what 
items to include in it. The adoption of the agenda 
takes place in two stages: the first being a decision 
on the items to be included, and the second a decision 
on the order in which these items will be considered. 

“The motion submitted by the United Kingdom 
representative reverses this normal order of proce- 
dure . . . 

81 584th meeting: paras. 51-52. 
at fj13354, O.R., 10th year, Suppl. for Jan.-March 1955, p. 27. 
8s S/3355, O.R., 10th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Much 1955, pp. 27- 

28. 

“I propose that the Security Council should follow 
the normal procedure, and I request the President 
to ensure that the normal procedure for the adoption 
of the agenda is followed.” 
The representative of the United Kingdom proposed 

a revision of his original motion as follows: 
“1. That the Council vote first on the question 

whether to inscribe the New Zealand item; 
“2. That the Council vote second on the question 

whether to inscribe the Soviet Union item; 
“3. That the Council vote third on the question 

whether to conclude its consideration of the New 
Zealand item before taking up the Soviet Union item.” 
The representative of the USSR presented an amend- 

ment to paragraph 3 of the motion submitted by the 
representative of the United Kingdom as follows: 

“That the Council include as the first item on its 
agenda the item proposed by the Soviet Union, under 
the heading ‘Acts of aggression by the United States 
of America against the People’s Republic of China in 
the area of Taiwan (Formosa) and other islands of 
China’.” 
The representative ,of Belgium stated that if the 

Council voted first on- the USSR amend&it it-would 
be faced with the necessity of making an illogical deci- 
sion since it would be establishing an order of priority 
between two items, without knowing whether both 
would be adopted. 

In reply the representative of the USSR observed 
that by the time his amendment was put to the vote the 
Council would have decided to include or reject the two 
items of the provisional agenda and would then be in a 
position legitimately to decide their order of considera- 
tion. 34 

Decision: The Council, after adopting the first two 
paragraphs of the United Kingdom motion, rejected the 
USSR amendment, and adopted paragraph 3 of the motion, 
after which it adopted the agenda? 

B. CONSIDERATION OF 

1. Requirementa for the inclusion of an item in the 
agenda 

CASE 7 

At the 574th meeting on 5 April 1952, the provisional 
agenda included letters, dated 2 April 1952, from the 
representatives of eleven Asian-African Member States, 
bringing, under Article 35 (l), the situation in Tunisia 
to the attention of the Security CouncilY 

The representative of France, objecting to the inclu- 
sion of the item in the agenda, stated: 

ct What it [the French delegation] asks is that 
the’cb;ncil, confining itself to the facts, should note 

34 For texts of relevant statements see: 
690th meeting: President (Sew Zealand), paras. 88, 94, 101-103, 

108, 110; Belgium, para. 106; France, paras. 79, 99; USSR, 
paras. 76, 89-93, 97-98; United Kingdom, paras. 74-75, 95-96. 

*) 690th meeting: paras. 110-l 14. 
so S/2579, S/2581, S/2575, S/2380, S/2574, S/2582, S/2576, 

S/2577, S/2583, S/2578, S/2551, O.R., 7fh year, Suppl. /or April- 
June 1952. DD. 9-15. 

. 
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that the agreement reached between the French Gov- 
ernment and the Bey, and solemnly proclaimed by 
the latter, has put the problem on the road to solution, 
has ended this question and removed anything which, 
even by the broadest interpretation that might be 
given to the terms of the Charter, could be found to 
be a ‘situation’ or a ‘dispute’; and that the Council 
need not therefore include in its agenda a question 
and a problem which no longer exists . . .” 

The representative of Chile, emphasizing the number 
and importance of the Member States which had brought 
the question before the Council, declared that these 
Members could not be silenced, that they had a right 
to be heard, and that the rejection of their request to 
present their case would constitute a serious denial of 
justice. He and the representative of Brazil supported 
the inclusion of the item in the agenda. 

At the 575th meeting on 10 April 1952, the represen- 
tative of the United Kingdom opposed the inclusion of 
the item in the agenda and expressed doubts whether 
the participation of the applicant Member States in the 
debate would assist in promoting a peaceful settlement 
of the problem. 

The representative of the United States, speaking 
in support of the position taken by the French delegation 
observed: 

CC If this item is not included in our agenda at 
this’ t%e, the Council will nevertheless remain open 
to any Member of the United Nations to bring the 
question to the Council’s attention again. My 
Government will naturally re-assess the situation if 
that is done.” 

The representative of China, in support of the inclu- 
sion of the item in the agenda, observed: 

l 

“In ordinary cases, when a new item of the agenda 
is proposed, the Security Council usually adopts the 
item right away and proceeds to debate the substance 
of the issues involved. However, on several occasions 
in the history of this Council, we had a preliminary 
discussion of the kind which we are having now. In 
every such instance we ended the preliminary dis- 
cussion with the adoption of the agenda. The prac- 
tice has been so uniform as to amount to a tradition. 

“In my mind this tradition has two elements. In 
the first place, the Security Council has the right and, 
I would say, even the duty, to examine carefully 
whether a question proposed for the agenda of the4 
Security Council properly belongs to the sphere of 
our duties. We could not allow it to be understood 
that any question, if proposed by a Member State, 
should automatically go on the agenda. It is for this 
reason that preliminary discussions of this type are 
useful. 

“In the second place, this tradition means that in 
case of doubt the Security Council has invariably 
given the benefit of the doubt to the party or parties 
proposing the addition of a new item to the agenda. 
During the four and a half years in which I have 
been a member of this Council, I have not known of 
a single instance where a preliminary debate of this 

kind ended with the rejection of the new item pro- 
posed. 

tc 

“If* we should vote down now the proposal of the 
eleven Member States to put the Tunisian question 
on the agenda of the Council, it would be the first 
time in the history of the Security Council that such 
a proposal had been voted down. This to me is a 
very serious business. I think we should pause to 
consider the step -we are about to take.” 

The representative of Greece expressed doubt as to 
the timeliness of including the item in the agenda. He 
further remarked: 

66 we should be failing our duty as members of 
the*Sedurity Council were we to include in our agenda 
every situation which, in the opinion of some Member 
States, endangers international peace and security, 
without first considering the timeliness of such a 
procedure for its potentialities to bear fruits.” 

The representative of the USSR observed that the 
representative of France, while opposing the inclusion 
of the item in the agenda, had spoken at length on the 
substance of the Tunisian question, and, by his ppposi- 
tion, was attempting to deprive the ten Member %at;es, 
who were not members of the Council, of an opportunity 
to submit the views of their governments on the ques- 
tion. He declared that the interests of these States 
were especially affected within the meaning of rule 37, 
that the Council must afford them all an opportunity 
to be heard, and that this was their legitimate right. 

At the 576th meeting on 14 April 1952, the represen- 
tative of Chile, noting that Article 35 of the Charter 
empowered any Member to bring any dispute or situa- 
tion that might lead to international friction to the 
attention of the Council, observed: 

66 I have come very close to the view that the 
sim$’ fact that a State makes use of this clearly 
defined right should mean that the matter is auto- 
matically placed on the agenda of the Council . . . 
For it is inconceivable that the Charter should grant 
such a specific right to States . . . while on the other 
hand these States . . . can be deprived, by a minority 
of the members of the Council, of even the opportunity 
of explaining why they believe that a dispute or a 
situation is a threat to international peace and se- 
curity. This interpretation is perfectly compatible 
with the Council’s exclusive right to decide subse- 
quently on its competence in the matter and to hand 
down a decision on the substance. 

“However, even if we agree that the Council has 
discretion to include in or exclude from its agenda a 
subject brought up by a Member State. . . it is obvious 
that this power should be used with extreme caution . l 

In the past, the Council has invariably shown such 
caution, as our Chinese colleague reminded us last 
Thursday when he told us that never in its six years 
of existence had it failed to place on its agenda a 
matter brought up by a Member State; I would add 
that even questions brought up by a single country, 
not by eleven as in this case, have been included, 
and even questions which might have seemed to be 

3 

. 
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outside the Council’s competence, such as the case of 
Iran.“37 

Decision: Af the 576fh meeiing on 14 ApriZ 1952, 
following the rejection of the ChiZean proposal to include 
fhe item in the agenda but to defer its consideration, the 
Council rejecfed the provisional agenda by 5 voles in 
favour, 2 against, with 4 abstentions? 

CASE 8 

At the 619th meeting on 26 August 1953, a communi- 
cations9 dated 2 August 1953, from the representatives 
of fifteen Member States addressed to the President of 
the Security Council concerning events in Morocco, 
constituted item 2 of the provisional agenda. 

The representative of France objected to the inclusion 
of this item in the agenda. He maintained: 

c< any matter covered by the treaty of protec- . tori!; @falls in essence, and by the very terms of the 
treaty, within the national jurisdiction of France. 
In virtue of Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter 
the United xations cannot deal with such a matter; 
and in the present case the Security Council can only 
a;:‘c;no\vledge its own lack of competence by refusing 

’ to place on its agenda discussion of the item submitted 
by the fifteen delegations of the African and Asian 
group.” 

The representative of Pakistan, noting that jurisdic- 
tion of France over Morocco had been denied by the 
International Court of Justice, maintained that Arti- 
cle 2 (7) could not be invoked by France to bar an inves- 
tigation by the Security Council of the serious situation 
in Morocco. 

. 

?‘h~ reDresentative of Lebanon, stating that the ques- 
tL WS* not of a purely domestic character but had 
delinite international implications, observed: 

66 Surely fifteen nations feeling this and, from 
?-& %imate”knon-ledge of what goes on among their 
@z+-n peoples, having their own reasons for consider- 
ing that the situation falls within the competence of 
the Security Council, must be believed and must be 
@en a chance to expound their reasons. How can a 
decision be taken not to include this item in the 
agenda of the Stxurity Council without first listening 
tcj t h~‘5rf arguments in full?” 

At the 62Ott 1 mtxtizg on 27 -4ugust 1953, the represen- 
t;;lli-x of the Cnitcd States !>bser-,-ed: 

“In passing on the question of inclusion of this 
itt:nl in the agxlt1a xc must decide whether the deve- 
!epmcr:ts in M~xocco conc!itute a situation the con- 
tinuance of which endangers the maintenance of 
$yr. A &i(~na1 l:eace and security. We are not asked 
to cxpres3 our position on colonialism, or on other 

- - -e-w - 
3: -T . 4: ttlsts of relevant statements see: 
X-4 ;h meetirq: President (Pakistan), paras. 33-91; Brazil, 

pX3i !XMW; Chile, pa;aj. 3C+51; France, paras. 23-3-I. 
T3th meeting: China, 7 er aras. 21-34; Greece, paras. 3543; C’SSR, 

pl!“;‘;, -r-Gt, ; bitt4 Kingdom, paras. 6-12 ; United States, 
p3rrtS. i3-20; 

similar questions, important and appealing though 
they may be . . . it must be obvious to anybody who 
looks a< the facts canrlidlv that the situation in 
Morocco does not in fact endinger international peace 
and security, just as it must be clear to anyone who 
surveys the United Nations candidly that the surest 
way to undermine the position of the Security Council 
is to divert it from its primary mission of maintaining 
the peace of the world and use it instead to deal with 
all sorts of other questions under the pretext of safe- 
guarding international peace and security.” 
The representative of the United Kingdom stated: 

“In the vielv of Her Majesty’s Government., this 
question is outside the competence of the Security 
Council. Therefore, even apart from practical con- 
siderations, the item should not be placed on our 
agenda. We submit, in fact, that consideration of 
the question would involve interference in the do- 
mestic affairs of a Member State, and such inter- 
ference might have grave consequences, and might 
even have consequences which would be grave for 
the existence of our Organization.” 

At the 621st meeting on 31 August 1953, the represen- 
tative of Greece obse&d: 0’ -- 4 

c< those who-like us-are open-minded as 
regards *the consideration of the Moroccan question 
at the forthcoming session of the General Assembly 
would be confronted with an additional difficulty 
deriving from Article 12 of the Charter . . .” 

The representative of the USSR supported the inclu- 
sion of the item in the agenda. He maintained: 

“The right of the United Xations to consider ques- 
tions connected with the situation in Morocco also 
derives from Chapter XI of the United Nations 
Charter . . . 

“Since Morocco is at present one of the territories 
falling within the scope of Chapter XI of the Charter 
there can be no doubt that the United Nations is 
entitled to take an interest in the situation in that 
territory, and that it is particularly entitled to inter- 
vene when the Power responsible for the administra- 
tion of the territory, that is to say France, has vio- 
lated its obligations, especially if that violation might 
lead to the violation of international peace and 
security . . .” 

The President, speaking as the representative of 
China, stated: 

<6 The view of my delegation is that this item 
sho;lb’be included in the agenda without prejudice 
to the question of competence. That question is in 
itself complicated. It is only after a more detailed 
consideration that xe can decide finally whether this 
Council is competent or not. 

66 . . . 

The fifteen Member States which have re- 
quested the inclusion of this item in the agenda 
undoubtedly have something in mind. I should 
like to hear from them how they think the Security 
Council might be helpful. That is an additional 
reason for my .~.curing the inclusion of this item.” 
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At the 622nd meeting on 1 September 1953, the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon, citing the Czechoslovak question 
and the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company Case, stated: 

<C Consideration of this matter in the Security 
Co&i% would not onlv not contribute to a settlement I 

- 
<< it is quite clear to me that it is the established 

position in the Stcuritv Council that when the merits 
of an item or the competence of the Council to con- 
sider it are questioned, the item should first be placed 
on the agenda so that the parties involved may be 
given an opportunity to state their views before the 
Council. There is no reason whv there should be 
any change in that position in the-present case.” 

of the question of the restoration of peace in Indo- 
China, but might prevent the successful solution of 
the problcrn at the Geneva conference.” 
The representative of France observed: 

6C 
.  .  .  the Thailand representative’s request, as we 

understand it, is in no way intended to place the Indo- 
Chinese problem as a who’< --any more than the prob- 
lems at present being dixussed at Geneva-before 
the Security CounciL Its sole object is to secure, as 

At the 623rd meeting on 2 September 1953, the Pre- 
sident, speaking as representative of Colombia, stated 
that he would vote against the inclusion of the item in 
the agenda purely for technical reasons because “we 
think that under Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter 
the Security Council is not competent to consider this 

a precautionary measure, the despatch to Thailand 
territory of a mission of the Peace Observation Com- 
mission, which would be able, if subsequent events 
necessitated such a course, to report to the Security 
Council on anv threats which might develop at anv 
time and imperil the securitv of Thailand.“d4 c . 

question”. Decision: The Council adopted the ,qenda by 10 votes 
The representative of Chile observed: in favour and 1 against? 

“In the opinion of my delegation there are therefore 
adequate reasons for holding that this subject should 

CUE 113 

be examined by the Securitv Council. Failure to 
examine it would amount to-indifference towards a 

At the 6i9th meeting on 10 September 1951, item 2 
of the provisional agenda was “Letter -dated_ 8 Sep- 

problem which may become considerably more tember 1954 from the representative of the Unii’ed 
serious unless measures are speedily taken to allay States . . .“46 
the anxieties of people . . . The representative of the USSR objected to the inclu- 

problem is serious and of such a nature as to justify 
“Chile therefore holds the view that the Moroccan 

its inclusion in the agenda of the Security Council, 
to enable that important political body to analyse 
it, to seek quietly the possible solutions to this inter- 
national dispute, and to present the parties with a 
just and equitab?c formula which may open the way 
to a period of harmony and of moral and political 
peace in that part of the world.“40 

De&ion: At the 624th meeting on 3 September 1953, 
the Council rejected the agenda by 5 votes in favour, 
5 against, with 1 abstention?l 

The representative of the Cnited States observed 
that his Government had already made a priiila facie 

sion of this item in the agenda. 

case for the adoption of the agenda in the letter of sub- 
mission. He urged the Council to adopt the agenda. 

The President (Colombia) stated: 
“Approval of the agenda does not imply acceptance 

of the arguments put forward by either party. In- 
deed, if we are to examine those arguments and 
learn the facts of the case, n-t. tnust first adopt the 
agenda. The representative of the Soviet Union and 
of the United States will then be able to explai-. +C 
us in detail the circumstances of the incident reft7.. ed 

. 
2. Effect of the inclusion of an item in the agendaa to the Securitv Council.“4i ” 

CASE 9 
Decision: The Council adopted the agenda b,q 10 votes 

in favour and 1 against.48 . 
,4t the 672nd meeting on 3 June 1951, the Council 

had on its provisional agenda a lrtt+Y3 <Wed 29 Ma\- c* OTHER DISCUSSION ON THE ADOPTION OF 

19j-4 from the representative of i !I ii7 !r ’ -?ing ty, THE AGESDA 

the attention of the Council the situariorl in ‘I‘hnilantl. 1. 
The representative of the USSR, objecting to the inclu- 

Order of discussion of item on the agenda 

sion of this item on the agenda, stated that: CASE 11 

4o For tests of relev3nt statements see: 
619th meeting: Fknce, paras. 5. 2G-2!1, 32; I.cbc?non, par:is. T’.?. 

105-l 19; Pddsttul, pwas. 3.5-63; 
6Wth meeting: United Kingdom. paras. 16, 25; bited States, 

parx ‘c’; 
t?lst meeting: President (China), paras. 90, 95; Greece, pams. 7, 

9; LXSR, paras. 6-Lt5, 84; 
G--i!: ld meeting: Lehmm, pxa. 3r 1; 
6Zrd meeting: President (ColomSiaj, para. 29; Chile, paras. 37, 

39; 
621th meeting: President (Colombia), paras. 13-1-I; Pakistan, 

parlt. 3. 
4L tXZ-l* meeting: para. 45. 
4L See also, ii this connexion, Case 19 below. 
43 S 73220, 0. R., Wz yew, Suppl. for \ pril- June 1934, p. 1% 

,JFt the 583rd meeting on 26 June 1952, the agenda 
iilClUdt:d t 1: -? follou-ing items: “‘2. Question of an appeal 
to States to xc& to and ratify the Geneva Protocol 
of 19’15 for the pr0hihition of the use of bacterial wea- 
pons; 3. Mmissior, of new Jkmbers . . .; and -1. Ques- 
~___. 

44 I.-or l ..* \itj of ryif-. Jnt .,taten:e:.:> see: 
tXZn(! rkding: Fr3nce, para. II: LSEH, paras. 6, 11. 
4i Gi2nd meeting: para. 17. 
u S,‘XUi, O.R., 3+.t year, Su~pl. fx July-Scpl. ZDJ4, p. 35. 
4y For tests of relevant stateme?:; see: 
679th meeting: President (ColomLiai, para. 2-I; L’SSR, paras. G-7 

21; I*nitetf States, para. ‘LX 
4j G’;?th rneetirlg: para. 25. 



26 Chapter ZZ. Agenda 

tion of a request for investigation of alleged bacterial 
warfare. ” 48 

After the President (USSR) had declared that suh- 
stantive discussion on item 2 had been concluded, the 
representative of the United States declared that he 
would insist that the Council at its next meeting move 
at once to the consideration of the fourth item. 

The President observed: 
GC If you are raising this matter, let us discuss it. 

If yb;‘insist on transposing the items, contrary to the 
rules of procedure and contrary to the accepted 
method of discussing agenda items in the order in 
which they stand on the agenda, let us discuss this 
matter, as we previously agreed to do, that is to say, 
after the debate on agenda item 2 is concluded. We 
can now discuss your proposal if you submit it for- 
mally. ” 
The representative of the United States replied: 

“According to the well-established rules of pro- 
cedure of the Security Council as I understand them, 
I think that when the Council meets it adopts an 
agenda. 1 do not think that a decision need be taken 
today as to what our agenda should be at the next 
meeting. I am not suggesting that this be done. I 
do insist that when the provisional agenda for the 
next meeting is submitted, it include the item ‘Ques- 
tion of a request for investigation of alleged bacterial 
warfare’, and at our next meeting, I shall argue for 
the immediate discussion of that item, regardless of 
its place upon the provisional agenda. 

“In serving this notice now, I do not think that I 
am in any way violating any practice, procedure or 
rule of the Security Council. It is quite the contrary.” 
The President stated: 

tc the agenda for our next meeting is very clear. 
The;;! are three items on the Council’s agenda: item 2, 
3 and 4. We have discussed item 2 and the next in 
order is item 3-‘Admission of new Members’. . .” 

. CASE 12 

At the 584th meeting on 1 July 1952, the represen- 
tative of the United States proposed that the provi- 
sional agenda be amended so that the Council might 
proceed at once to a discussion of item 3, entitled “Ques- 
tion of a request for investigation of alleged bacterial 
warfare”. 

The representative of the USSR moved the adoption 
of the agenda. After discussion of the connexion he- 
tween a decision to adopt the agenda and a decision to 
determine the order of the agenda items, the represen- 
tative of the United States withdrew his motion without 
prejudice to his right to reintroduce it. After the Coun- 
cil had decided in accordance with the President’s view, 
that the agenda had been adopted, the representative 
of the United States renewed his motion. 

The representative of the USSR stated: 
“The USSR delegation opposes the inversion of the 

items of the agenda and insists that the Security 
Council should proceed to discuss the question of the 

4m See ~a.rt III.A., Case 5. 

admission of new Members; only when discussion on 
that item has been completed, should it take up the 
item proposed by the United States. This will be 
the legitimate wav of considering the question, the 
way which is in accordance both with the rules of 
procedure and with the substance of the matter.” 
The President then put to the vote the United States 

proposal. so 

Decision: The C’nited States proposal was adopted by 
9 votes in lavour and 1 against, with 1 abstention.51 

CASE 13 

At the 690th meeting on 31 January 1955, when the 
provisional agenda contained, as item 2, a letter sub- 
mitted by the representative of New Zealand, and, as 
item 3, a letter submitted by the representative of the 
USSR,51 the representative of the United Kingdom 
stated that it would be proper for the Council to 
adopt both items. He added: 

66 If this is agreed, however, I would propose 
that the Council should give prior consideration to 
the New Zealand item, and reach a conclusion upon 
it before taking up the Soviet item . . .” ?- -- 
The representatives of Belgium, Brazil, Iran and Peru 

agreed with the views expressed by the representative 
of the United Kingdom. 

The representative of the USSR declared that it 
would be more correct to consider the question of priority 
after deciding whether to include the items in the 
agenda. 

The representative of the United Kingdom’submitted 
a motion that the Council vote on the following ques- 
tions: first, whether to inscribe the New Zealand item; 
second, whether to conclude consideration of the New 
Zealand item before taking up the USSR item, if the 
latter were adopted; and third, whether to inscribe the 
USSR item on the agenda.63 

The representative of the USSR observed: 

“The procedure the United Kingdom representative 
has just proposed is in unusual procedure, which up 
to now has not been followed in the Security Council. 
The Council’s normal procedure is first to decide on 
the items to be included in its agenda and afterwards 
to consider the order in which these items are to be 
examined. 

66 . . . He is proposing that we should forthwith, in 
our first vote, not merely take a decision on the items 
to be included in the agenda but also determine in 
advance which of these items should be considered 
first, and then after this has been settled, to decide 
whether or not the second item should be included . . . 

*O For texts of relevant statements see: 
583rd meeting: President (C’SSR), paras. 134, 138; United 

States, paras. 133, 135-136; 
384th meeting: President (United Kingdom), paras. 19-20, 23, 

26, 29, 31, 34-36, 53, 68; Brazil, paras. l-1-15; China, para. 28; 
Pakistan, para. 24; USSR, paras. 17-18, 21-22, 55, 64, 67; United 
States, paras. 13, 27, 37. 

u 584th meeting: para. 68. 
)a See part IILA., Case 6. 
u 690th meeting: Dara. 75. 
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“I have made a proposal, and I insist that the 
normal procedure be observed, namely, that to begin 
with we vote on the inclusion in the agenda of each 
of the items ,which are on the provisional agenda. 
After that, the Security Council should discuss and 
decide which of the questions on the agenda should 
be examined first. After it has decided which of the 
questions it will discuss first, it can and should go on 
to examine the substance of that question. This is 
the normal, customary order of procedure, and I see 
no reason for departing from it.” 

The representative of France remarked concerning 
the United Kingdom proposal that he did not see how 
the Council could vote to give an item already included 
in the agenda priority over another item not yet 
included. 

The representative of the United States declared: 

“In this case, it does not seem to me that we are 
planning to establish a priority over another question 
which is not before us, What the United Kingdom 
representative’s motion asks us to do is merely to 
declare that we shall conclude the New Zealand item 
first, which is really not quite the same thing. It 
does not seem to me that the motion of the represen- 
tative of the United Kingdom is revolutionary or 
very novel. 

“This Council is the master of its own procedure. 
We can decide what we shall take up first, what we 
shall take up second and what we shall take up third. 
It is the kind of thing that every legislative body does 
every day. ” 

The representative of the United Kingdom reviseds* 
his original motion to provide that the Council vote on 
the following questions: first, whether to inscribe the 
New Zealand item; second, whether to inscribe the USSR 
item; and third, whether to conclude consideration of 
the New Zealand item before taking up the USSR item. 

The representative of the USSR submitted an amend- 
mentb5 to paragraph 3 of the United Kingdom revised 
motion that the Council include as the first item on its 

I agenda the item proposed by the Soviet Union. 

After further discussion, the President (New Zealand) 
indicated that he would put to the vote the first two 
paragraphs of the revised motion submitted by the 
representative of the United Kingdom, and that, before 
coming to paragraph 3 of that motion, he would put 
to the vote the USSR amendment? 

De&ion: The Council, after it had adopted, in the 
order suggested by the President, the motion submitted 
by the representative of the United Kingdom and had 
rejected the USSR amendment, adopted its agenda? 

‘4 690th meeting: para. 96. 
‘6 690th meeting: para. 98. 
60 For texts of relevant statements see: 
690th meeting: President (New Zealand), paras. 88, 94, 101-103, 

lo*, 110; Belgium, paras. 44-47; Brazil, paras. 37-43; Iran, paras. 59. 
62; Peru, paras. 48-55; USSR, paras. 76-78; t’nited Kingdom, 
paras. 26, 74-75, 95-96; United States, paras. 82-83. 

‘7 690th meeting: paras, 110-114. 

2. Scope of items and sub-items on the agenda in 
relation to the mope of dimum3ion 

CASE 14 

At the 657th meeting on 4 February 1954, the pro- 
visional agenda included as item 2 the Palestine ques- 
tion and, as sub-items thereunder, Complaints by Israel 
against Egypt concerning (a) enforcement by Egypt of 
restrictions on the passage of ships trading with Israel 
through the Suez Canal, and (b) interference by Egypt 
with shipping proceeding to the Israeli port of E1ath.B 

The representative of the United Kingdom, referring 
to a letters9 dated 3 February 1954 from the represen- 
tative of Egypt which requested the Council to place 
on the agenda for urgent consideration a complaint 
against Israel concerning violations of the Egyptian- 
Israeli General Armistice Agreement, proposed that the 
Council approve the provisional agenda, ask the repre- 
sentative of Egypt to circulate an explanatory memo- 
randum in regard to his proposed item, and, upon 
receipt of the memorandum, meet to decide whether, 
and in what form, to put the additional item on the 
agenda. 

After the representative..of Lebanon had moved that 
the complaint submitted by Egypt be included in-the 
provisional agenda as sub-item (c), the representative 
of the United States declared that he would support 
the Lebanese motion provided that the complaints 
brought by Israel and Egypt were discussed in turn 
and not simultaneously. He proposed that item 2 on 
the provisional agenda should comprise two sub-items: 
(a) Complaint by Israel against Egypt concerning . . ., 
and (b) Complaint by Egypt against Israel concerning . . . 

The representative of Lebanon withdrew his proposal 
in favour of the one submitted by the representative 
of the United States. 

The representative of France, noting that the two 
complaints related to different orders of facts, inquired 
as to the guarantees which the Council would have, 
were the United States proposal accepted, that the two 
questions would not be confused in the course of the 
debate. 

The representative of the United Kingdom inquired 
whether, if the Council approved the United States 
amendment, the President would feel obliged to call 
to order any speaker who might touch item (b) when 
discussing item (a), or vice versa. 

The President (Yew Zealand) replied in the affirmative. 
The representative of the USSR observed: 

I< it seems to me a most unusual situation that 
the’E;rksident should be required to give assurances 
that he will interrupt or refuse to recognize certain 
speakers, as if the essential purpose of our discussion 
of the question were to preclude the expression of 
opinion about it on one pretext or another, by main- 
taining that such and such a statement is irrelevant 
or relates to item (b) and not to item (a), and SO on. 

(6 . . . 

4a See part II.C., Case 3. 
” S/3172, O.R., 9th pear, Suppl. for Jan.-Match 1954, pn 5. 
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“I should like to add that it seems to me quite 
possible that when we are discussing the first item, 
the complaint lx Israel, we shall touch uporl general 
issues which miiht have some relation to the second 
item, the complaint bv Egypt. Surely we are not 
to be prohibited from feferring to them too? If, in 
clarifying one question we find it necessary to intro- 
duce certain matters which are relevant-and neces- 
sarily relevant- to the discussion of the other, are 
we for that reason to keep silent? 

“If that is so, we must first draw up a special set 
of rules of procedure for the discussion of the Palestine 
question. I think that any declaration or assurance 
by the President would be out of place in the Securitv 
Council, n*hich must act in accordance with its exisi- 
ing rules of procedure and with its established prac- 
tice.“60 

The representative of the United Kingdom “relying 
on the assurances given just now by the President in 
connexion with calling representatives to order,” with- 
drew his motion. 

Decision: The Council adopted, without vote, the agenda 
with the amendment submitted by the representative of the 
United States. 61 

CASE 15 
. . 

At the 665th meeting on 8 April 1951, the provisional 
agenda included as item. 2 the Palestine question and 
therti::ilder, two sub-items: “(a) Complaint bv Lebanon 
on behalf of the Government of the Hashekite King- 
dom of the Jordan of: Flagrant breach of article III, 
paragraph 2, of the General Armistice Agreement . . .” 
and “(b) Complaints by Israel against Jordan concerning 
the repudiation by Jordan of its obligations under the 
General Armistice Agreement: . . .” 

The representative of Lebanon expressed the hope 
that the Council would, as in the case of the Suez Canal 
question, deal first with sub-item 2 (a) and conclude 
discussion of that item before proceeding to item 2 (b) of 
the agenda. 

The President (USSR) replied: 

‘Wormally, all items are discussed in the order in 
which they appear on the agenda. Item 2 of the 
agenda of our present meeting, of course, is the Pales- 
tine question, consisting of a ‘Complaint bv Lebanon 
on behalf of the Government of the HasheLite King- 
dom of the Jordan’, followed bv the matters to which 
the complaint relates, and ?omplaints by Israel 
against Jordan’, followed bv the matters submitted 
for consideration under that-head. 

“Accordingly, the point raised by the representative 
of Lebanon appears to be unnecessary for the moment, 
since it is clear, there being no other proposals of any 
kind, that the matters raised must be discussed in the 
order in which they appear in the provisional agenda.” 

a0 For tests of relevant statements see: 
652 h meeting: President (Sew Zealand), parz 94; France, 

paras. 3NX, S 2: Lebanon, paras. 18, 51; C’SSR, paras. 98-99, lOI- 
102; United Iiir@cm, Ijams. 3-8, 92; United States, para. 4~. 

@I 637th meeting: para. 114. 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated 
that he had been prepared to agree to the adoption of 
the agenda on the assumption that, since the two sub- 
items were interrelated, the Council lvould consider 
them as a whole. 

The representative of Lebanon, in opposing the views 
of the representative of the United Kingdom, recalled: 

“At this point, I can only say in passing that it was 
none other than the representative of the ‘L’nited 
Kingdom himself, the predecessor of the present 
representative, who insisted not very long ago, in the 
memory of all of us here, that another item which 
was put forward by Israel should be debated separately 
without any reference to the larger issues . . . It can 
be shown that at the time the representative of the 
United Kingdom did this, he did it more or less out 
of order. However, it was he more than anyone else 
who insisted then and, in fact, succeeded in getting 
a ruling from the President that if anybody were to 
trespass on the absolutely restricted area of the item 
put forward bv Israel, that person would at least be 
admonished; ind it actually happened.” 
The represent;ltive of France, expressing his agree- 

ment with the view-s of the representative of the United 
Kingdom, stated that- the sub-items- (a)-cZpd Lb1 were 
part of the more general item, “The Palestine question”, 
and that it Avould be wrong to prevent any delegation 
from dealing with either of these two sub-items in what- 
ever order it considered appropriate in the context of 
the general theme of the discussion. 

The representative of the United States observed: 
66 it has become abundantly clear that compIaints 

suc&s those included in our provisional agenda are 
interrelated. If we are to take constructive action 
which will be helpful to the parties themselves and 
conducive to peace in the area, we must treat them 
as interrelated in our consideration here.” 
The representative of China stated: 

cc . -As far as the precedents of the Security Council 
are ‘cbncerned, they are mixed. Prior to the month 
of February 1954, there was no objection to the 
simultaneous discussion of various parts of the Pales- 
tine question. During the month of February, I 
found myself in the minority. The majority insisted 
that various aspects of the Palestine question should 
be kept in water-tight compartments. 

“I felt that during the month of Fehruarv we had 
set a bad precedent. However, that is The most 
recent precedent, and I can understand why members 
of the Council may insist that it should be followed.” 

He suggested that the Council should start discussing 
sub-item (a) and that the various practical needs could 
be taken care of bv the existing rules of proc4ure. 

The representative of Brazil suggested that the dis- 
cmsion should proceed according to the order of sub- 
items, but after the_v had been so rearranged as to sep- 
ar3te the issues relating to frontier conflicts and armed 
incidents from those relating to implementation of 
Armistice Agreements. 

‘jl he representative of i\;ew Zealand, who supported 
the vieiv that sub-items 2 (a) and 2 (6) should be dis- 
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cussed simultaneously, maintained that the Council 
was free to determine its procedure, which it should 
adjust to the requirements of the situation. 

The President proposed that the provisional agenda 
be adopted as it stood and that the order of considera- 
tion of the various points should be deferred until the 
next meeting of the Council. 

The representative of France observed: 

“What is in question here is not only the order of 
the items but also the possibility of a speaker dealing 
with them either jointly or separately, or relating 
them to each other. There is already a certain order 
in the document submitted to us; we could very well 
reverse that order and nevertheless say that the ques- 
tions could not be mixed. What I wish to have is 
an assurance that the adoption of the agenda will 
leave the Council completely free, at its next meeting, 
to discuss the items not only in the order it wishes, 
but with any desired relationship between them.” 

The representative of the United Kingdom, supporting 
the views of the representative of France, expressed 
doubt whether the t&o questions were separable. 

At the 666th meeting on 12 April 1954, the represen- 
tative of Brazil, stating that the Council should not, at 
that early stage, prejudge the substance, terms and 
character of its decisions, submitted, on behalf of the 
Brazilian and Colombian delegations, the following 
suggestion: 

which is not a formal proposal: first, that the 
provisional agenda be adopted; second, that a general 
discussion be held in which reference may be made to 
any or all of the items of the agenda; and third, that 
the Security Council should not commit itself at this 
stage as to the separate or joint character of its even- 
tual resolution or resolutions.” 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
USSR, observed: 

it would be advisable to consider these two 
compia’ints in the order in which they appear in the 

l provisional agenda, but, in our discussion of these 
complaints, there should be nothing to prevent our 
referring, within certain reasonable limits and to a 
certain reasonable degree,’ to other more general 
questions, in so ‘far as they relate to the complaints 
in question and to the facts set forth in the complaints, 
which we must correctly evaluate.” 

The representative of Lebanon, referring to the sug- 
gestion made by the representatives of Brazil and Colom- 
bia, queried whether it would not be possible for the 
Council either to hold a general debate first and then 
discuss sub-item (a), or to discuss sub-item (a) first and 
hold the general debate afterwards. 

At the 667th meeting on 22 April 1954, the represen- 
tative of Brazil submitted, on behalf of the Brazilian 
and the Colombian delegations, the following proposal: 

66 1. The provisional agenda is adopted. 

“2. A general discussion shall be held in which 
reference may be made to any or all of the items of 
the agenda. 

“3. The Security Council does not commit itself 
at this stage as to the separate or joint character of 
its eventual resolution or resolutions.” 
At the 670th meeting on 4 Mav 1951, the represen- 

tative of Lebanon submitted the f&owing amendments 
to the Brazilian-Colombian proposal: 

“(1) Insert after paragraph 1 the following para- 
graph, to be numbered 2: ‘The Counci: proceeds to 
take up and decide upon the items on the agenda in 
the order in which they appear’. 

“(2) Change the number of paragraph 2 to 3, 
substitute the phrase ‘during the discussion of any 
item’ for the phrase ‘a general discussion shall be 
held in which’, and add the following words at the 
end of the paragraph: ‘within reasonable limits’. 

“(3) Delete the present parag-aph 3.“*4 

Decision: The Council, folIowing its rejection, para- 
graph by paragraph, of the Lebanese amendments, adop- 
tede3 the Brazilian-Colombian proposal by 8 votes in 
favour, 2 against, with 1 abstention. 

3. Phrahg of items on the agenda 

CASE 16 

At the 577th meeting o&8 June 1952, the %ur?Q 
Council had on its provisional agenda two items: 
“2. Appeal to States to accede to and ratify the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 for the prohibition of the use of bac- 
terial x2apons”; and “3. Adoption of a recommend+ 
tion to the General Assembly concerning the simul- 
taneous admission to membership in the United Nations 
of all fourteen States which have applied for such 
admission. ” 

The representative of the United States proposed 
that, in accordance with a practice which had become 
standard in the proceedings of the Council, the words 
“Question of” be inserted at the beginning of each item 
of the provisional agenda. 

The President, speaking as representative of the USSR, 
replied that “in Security Council practice items do not 
invariably begin with the word (question”‘. The Rus- 
sian text of the letter from the USSR delegation to the 
Secretariat worded item 2 as “Concerning an appeal to 
States . . .” and not as “Appeal to States . . .“. The 
Russian text might perhaps be more accurately trans- 
lated into English, by rendering it as “Question of an 
appeal”, but in Russian it should continue to re‘ld 
“Concerning an appeal”. In his opinion there was little 
difference between the wording submitted bv the USSR 
delegation and that proposed by the U&tetl St&:; 
delegation. 

The representatives of Brazil and France maintained 
that only bv the insertion, in item 2, of the word “qucs- d 

(* For texts of relevant statements see: 
tKth meeting : President (VSSR), parah. 6-i, 13.5: Fkuil. 

px:iq. M-70; Chirx, paras. -19-53; France, paras. 34, l-ltj; Lebarlon, 
pxas. 5, 2.5-25; Sew Zdand, paras. ii-&l; I-kited King{! jfn, 
paras. 11, 134; United States, paras. -I&47; 

666th meeting: President (USSR), para. 71; Brazil, paras. 21-25; 
Lebanon, para. 130; 

667th meeting: BraziI, para. 34; Lebanon, para. 53; 
670th meeting: Lebanon, para. 29. 
63 670th meeting: paras. 63-73. 
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tion” before the words “Appeal to States” would the 
Council avoid giving the impression that it had prejudg- 
ed the decision which it would adopt at the conclusion 
of the debate. 

With regard to the wording of item 3, the represen- 
tative of Greece proposed the deletion of the word 
“fourteen” in order to avoid giving a limitative character 
to the item. 

The representative of the United Kingdom, noting 
that his delegation had always maintained that items 
on the agenda of the Security Council should be for- 
mulated in a neutral and non-tendentious way, stated 
that the phrasing of item 3, “Adoption of a recommen- 
dation . . .“, tended to suggest that the Council ought 
to adopt such a recommendation. He proposed to 
word item 3 as: “Admission of new Members: (a) Adop- 
tion of a recommendation . . .” 

The President, speaking as representative of the 
USSR, inquired whether the letter “(a)” in the United 
Kingdom proposal implied a sub-item “(6)“. Since 
the provisional agenda consisted of one item, he saw 
no reason for an enumeration. 

The representative of the United Kingdom replied 
that the letter “(a)” was designed to make it clear that 
the USSR proposal would be only one of several pos- 
sible proposals before the Council. He was prepared 
to eliminate the letter “(Q)” provided the President 
would agree to place the words “Adoption of a recom- 
mendation . . .” on a separate line. 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
USSR, stated that the proposal submitted by his dele- 
gation should be put on the agenda in the form originally 
proposed with the addition of the words “proposal for” 
before the text of the item. 

. 

“At the same time, every delegation is entitled to 
submit its own proposal in the form it regards as 
most suitable, whatever the subject of the proposal 
may be, whether it is a proposal on the admission of 
new Members or any other kind of proposal. Every 
delegation has that right. In this case, however, 
we are discussing a question proposed by the Soviet 
Union delegation in the wording proposed by that 
delegation. This is the Soviet Union delegation’s 
own proposal. Every delegation is entitled to take 
whatever position it pleases on that proposal while 
it is being discussed. The proposal of a given delega- 
tion remains the proposal of that delegation.” 
The representative of Chile proposed that item 3 

should be worded as follows: 
“3. Admission of new Members: 

Proposal for the adoption of 
ha;ion to the General Assembly 

a recommen- 

“(b) Consideration of other applications for admis- 
sion of new Members, and of other proposals 
relating to admission.” 

The representative of the USSR would thereby be assur- 
ed that the item proposed by his delegation would 
constitute one of the bases of discussion, while other 
members of the Council would be enabled also to con- 
sider other proposals with regard to applications for 
membership. 

The President observed that the Chilean proposal 
was unprecedented for it meant that the Council would 
have given authorization in advance for the considera- 
tion of a proposal unknown to it. 

“It is an established part of the practice of the 
Security Council that before it is placed on the agenda, 
every proposed item must be considered by the 
Council; it must be considered by means of the pro- 
cedure of deciding the question of inclusion of this 
proposed item in the provisional agenda. From the 
point of view of precedent, it is hardly desirable to 
take an a priori decision to include in the agenda cer- 
tain indeterminate proposals which are unknown to 
the Security Council.” 
The representatives of Chile and the Netherlands 

submitted a joint proposal to include, as sub-item 3 (b) 
“Consideration of General Assembly resolution 506 (VI)“. 

The representative of the United Kingdom withdrew 
his proposal and associated himself with the joint pro- 
posal submitted by Chile and the Netherlands? 

Decision: The Council rejecfed the USSR proposal by 
I vote in favour and 7 against, with 3 abstentions. The 
joint proposal submitted by the delegations of Chile and 
the Netherlands was adopted by a unanimous vote. The 
agenda, thus amended,’ was adopted.85 -’ --- 

CASE 17 

At the 594th meeting on 2 September 1952, in con- 
nexion with the Question of Admission of new Members, 
the representative of Turkey drew attention to the use 
of the word “simultaneous” in item 2 (a) of the provi- 
sional agenda. He observed that the word was not in 
harmony with and, indeed, went counter to the spirit 
of the Charter and suggested that its use was a mistake. 

The President (Brazil) observed that the Council, at 
its 591st meeting, had adopted the item as part of the 
agenda, following the wording of the draft resolution 
of the Soviet Union. He added that “ the question of 
the propriety or impropriety of simultaneous admission 
will no doubt come up during the discussion of the draft 
resolution”. 66 

CASE 18 

At the 626th meeting on 19 October 1953, the pro- 
visional agenda included as item 2 “The Palestine ques- 
tion: (a) Letters dated 17 October 1953 from the repre- 
sentatives of France, United Kingdom and United 
States addressed to the President of the Security’ Council 
(S/3109, S/3110 and S/3111)“. The representative of 
Lebanon inquired: 

What are we adopting? We do not adopt a 
let&* that we have received; we adopt a particular 
topic that we are going to discuss. That topic cer- 
tainly is included somewhere in the letters mentioned 

a( For texts of relevant statements see: . 
577th meeting: President (USSR), paras. 4, 44, 50-51, 61, 63; 

Brazil, para. 13; Chile, paras. 56, 59, 77; France, para. 27; Greece, 
paras. 3, 30; Netherlands, para. 73; United Kingdom, paras. 32-34, 
42-43, 48, 84; United States, para. 2. 

4‘ 577th meeting: paras. 87-89. 
a0 For texts of relevant statements see: 
594th meeting: President (Brazil), para. 25; Turkey, para. 22. 
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by the President. I should like to know what that 
topic is. Will the President, therefore, please tell 
us what we are adopting.” 

In reply to the statement of the President (Denmark) 
that the Council had to adopt or reject the Palestine 
question, as the item in the agenda, together with the 
proposals made in the letters accompanying it, the 
representative of Lebanon declared that he would have 
to vote against the adoption of the agenda unless he 
knew fully what that item was. 

The representative of France maintained that when 
the provisional agenda mentioned a document, the 
adoption of that agenda did not mean that the docu- 
ment was approved: it meant that the Council was 
going to discuss the document or the action to be taken 
upon it. 

The representative of the USSR, stating that he could 
not determine his attitude on an agenda without know- 
ing what it was about, declared that there was no justi- 
fication for refusing to clarify the agenda. If the desire 
was to hear a report by the Chief of Staff of the Truce 
Supervision Organization, as the letters contained in 
the agenda indicated, it ought to be agreed that the 
matter deserved to be included as a separate sub-item 
under the general heading of “The Palestine question”. 

The representatives of China and Greece were of the 
opinion that the identical letters contained in the pro- 
visional agenda had indicated that the subject of dis- 
cussion would be the question of tension between Israel 
and the neighbouring Arab States. The representative 
of China, noting that the indication was sufficiently 
concrete to permit the Council to proceed, declared: 

CG There is a tradition in the Security Council 
with regard to the provisional agenda, namely, that 
the provisional agenda should not contain language 
prejudicing the substance of questions. It is for 
that reason that the language used in the agenda is 
always non-committal. . . .” 

. 

After the representative of Lebanon had suggested 
certain alterations in the text of the identical letters 
contained in the agenda, the President observed: 

66 It has never before happened in the Council 
that a request was made to alter the words of a docu- 
ment appearing under the question of the adoption 
of the agenda.” 
The representative of China proposed to retain the 

provisional agenda as it stood with sub-item (a), and 
add a sub-item (b) which would read: “Complaint made 
by Lebanon of act of violence by Israel against Jordan”. 

The representative of China withdrew his proposal 
after the representative of Lebanon submitted an amend- 
ment to the provisional agenda, as follows: 

“In paragraph 2, add after the words ‘the Palestine 
question’ the following words: ‘Recent acts of violence 
committed by Israel armed forces against Jordan’.” 

At the 627th meeting on 20 October 1953, the repre- 
sentative of Greece maintained that to adopt the amend- 
ment submitted by the representative of Lebanon would 
be to prejudge the question. He therefore proposed 
the following wording: 

“The Palestine question: compliance with and 
enforcement of the General Armistice Agreements, 
with special reference to recent acts of violence, and 
in particular to the incident at Qibya on 14-15 Octo- 
ber 1953. 

“(a) Report by the Chief of Staff of the Truce 
Supervision Organization.” 

The representative of Lebanon proposed the deletion 
of the letter “(a)” before the words “Report by the 
Chief of Staff , . .” and the replacement of the period 
after “14-15 October 1953” with a colon. Upon accep- 
tance by the representative of Greece of the alterations 
suggested by the representative of Lebanon, the latter 
withdrew his amendment. 

The representative of China observed: 
46 . As an institution, we should see to it that no 

delegation can obtain a substantial advantage through 
procedure. Our rules in regard to procedure and our 
practices should all be calculated to promote that 
objective. Therefore the procedure should be sim- 
ple, clear and consistent.“@’ 

Decision: After further discussion, the agenda, as 
amended, was adopted without a vote.68 - _ -- 

-- k 

4. Poetponement of consideration of item 

CASE 19 

At the 576th meeting on 14 April 1952, when the 
provisional agenda comprised, under the general head- 
ing of “The Tunisian question”, communications from 
eleven Member States, the representative of Chile sub- 
mitted a draft resolution 69 (1) to include in the agenda 
the consideration of the communications submitted by 
those States, on the understanding that such action did 
not imply any decision regarding the competence of the 
Council to consider the substance of the question, and 
(2) to postpone the consideration of the communications 
for the time being. He stated that his proposal to 
suspend the discussion indefinitely should be under- 
stood as not prejudicing the Council’s right to deal with 
the matter at any time, should serious events prompt 
any Member to request such action. 

The representative of the United Kingdom opposed 
the Chilean draft resolution on the ground that it would 
have the effect of putting the question on the agenda. 

The representative of Brazil, who at the 574th meet- 
ing had stated that he would be quite receptive to any 
proposal toward the postponement of the consideration 
of the item after its inclusion in the agenda,‘0 reserved 
the position of his delegation on the Chilean draft reso- 
lution. 

O7 For texts of relevant statements see: 
626th meeting: President (Denmark), paras. 3, 75, 83; China, 

paras. 39-40, 108, 116; France, para. 6; Greece, para. 13; Lebanon, 
paras. 2, 4, 71-74, 77; USSR, paras. 31, 33, 36. 

627th meeting: President (Denmark), para. 31; China, para. 36; 
Greece, paras. 7-10; Lebanon, paras. 33-34. 

@* 627th meeting: paras. 52-53. 
@* S/2600, 576th meeting: para. 104. 
I0 574th meeting: para. 95. 
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‘The representative of the Netherlands believed that 
the adoption of the Chilean draft resolution could create 
a disturbing influence on direct negotiations between 
the parties concerned, 

The representative of China, supporting the Chilean 
draft resolution, stated that he was not convinced by 
the argument that the adoption of the draft resolution 

The President, speaking as the representative of 
Pakistan, observed that he would support the Chilean 
draft resolution for it at least preserved the dignity and 
sense of justice on which the United Nations was sup- 
posed to be founded. The postponement of discussion, 
he maintained, would safeguard the chances of the 
success of negotiations between the parties. 

could hamper negotiations between the parties concerned. 

The representative of the USSR stated that the 
‘1 For texts of relevant statements see: 

Chilean proposal did not meet, in its present form, the 
576th meeting: President (Pakistan), paras. 82-85; Brazil, 

para. 57; Chile, paras. 40-41, 67-68, 118-120; China, paras. 99-100; 

request made by the eleven Member. States in their Netherlands, para. 63; USSR, paras. 110, 117; United Kingdom, 

communications to the Security Council. He added: 
para. 47. 

‘* 576th meeting: para. 121. 

These States ask for the inclusion of the ques- 

Decidont The draft resolution submitted by the repre- 

tion of the situation in Tunisia in the agenda of the 
Security Council, but they do not ask the Security 

sentative of Chile was rejected by 5 votes in favour, 2 against, 

Council to postpone the consideration of the question 

with 4 absfention~? 

of the situation in Tunisia. The proposal which we 
are now considering represents an attempt to combine 
two things which cannot be combined: on the one 
hand, it seemingly includes the question of the situa- 
tion in Tunisia in the agenda of the Security Council, 
but on the other hand, it immediately excludes that 
question from the Council’s agenda.“n 

Part IV 

THE AGENDA: MATTERS OF WHICH THE SECURITY COUNCIL IS SEIZED’?, 
-- -u 

Rule 10 of the provisional rules of procedure was 
designed to enable the Security Council to continue, at 
the next meeting, the consideration of an unfinished item 
without a renewed debate on the adoption of the agenda. 
However, the provisional agenda has not invariably 
contained all items of unfinished business. The case 
histories included in section A of this part cover those 
instances in which there has been discussion of the 
requirement for the insertion of unfinished items of the 
agenda in the agenda of the next meeting. 

. 

The tabulation appearing in section B brings up to 
date that appearing in the corresponding chapter of the 
original volume of the Repertoire. The observations 
made there concerning the tabulation apply here also. 

Section B.2 of this chapter presents case histories 
setting forth the significant discussion in the Security 
Council of the retention of items on the agenda in the 
sense of the list of matters of which the Security Council 
is seized. The relation of the Summary Statement 
issued under rule 11 to notifications made to the General 
Assembly under Article 12 (1) is dealt with in the Note 
to chapter VI, part I, section A. 

A. RULE 10 

CASE 20 

At the 594th meeting on 2 September 1952, the pro- 
visional agenda contained three sub-items under the 
general heading “Admission of new Members: (a) Adop- 
tion of a recommendation to the General Assembly con- 
cerning . . .; (b) Consideration of resolution 506 (VI) of 
the General Assembly; and (c) New applications for 
membership . . .” 

The President (Brazil) stated that the first two sub- 
items of the provisional agenda were the same as had 

been contained in the agenda of the 591st meeting held 
on 9 July 1952, when the Council had decided to post- 
pone the consideration of the question of the admission 
of new Members until 2 September 1952. The Pres- 
ident believed that it would be advisable to add sub- 
item (c) in order that the Council might have an oppor- 
tunity to consider the applications on which the Council 
had not yet reported to the General Assembly. 

The representative of the USSR requested the Presi- 
dent to take a vote on the first sub-items, 2 (a) and 
2 (b), or to adopt them without a vote, since they appar- 
ently gave rise to no objection or comment as they 
already appeared in the agenda for the Security Coun- 
cil’s previous meetings, and to put sub-item 2 (c) to a 
separate vote. 

The President, expressing his agreement with the 
request of the representative of the USSR, declared 
that if there were no objection, he would consider sub- 
items 2 (a) and 2 (b) as included in the agenda. 74 

Decision: The Council adopted sub-items 2 (a) and 
2 (b) without a vote.75 

CASE 21 

At the 599th meeting on 12 September 1952, when the 
provisional agenda included as item 2 “Admission of 
new Members”, the representative of the USSR inquired 
why sub-item 2 (a), “Consideration of resolution 506 (VI) 
of the General Assembly”, still remained on the pro- 
visional agenda. He stated that during the previous 
meeting the Council had proceeded to discuss sub- 

7a See Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council 1946- 
1951, chapter II, part IV, Note, p. 83. 

T4 For texts of relevant statements see: 
594th meeting : 

paras. 10-15. 
President (Brazil), paras. 6-9, 16; USSR, 

“ 594th meeting: para. 16. 
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item (b) because it had considered sub-item (Q) to be 
superfluous. He believed that there was no justifica- 
tion for including sub-item (a) in the agenda. 

The President (Brazil) replied that the Council had 
not yet disposed of sub-item (a), and that the Council 
at the last meeting had decided merely to pass to sub- 
item (6). The representative of Pakistan explained 
that the question of whether th:lt sub-item had been 
disposed of depended upon how the Council intended 
to interpret the meaning of “pending applications” as 
referred to in resolution 506 (VI) of the General Assem- 
bb 7. He continued: 

66 If, however, we think that ‘pending applica- 
tion? &thin the meaning of the resolution comprise 
certain applications which have not yet been con- 
sidered, it is perfectly obvious that sub-item 2 (a) 
should be retained on the agenda until we have 
exhausted or come to a conclusion one way or the 
other on sub-item 2 (b).” 

The President declared: 

CASE 22 

At the 675th meeting on 20 June 19,5-I, the Security 
Council adopted the agenda, item 2 of which was “Cable- 
gram dated 19 June 1954 from the Minister for External 
Relations of Guatemala addressed to the President of 
the Security Council.” At the 676th meeting on 
25 June 19511, item 2 of the provisional agenda was the 
same as the item adopted at the previous meeting with 
the addition of a letter dated 22 June 1954 from the 
representative of Guatemala addressed to the Secretary- 
General. 

Various representatives expressed opposition to the 
adoption of the agenda on the ground that the matter 
was being dealt with by the Inter-American Peace Com- 
mittee, an organ of the Organization of American States. 

The representative of Lebanon, enumerating the 
reasons for supporting the inclusion of the item in the 
agenda, stated: 

<< in accordance with rule 10 of our rules of 
procehke, the provisional agenda for today’s meet- 
ing includes all matters not disposed of at the pre- 
vious meeting. Sub-item 2 (a), as I have already 
explained twice, was not disposed of, since the ques- 
tion of the report which the Security Council is to 
present to the General Assembly on the status of 
pending applications is still before us. A few minutes 
ago, the representative of Pakistan brought the ques- 
tion of this report into the discussion. But how can 
we discuss the report if we do not retain sub-item 2 (a) 
in the agenda?“T6 

“The second reason is that we have already adopted 
this agenda. We adopted it at the 675th meeting 
on 20 June, and nobody objected to its adoption then; 
and we find no fresh reason today why a similar 
agenda should not be taken up and examined by the 
Security Council.” 

Decision: The agenda was adopted by 9 votes in favour 
and none against with 1 abstention, one member being 
absent. 77 

The representative of thi USSR found no just?fkaiKUn 
for putting to the vote the question of inscribing the 
item on the agenda. He declared: 

“If w-e consult the rules of procedure of the Security 
Council, in particular rule 10, we find that anv item 
of :hc agenda of the Security Council, the considera- 
tion of which has not been completed, must auto- 
matically be included in the agenda of the next 
meeting . . .“73 

Decision: The agenda was rejected by 4 votes in favour 
and 5 against, with 2 abstentions.7g 

‘a For texts of relevant statements see: 78 For texts of relevant statements see: 
599th meeting: President (Brazil), paras. 4-5, 12, 24-25, 33; 676th meeting: Brazil, paras. 12, 27; China, paras. 123-124; 

China, para. 41; Pakistan, paras. 14-15, 19-21; C’SSR, par;\s. Z-3, Lebanon, paras. 101-10-i; USSR, paras. 138-l-10; United King- 
6-7, 11, 26, 29, 31. dom, paras. 94-95. 

. 

77 599th meeting: paras. 5X8. ‘@ 676th meeting: para. 195. 

B. RULE 11 

1. Retention and deletion of item from the Secretary-General’s Summary Statement on matters of which the 
Security Council is seized 

This tabulation, which supplements that appearing in the Repertoire, 19 it;-1951, pp. 85-91, covers matters appearing in the Secretary- 
General’s Summary Statements during the period 1952-1955. The items included are (1) those of which the Security Council tias 
seized at the close of the period covered by the earlier tabulation, and (2) items of which the Council has been seized since that time. 
Items are listed in the order in which they have appeared in the Summary Statement. Items to the end of 1951 are numbered to 
conform with the numbering in the earlier tabulation. The titles used are those occurring in the Summary Statement except for 
occasional abridgments. 

Item 
Ffrst iwlusion 
in the agenda 

First entry in 
Summwg Statement 

Last action of the Council 
as of 31 December 1955 

FinaI en&y in 
Summary Statement as 
of 31 December 1955 

1. The Iranian question 3rd meeting S ‘45 Adopted Setherlands proposA 
28 January 1946 23 April 1946 to adjourn discussion and 

resume it at the request of 
any member 
43rd meeting, 
22 !+lay 1946. 

l See Reperloire of the Practice of the Security Council 1946~19L; I, Case 56, 1)~. 92-93. 
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Item 

3. Statute and Rules of 1st meeting s/45 Referred report of Military 
Procedure of Military 17 January 1946 23 April 1946 Staff Committee to Com- 
Staff Committee mittee of Experts 

23rd meeting, 
16 February 1946 

. 
4. Special Agreements under 1st meeting s/45 Discussed report of Military 

Article 43 of the Charter 1 7 January 1946 23 April 1946 Staff Committee 
157th meeting, 
15 July 1947 

First inclusion 
in the agenda 

First cntrg in 
Summary Statement 

Last action of the Council 
as of 31 December I955 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement as 
of 31 December 1955 

5. Rules of Procedure of the 1st meeting s 145 Amended rules 
Security Council 17 January 1946 23 April 1946 468th meeting, 

28 February 1950 

14. The general regulation 88th meeting Sj238b Dissolved Commission for Con- 
and reduction of arma- 31 December 1946 3 January 1947 ventional Armaments in ac- 
ments cordance with recommenda- 

tion in General Assembly 
resolution 502 (VI) 
571st meeting, 
30 January 1952 

Information on armed 89th meeting Sj246b 
forces of United Na- 7 January 1947 10 January 1947 
tions (General Assem- 
bly resolutions 41 (I) 

--- 
-- w 

and 42 (I)) 

19. Appointment of a Gover- 143rd meeting S/382 Postponed discussion of the 
nor of the Free Ter- 20 June 1947 20 June 1947 item 
ritory of Trieste 647th meeting, 

14 December 1953 

20. The Egyptian question 

21. The Indonesian ques- 171st meeting S/461 Failed to adopt Canadian 
tion (II) 31 July 1947 1 August 1947 draft resolution and rejected 

Ukrainian SSR draft reso- 
lution 
456th meeting, 
13 December 19496 

22. Voting Procedure in the 197th meeting s 1533 Presidential statement con- 
Security Council 27 August 1947 29 August 1947 cerning outcome of meetings 

of five permanent members 
in accordance with General 
Assembly resolution of 14 
April 1949, 195th plenary 
session 
452nd meeting, 
18 October 1959 

24. Procedure in application 220th meeting S 1603 Adopted resolution concem- 
of Articles 87 and 88 15 November 1947 15 November 1947 ing procedure to be em- 
of the Charter with re- ployed in application of 
gard to the Pacific Is- Articles 87 and 88 of the 
lands under Strategic Charter to strategic areas 
Trusteeship of the under Trusteeship 
United States 415th meeting, 

7 March 1949 

159th meeting 
17 July 1947 

S/425 
18 J uly 1947 

Rejected Chinese draft resolu- 
tion 
201st meeting, 
10 September 19470 

TV Combined in S/279 of 14 February 1947 in accordance with 0 See Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Coumii 1916-1951, 
the Security Council’s decision to deal with the two items toge- Case 59, pp. 95-96. 
ther. d Ibid., Case 61, p. 97. 
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I* 

Item 
F irsi inclusion 

In the agenda 

Applications for mem- 
bership e 

Reconsideration (General 
Assembly resolution 113 
(II), 17November 1947): 
Italy 221st meeting 
Transjordan 22 Sovember 1947 

Reconsideration ( 
Italy 

Albania 
Austria 
Bulgaria 
Finland 
Hungary 
Ireland 
Mongolian People’s Re- 

public 
Portugal 
Romania 
Transjordan 

Ceylon 

Reconsideration 
(General Assembly res- 
olution 197 I (III) 
8 December 1948) 
Ceylon 

Republic of Korea 

. 

Letter of 11 February 
1949 from the represen- 
tative of the USSR 
concerning application 
by the Democratic Peo- 
ple’s Republic of Korea 

26. The Palestine question 

27. The India-Pakistan ques- 
tion 0 

279th meeting 
10 April 1948 

279th meeting 
10 April 1948 

318th meeting 
11 June 1948 

381th meeting 
15 December 1948 

409th meeting 
15 February 1949 

409th meeting 
15 February 1949 

222nd meeting 
9 December 1947 

226th meeting 
6 January 1948 

First entry in 
Summary Statement 

Las1 aciion of ihe Council 
as of 31 December 1955 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement us 
of 31 December 1955 

See item 62 below 

S/610 Reported to General Assembly 
28 November 1947 that there had been no 

change of position on either 
application (A /515), 
221st meeting, 
22 November 1947 

s/719 
12 April 1948 

s/719 
12 April 1948 

S/843 
16 June 1948 

S/1184 
12 January 1949 

S/1244 
7 February 1949 

S/1257 
14 February 1949 

S 1623 
12 December 1947 

S/641 
9 January 1948 

Not recommended 
279th meeting, 
10 April 1948 

Reported to the General As- 
sembly that there had been 
no change of position on any 
of the applications, 
280th meeting, .- 

* 10 April 1948 

Not recommended 
351st meeting, 
18 August 1948 

Not recommended 
384th meeting, 
15 December 1948 

Not recommended 
423rd meeting, 
8 April 1949 

Rejected USSR proposal to 
refer application to Com- 
mittee on Admission of Sew 
Members 
410th meeting, 
16 February 1949 

Adjourned its consideration 
of Syrian complaint of ar- 
med raids on Syrian ter- 
ritory by Israeli forces 
709th meeting, 
22 December 1955 

Adopted a modified joint United 
Kingdom-United States draft 
resolution (S/2839) to urge 
the two Governments to 
continue negotiations 
611 th meeting, 
25 December 1952 

- - -  
- *  k 

0 The Security Council has since 22 Sovember 1947 considered tion of the applications of Austria, Ireland, and Portugal was 
those applications which failed to obtain recommendations as requested by France, the United Kingdom, and the United States 
pending applications. by letter of 7 April 1948 (S/715). 

1 Reconsideration of the applications of Italy and Transjordan 
1s requested by France, the United Kingdom and the United 

states by letter of 3 April 1948 (S/SOS). Reconsideration of the 
applications of Albania, Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Italy, the 
Mongolian People’s Republic, Romania was requested by the 
Ukrainian SSR by letter of 5 April 1948 (S/712). Reconsidera- 

( The India-Pakistan question: This item was entitled the 
Kashmir question in S/641. This was changed to the Kashmir 
and Jammu question in S/653 of 17 January 1918. The present 
title, India-Pakistan question, fist appears in S/675 of 13 Feb- 
ruary 1948. 
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Lasi action of fhe Council 
cw of 31 December 1955 

Final entry in 
Summaq Statement as 
of 31 December 1952 

Discussed Argentine draft res- 
olution 
305th meeting, 
26 May 1948 

Rejected draft resolutions sub- 
mitted by Yugoslavia and 
by Ukrainian SSR 
354th meeting, 
19 August 1948 

Heard statements by the rep- 
resentatives of India and 
Pakistan 
425th and 426th meetings, 
19 and 24 May 194gb 

Rejected joint draft resolution 
(S/1048) 
372nd meeting, 
25 October 1948 

First inclusion 
Item in the agendct 

28. The Czechoslovak ques- 268th meeting 
tion 17 March 1948 

First entry in 
Summary Statement 

sj700 

22 March 1948 

30. Question of the Free Ter- 344th meeting 
ritory of Trieste 4 August 1948 

S 1959 
10 August 1948 

31. The Hyderabad question 357th meeting 
16 September 1948 

s/1010 
22 September 1948 

33. Identic Notifications 
dated 29 September 
1948 

362nd meeting 
5 October 1948 

s/1029 
9 October 1948 

34. Applications for mem- 
bership 

Nepal 423rd meeting 
8 April 1949 

S 11306 
11 April 1949 

Not recommended 
439th meeting, 
1 September 1949 

See item 62 below 

0-0 -- w 

See item 62 below 36. Applications for mem- 
bership 

Reconsideration 1 
Portugal 
Jordan 
Italy 
Finland 
Ireland 
Austria 
Ceylon 

Albania 
Mongolian People’s 

Republic 
Bulgaria 
Roumania 
Hungary 

Reconsideration 
ic;epal 

i 
427th meeting 

f 16 Jllne 1949 
S 11336 

26 July 1949 
Not adopted 

443rd meeting, 
13 September 1949 

\ 

\ 
427th meeting 

16 June 1949 
S/1356 

26 July 1949 
Not adopted 

443th meeting (2 votes) 
15 September 1949 

442nd meeting S/1388j 
13 September 1949 12 September 1949 

444th meeting 
15 September 1949 

s/13941 
21 September 1933 

IXot adopted 
445th meeting, 
15 September 1949 

Adopted Canadian draft reso- 
lution, as amended, and 
rejected LXSR draft resolu- 
tion (S/Z391 IRev.1) 
44ith meeting, 
16 September 19-19 

Rejected draft resolutions 
(S/1757 and S/1921) 
530th meeting, 
30 Xovember 1950 

38. International Control of 
Atomic Enere h 

S/l7i4 
7 September 1939 

43. Complaint of armed inva- 492nd meeting 
sion of Taiwan (For- 29 August 1950 

mosa) 

b See Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Cowcil 1916-1951, 
Case 60, pp. 96-97. 

1 Cnder the agenda heading “ Other applications for member- 
ship in the United Sations”, the sub-items were the General 
Assembly resolutions 19’; &B,C,D,E,F,G,H, (III) of 8 Decem- 
ber N-18, and cotnmunications renewing applications from Bul- 
garia (S/1012 and Ad(l.l), Hungary (S/1017 and Add.l), Albania 
(S,‘1033 and S/1105), People’s Republic of !Uongolia (S/1033 and 
Add.l), and Romania (S,‘lO51 and Xdd.1). 

j In virtue of revision of USSR draft resolution at 440th meet- 
ing, Y September 1949, withdrawn at 442nd meeting, 13 Sep- 

tember 1919, and original of 21 .June 19-N reinstrrltccl with name 
of Sepal added after that of Ceylon (S/l310/Rev.2). 

k The agenda item at the 444th through 447th meetings of the 
Security Council was entitled “Letter dated 29 July 1949 from 
the Chairman of the Momic Energy Commission addressed to 
the President of the Security Council (S/137i)“. 

1 An earlier summary statement, S/1388 of 12 September 1949, 
referred under the same heading to a Canadian draft resolution 
(S !138G) circulated in anticipation of the discussion of the ques- 
tion at a forthcoming meeting. 
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Item 

44. Complaint of bombing by 
air forces of the ter- 
ritory of China 

48. Complaint of failure by 
the Iranian Govern- 
ment to comply with 
provisional measures 
indicated by the Inter- 
national Court of Jus- 
tice in the Anglo-Ira- 
nian Oil Company case 

49. Application for member- 
ship 

’ General Assembly reso- 
lution 550 (VI) of 
7 December 1951 
Reconsideration o I 

application of Italy 

General Assemblv reso- 
lution 495 (v> of 4 De- 
cember 1950 

50. Admission of new Mem- 
bers 
Adoption of a recom- 

mendation to the Ge- 
neral Assembly con- 
cerning the simulta- 
neous admission to 
membership in the 
United Sations of all 
fourteen States which 
have applied for such 
admission 

Consideration of General 
Assembly resolution 
506 (b-1) 

Kew applications for 
membership 

Libya (S 2467) 

Japan (S 2673) 

Viet-Sam (S /2446) 

Laos (S ,‘2706) 

Cambodia (S 12672) 

First inclusion First entry in 
in Zhe agenda Summary Statement 

493rd meeting 
31 August 1950 

s/1774 
7 September 1950 

559th meeting 
1 October 1951 

568th meeting 
18 December 1951 

568th meeting 
18 December 1951 

577th meeting 
18 June 1952 

577th meeting . 
18 June 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

Democratic Republic 594th meeting 
of Wet-Sam 2 September 1952 
(S/2466, 

S 12364 
2 October 1951 

S/2451 
22 December 1951 

S/2-151 
22 December 1951 

S 126i9 
23 June 1952 

S/2679 
23 June 1952 

S/27iO 
8 September 1952 

S /27iO 
8 September 1952 

S 127’70 
8 September 1952 

S 12770 
8 September 1952 

S 12770 
8 September 1952 

S/2770 
8 September 1952 

Last action of the Council 
as of 31 December 135.5 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement as 
of 31 December 195.5 

Failed to adopt KS. draft res- 
olution (S/1752) and reject- 
ed USSR drijft resolution 
(S/l’;-15,‘Rev.l) 
301st meeting, 
12 September 1950 

Adopted French motion to 
adjourn the debate until 
the International Court had 
ruled on its own competence 
565th meeting, 
19 October 1951 

See item 62 below 

Sot recommended 
573rd meeting, -- 
6 February 1952 

Postponed indefinitel) 
569th meeting, 
19 December 1951 

Rejected USSR draft resolu- See item 62 below 
tion 
59’7th meeting, 
8 September 1952 

Adopted the suggestion that S/2786 
the Secretariat prepare a 23 September 
draft of a special report to 1952 
the General Assembly 
604th meeting, 
19 September 1952 

See item 62 below 

Not recommended 
600th meeting, 
16 September 1952 

Sot recommended 
602nd meeting, 
18 September 1952 

Not recommended 
603rd meeting, 
19 September 1952 

Not recommended 
603rd meeting, 
19 September 1952 

Not recommended 
603rd meeting, 
19 September 1952 

Not recommended 
603rd meeting, 
19 September 1952 
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First entry in 
Summary Statement 

Last actton of the Council 
as of 31 December 1955 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement as 
of 31 December 1955 

First inclusion 
in Ihe agenda Item 

51. Question of appeal to 
States to accede to and 
ratify the Geneva Pro- 
tocol of 1925 for the 
prohibition of the use 
of bacterial weapons 

57 7th mee ting 
18 June 1952 

S/2679 
23 June 1952 

Rejected USSR draft resolu- 
tion 
583rd meeting, 
26 June 1952 

581st meeting 
23 June 1952 

S 12687 
1 July 

Rejected USSR draft resolu- 
tion 
585th meeting, 
1 July 1952 

Failed to adopt US draft res- 
olution 
587th meeting, 
3 Juiy 1952 

Failed to adopt US draft res- 
olu tion 
590th meeting, 
9 July 1952 

52. Question of request for 
investigation of alleged 
bacterial Karfare 

1952 

53. Question of recommenda- 
tion regarding the Sec- 
retary-General 

612th meeting 
(private) 
11 March 1953 

s 12957 
16 March 

Recommended 
617th meeting 
31 March 1952 

S/2981 
6 April 1953 

54. The date of election to All 
a vacancy in the Inter- 
national Court of Jus- 
tice 

618 lth meeting 
1 2 August 1 

S 13083 
17 August 1953 

Adopted resolution (S/3078) 
618th meeting, 
12 August 1953 

953 

55. Applications to become 
parties to the Statute 
of the International 
Court of Justice 

Japan 631st meeting 
23 November 

s/3149 
8 December 1953 

Recommended 
645th meeting, 
3 December 1953 

Recommended 
645th meeting, 
3 December 1953 

s/3149 
8 December 1953 1953 

641st meeting 
23 November 

s/31 .49 
8 December 

San M&no s/3149 
8 December 1953 

56. Letter dated 29 May 1954 
from the acting per- 
manent representative 
of Thailand to the 
United Nations ad- 
dressed to the President 
of the Security Council 
(S/3220) 

672nd meeting 
3 June 1954 

S 13224 
8 June 1954 

Failed to adopt Thailand draft 
resolution (S/3229) 
674th meeting, 
18 June 1954 

57. Cablegram dated 19 June 
1954 from the Minister 
of External Relations 
of Guatemala addressed 
to the President of 
the Security Council 
(S/3232) 

675th meeting 
20 June 1954 

S 13257 
29 June 

Failed to adopt Brazilian- 
Colombian draft resolution 
(S132361Rev.l) 

Adopted French draft resolu- 
tion (S 13237) 
675th meeting, 
20 June 1954 m 

58. The’adate of election to 
All’Talvacancy in the 
International Court of 
Justice 

677th meeting 
28 July 1954 

S 13277 
2 August 1954 

Adopted (S/3274) 
677th meeting, 
28 July 1954 

S/32X 
2 August 1954 

59. Letter dated 8 Septem- 
ber 1954 from the rep- 
resentative of the U.S. 
addressed to the Presi- 
dent of the Security 
Council 

679th meeting 
10 September 

S 13289 
13 September 1954 

Adjourned to meet again upon 
request of any delegation 
680th meeting, 
10 September 1954 

1954 

- At the 676th meeting, 25 June 1954, the Council failed to adopt the agenda. See Cases 22, 23. 
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First inclusion 
Item in the agenda 

60. Election of members to 681st meeting 
fill vacancies in the 7 October 1954 
International Court of 
Justice 

61. Letter dated 28 January 689th meeting 
1955 from the represen- 31 January 1955 
tative of New Zealand 
addressed to the Presi- 
dent of the Security 
Council concerning the 
question of hostilities 
in the area of certain 
islands off the coast of 
the mainland of China. 
Letter dated 30 Jan- 
uary 1955 from the 
representative of the 
USSR addressed to the 
President of the Se- 
curity Council concern- 
ing the question of acts 
of aggression by the 
U.S. against the Peo- 
ple’s Republic of China 
in the area of Taiwan 
and other islands of 
China 

62. Applications for mem- 701st meeting 
bership n 

Reconsideration 
Republic of Korea 
Viet-Nam 

Albania 
Jordan 
Ireland 
Portugal 
Hunw=Y 
Italy 
Austria 
Romania 
Bulgaria 
Finland 
Ceylon 
Sepal 
Libya 
Cambodia 
Laos 

Spain 

Reconsideration 
Mongolian People’s 

Republic 
Japan 

10 December 1955 

703rd meeting 
13 December 1955 

’ 701st meeting 
10 December 1955 

701st meeting 
10 December 1955 

’ 701st meeting 
! 
\ 

10 December 1955 

First entry in 
Summary Statement 

Lust action of the Council 
as of 31 December 1955 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement as 
of 31 December 1955 

s 13303 
11 October 1954 

Recommended Mr. Zafrulla S 13303 
Khan to succeed to vacancy 11 October 1954 
left by Sir Benegal Rau 

Recommended five candidates 
to fill vacancies 
681st meeting, 
7 October 1954 

s 13359 
7 February 1955 

Postpone et consideration of 
matters contained in the 
letter from representative of 
New Zealand 
691st meeting, 
14 February 1955 

Rejected USSR motion to 
consider the next item on 
the agenda 
691st meeting, 
14 February 1955 

--- 
-* v 

s 13507 
13 December 1955 

s/3515 No? recommended 
15 December 1955 703rd meeting, 

13 December 1955 

s 13507 Recommended 
13 December 1955 705th meeting, 

14 December 1955 

S 13507 Recommendeded 
13 December 1955 705th meeting, 

14 December 1955 

S 13507 Hejected USSR amendment 
13 December 1955 (S/3517) to United Kingdom 

draft resolution (S/3513) and 
postponed further consider- 
ation of latter 
708th meeting, 
21 December 1955 

s/3515 
15 December 1955 

S/3515 
15 December 1955 

* t’nder this agenda heading the sub-items were (1) resolu- tember 1955 from the Minister for Foreign Mairs of Spain 

tion 817 (IX), (2) resolution 918 (X), and (3) letter dated 23 Sep- concerning the application of Spain. 
4 



Chapter II. Agenda 

Item 

Proposal to call a General 
Conference of the Mem- 

First in&s ion 
in the agenda 

707th meeting 
16 December 1955 

First en@ in 
Summary Statement 

Last action of the Council 
as of 31 December 1955 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement a3 
of 31 December 1965 

s/3515 
19 December 

bers of the United Na- 
tions for the purpose of 
reviewing the Charter 
(Art. 109) 

2. Proceedings of the Security Council regarding the 
retention and deletion of itema from the agenda 

CASE 23 

At the 676th meeting on 25 June 1954, in connexion 
with the Guatemalan question which had been placed 
on the agenda at the previous meeting of the Council, 
the question before the Council was the adoption of the 
agenda. 

. 

In expressing opposition to the adoption of the agenda, 
the representative of Brazil observed: 

“In view of the action already taken by the Orga- 
nization of American States, which is acting with 
commendable expedition, the most reasonable attitude 
which the Security Council can assume in the matter 
is to wait for the report of the fact-finding committee. 
We have already received a first communication from 
the Inter-.4merican Peace Committee and for that 
reason are bound to receive another one, after the 
committee has completed its ta?;. Any action by 
the Security Council at this stage or even any discus- 
sion of the subject without the proper information 
would not be justified and could only introduce con- 
fusion into the present situation. For this reason, 
the Brazilian delegation is of the opinion that we 
+:hould not proceed with such a discussion. I would 
3lerefore vote against the adoption of the agenda.” 

‘r‘le representative of the United Kingdom, in an- 
nr -Icing that he would abstain on the vote, observed 
that it was not at the moment open to the Security Coun- 
cil to take any further action in the matter without 
more facts at its disposal. The action being taken by 
the Organization of American States would enable the 
Security Council to obtain such information. He 
added: 

“This does not, of course, mean that the Security 
Council is surrendering its ultimate responsibility in 
the matter. Her Majesty’s Government in the United 
Kingdom, for the reasons I have given, considers it 
of the greatest importance that this should not occur. 
But in fact the Council will remain seized of the matter 
and will receive information from the Inter-American 
Peace Committee. 

“It would be contrary to the general attitude of my 
Government to register a positive objection to a 
complaint, such as that raised by Guatemala, being 
received on the Council’s agenda. I cannot therefore 
entirely agree with the representatives of Brazil and 
Colombia in their objection to the inscription of this 
item on the agenda. But I do agree with them in 
thinl:ir;g that the Council should be careful not to 

Adopted joint draft 
(S/3504) 

resolution s/3515 
19 December 1955 

707th meeting, 
16 De Bcember 1 955 

risk confusing the issue or prejudicing the chances of 
the valuable initiative taken by the Organization of 
American States. 

These then are the considerations that will 
inflie*nie me when we come to a vote on the adoption 
of the agenda and will lead me to abstain. In doing 
so, I shall of course bear in mind the consideration 
that the Security Council, if it refused to adopt this 
question on the agenda today, would in no way be 
disinteresting itself in the case or divesting itself of 
its ultimate responsibility.” 
The representative of France shared the view expres- 

sed by the representative of the United Kingdom. He 
added: .- 

“In suspending- its action until it ii &oye fully 
informed, the Security Council is in no way jettison- 
ing the matter which has been submitted to it. By 
applying the procedure provided for by Article 52 
of the Charter, it is not declining any of the respon- 
sibilities which the last paragraph of that Article 
solemnly confers on it and which governs the inter- 
pretation of the preceding paragraphs . . 1” 

The representative of China, in opposing the adoption 
of the agenda, made the following observation: 

6; not to adopt the agenda is one question, and 
the *k&oval of this item from the agenda is quite 
another question. By voting against the adoption 
of the agenda for this particular meeting, we do not 
eliminate the item from the agenda of the Security 
Council.” 
The representative of New Zealand, who favoured the 

adoption of the agenda, declared: 

“My delegation considers, however, that the Coun- 
cil should not, by any decision it may reach, give the 
appearance of abdicating the supreme responsibility 
and authority conferred on it by the Charter. 

“This, we feel, is a matter of principle and of car- 
dinal importance to small nations like our own. In 
our view any decision not to proceed today with the 
discussion of the Guatemalan complaint does not 
affect this principle and does not prejudice the Coun- 
cil’s right to take up the question in the future if 
events make this necessary. Therefore, we consider, 
very emphatically, that the Council should not pro- 
ceed with the substantive debate today but should at 
the same time maintain its over-riding responsi- 
&&-."80 

O” For texts of relevant 
676th meeting: Brazil, 

para. 99; Kew Zealand 
paras. 94-96. 

statements see: 
para. 27; China, 

, paras. 129430; 
para. 123; France, 
United Kingdom, 



-- 
Part IV. The agenda: matters of which the Security Council is seired 41 

CASE 24 The representative of the United Kingdom, in oppos- 
ing the motion made bv representative of the USSR 
declared that the latter &rued At the 691st meeting on 14 Februarv 1955, the agenda 

included, as item 2, “Letter dated 25 January 1955 from 
the representative of Kew Zealand to the President of 
the Security Council concerning the question of hos- 
tilities in the area of certain islands off the coast of the 
mainland of China”, and, as item 3, “Letter dated 
30 Januarv 1955 from the representative of the Union 
of Soviet “Socialist Republics to the President of the 
Security Council concerning the question of acts of 
aggression by the United States of .4merica against the 
People’s Republic of China in the area of Taiwan (For- 
mosa) and other islands of China”. 

Following a discussion of the rejection by the Central 
People’s Government of the People’s Republic of China 
of the invitation extended by the Security Council at 
the 690th meeting to participate in the discussion of 
the New Zealand item, the suggestion was made by 
various representatives that the Council adjourn with- 
out taking any further decision. The representative 
of the USSR submitted a motion to pass to the conside- 
ration of item 3 of the agenda. In reply to the obser- 
vation that the Council had at the previous meeting 
decided to give priority to the New Zealand item, he 
declared that he was not asking for a reversal of that 
decision. His motion was based on the premise that 
consideration of the New Zealand item had been 
completed. He said: A 

cc 
. . . I consider that the Security Council cannot 

remain inactive, and that it must take the necessary 
action to remcve the threat of war that has arisen 
in the Far East and is growing ever more menacing.” 

cc th 
something 

at inactive mea 
positive, that 

decision. However, that 
in internat ional affairs . . . 

ns that you are not doing 
you are not taking some 
is not true, certain1 y not 

CC by the mere fact of having raised this question 
here ‘and having started people thinking-and we 
hope that all interested countries will do their best 
to stop the fighting-we are in fact taking action. 

cc I cannot think of anvthing more inappropriate 
and&ore impolitic than to-plunge suddenly into the 
violent action that would be caused by proceeding 
to the Soviet item on our agenda, even if it were in 
order, which I think it is not . . .” 

The President (Peru), in stating L opinion of the 
Chair, assumed that the USSR rnot;qq was not one to 
reconsider the decision according pr%rity to the New 
Zealand item, but a new motion based on the ground 
that, as no action had been adopted or envisaged, the 
Council must pass to the next item of its agenda. Xc 
observed that the USSR representative had, alrecdy 
‘had a reply to the effect that the representatives of New 
Zealand and the United Kingdom did not regard the 
topic as completely exhausted. Speaking in his capa- 
city as representative of Peru, he added that he con- 
sidered the jurisdiction of the Council had been establish- 
ed and could not be revoked. Faced with a;; acute 
and urgent problem, the Council was obliged to give it 
its whole attention and maintain its watchfulness.81 

The representative of New Zealand objected to the The USSR motion was rejected by 10 votes in favour 
USSR proposal on the ground that the Council had not to 1 againstm8* 
concluded-its consideration of the Xew Zealand item 
and that in view of the decision of the Security Council al For texts of relevant statements see: 

concerning the priority of that item, the USSR motion 691st meeting: President (Peru), paras. 105, 124-125, 133; 

was out of order. 
USSR, paras. 97, 109: United Kingdom, paras. 121-123. 

at 691st meeting: para. 134. 


