
Chapter VII 

PRACTICES RELATIVE TO RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE GENERAL 

ASSEMBLY REGARDING THE ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTORY NOTE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Page 

85 

PART I. TABLEOFAPPLICATIONS, 1952-1955, ASD OFACTIONSTAKESTHEREONBYTHESECURITY 

COUNCIL 

Note 

A. Applications recommended by the Security Council ............................... 
B. Applications which failed to obtain a recommendation ............................ 
C. Discussion of the question in the Council from 1952-1955 ........................... 
D. Applications pending on 1 January 1952 ......................................... 
E. Applications submitted betweca 1 January 1952 and 31 December 1955 .............. 
F. Votes in the Security Council (1952-1955) on draft resolutions and amendments concern- 

ing applications for admission tc membership in the United Nations ................. 

**PART II. CONSIDERATION OF THE AD.-- :IOS OF AMENDMENT OF RULES 58,59 AND 60 OF THE 

PROVISIONAL RULES OF PROCEDURE 

PART III. PRESENTATION OF APPLICATIONS 

Note .- . . . . ..-.......................................................-............. 

PART IV. REFERENCE OFAPPLICATIONSTOTHECO~~ITTEEONTHEADMISSIONOFNEWMEMBERS 

Note 

A. Before a recommendation has been forwarded or a report submitted to the General 
Assembly . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
l *1. Applications referred to the Committee by the President . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
l *2. Applications referred to the Committee by decision of the Security Council . . . . . . 

3. Applications considered by the Security Council without reference to the Com- 
mittee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

“4. Applications reconsidered by the Security Council after reference to the Com- 
mittee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

B. AFTER AN APPLICATION HAS BEEN SENT BACK BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY TO THE 

SECURITY COUNCIL FOR RECONSIDERATION 

l *1. Applications referred to the Committee by the President . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
2. Applications reconsidered by the Security Council without reference to the Com- 

mittee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Note . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

PART V. PROCEDURES IN THE CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS WITHIN THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

Note 

*+A. D~scussror(r OF APPLICATIONS 

l *1. Order of the discussion of applications 
“2. Documentation submitted to the Security Council 

B. VOTING ON APPLICATIONS 

-1. Omission of voting on applications when prevlous position of members io un- 
changed 

2. Time and order of voting on applications . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . 
3. Consideration of a draft resolution recommending the admission of a number 

of applicant States . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
-4. The question of submission of a draft resolution with a view to voting on an 

application 
0.5. Conflict between a proposal to recommend admission and a proposal to post- 

pone voting 
.6. Consideration of a draft resolution to note the qualifications of an applkant for 

membership . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

PART VI. THEROLEOFTHEGENERALASSEMBLY ANDTHESECURITYCOUNCIL 

Note . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98 

85 

85 
85 
86 
86 
87 

87 

-,9l 
-- k 

91 

92 
92 
92 

92 

95 

95 

95 
95 

95 

95 

96 

98 



INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

This chapter is drawn up along the lines of the cor- 
responding chapter of the previous volume of the Reper- 
toire. Part I sets forth material relating to the decisions 
taken by the Council upon pending and new applications 
for admission to membership in the United Nations 
during the period under review. The remainder of the 
chapter relates to the procedures adopted by the Council 
in reaching such decisions. 

The difficulties in presenting material concerning the 
considerations invoked by members of the Council in 
weighing the qualifications of applicants under Arti- 
cle 4 (1) have been indicated in the previous volume of 
the Repertoire. The range of such considerations in the 
period under review shows no alteration. Indeed, 

there has been relatively little discussion of this branch 
of the subject in the Council since 1951. Hence, it has 
not been found necessary to present additional material 
of this kind in the present chapter. 

As in the corresponding chapter of the previous 
volume of the Repertoire, parts III, IV, V and VI contain 
material drawn from proceedings of the Security Council 
to illustrate procedures adopted by the Council for 
implementing the obligations laid upon it by Article 4 (2) 
of the Charter. Since the Council has not adopted new 
rules of procedure nor amended the existing rules relat- 
ing to the admission of new Members, part II of the 
present chapter remains blank. 

Part1 

TABLE OF APPLICATIONS,1952~1955, 
AND OF ACTIONS TAKEN THEREON BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

NOTE 

. 

The following table represents a continuation of the 
one in the previous volume where its organization is 
explained. Reflecting the fact that from 1952 to 1955 
the Security Council voted several times on draft resolu- 
tions listing more than one application, the present 
table differs from the original table in form. Another 
feature of the period has been that no application for 
admission has been referred to the Committee on the 
Admission of New Members. Since the Council has 
taken fewer votes and the material covered is much 
less extensive than that for the earlier period, the system 
of reference numbers employed in the previous table 
has been dropped as unnecessary. 

A. APPLICATIONS RECOMMENDED BY THE 

At the 705th meeting on 14 December 1955, the 
Security Council, by 8 votes in favour, none against, 
with 3 abstentions, adopted l as a whole a draft resolution 

SECURITY COUNCIL 

listing the applications of sixteen countries which were 
recommended for admission. The Council had pre- 
viously taken the following separate votes on the can- 
didatures of the applicants in the draft resolution:2 

(i) The candidature of Albania was approved by 
8 votes in favour, none against, with 3 abstentions. 

9 
(v) The candidature of Hungary was approved 
votes in favour, none against, with 2 abstentions. 

bY 

(vi) The candidature of Italy was approved unanim- 
ously. 

(vii) The candidature of Austria was approved 
unanimously. 

(viii) The candidature of Romania was approved 
by 9 votes in favour, none against, with 2 abstentions. 

(ix) The candidature of Bulgaria was approved 
by 9 votes in favour, none against, with 2 abstentions. 

(x) The candidature of Finland was approved 
unanimously. 

(xii) The candidature of Nepal was approved 
unanimously. 

(xi) The candidature of Ceylon was approved 
unanimously. 

(xiii) The candidature of Libya was approved 
unanimously. 

(xiv) The candidature of Cambodia was approved 
unanimously. 

(xv) The candidature of Laos was approved unanim- 
ously. 

(xvi) The candidature of Spain was approved by 
10 votes in favour, none against, with 1 abstention. 

(ii) The candidature of Jordan was approved unan- B. APPLICATIONS WHICH FAILED TO OBTAIN 
imously. A RECOMSIENDATION 

(iii) The candidature of Ireland was approved 
unanimously. The following applications failed to obtain the Coun- 

(iv) The candidature of Portugal was approved cil’s recommendation up to the end of 1955. 

unanimously. (i) Mongolian People’s Republic. * . 

l 705th meetin g: provisional record, p. 22 
a 705th meetin g: provisional record, PP. 1 i-21. 

a Failed to obtain recommendation 
of a permanent member. 

0-g to the negative vote 
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(ii) Republic of Korea.’ 
(iii) Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.5 
(iv) Viet-Nam. 6 
(v) Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam. 7 
(vi) Japan. 8 

C. DISCUSSION OF THE QUESTION IN THE 
COUNCIL FROM 19524955 

There have been three periods of discussion of the 
question of admission by the Council from 1952 to 1955. 
The first, consisting of a single meeting (573rd on 
6 February 1952), represents a continuation of de- 
bate XIII covered in the previous volume of the Reper- 
toire. For the sake of convenience, the others are also 

presented as debates in the sequence previously used 
in the Repertoire, as follows: 

Debate XIV 

This debate covered fourteen meetings (577th, 590th, 
591st and 594th-604th) between 18 June and 19 Sep- 
tember 1952, and concerned: (i) a draft resolution to 
recommend simultaneous admission of fourteen appli- 
cants; (ii) reconsideration of pending applications under 
General Assembly resolution 506 A (VI); and (iii) five 
new applications, including one’which had not previously 
been the subject of a separate vote in the Council, 
although it had been included in a draft resolution 
listing a number of applications voted upon during 
debate XIII. 

Debate XV 
4 Failed to obtain recommendation owing to the negative vote 

of a permanent member. The only debate after 1952 covered seven meetings 
) h’ot voted upon by the Council during the period under (701st-706th, 708th) between 10 and 21 December 1955. 

review. 
@ Failed to obtain recommendation owing to the negative vote 

It concerned: (i) reconsideration of pending applica- 

of a permanent member. 
tions under General Assembly resolution 817 (IX); 

7 Received less than 7 amrmative votes. (ii) consideration of the Assembly’s request in resolu- 
* Failed to obtain recommendation owing to the negative vote tion 918 (X) regarding eighteen applications, one of 

of a permanent member. which was new. =- --- -- b 

D. APPLICATIONS PENDING ON 1 JANUARY 1952 

Applicant Dale of Application Document 

Albania . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 January 1946 

Mongolian People’s 
Republic . . . . . . . . . 

Jordan . . . . . ;. . . . . . 26 June 1946 

Portugal . . . . , . . . . . . 2 August 1946 

Ireland ............ 

Hungary ........... 
Italy .............. 

Austria . . . . . . . . . . . . 

24 June 1946 

2 August 1946 

22 April 1947 
7 May 1947 

1 July 1947 
Romanla ........... 10 July 1947 

Bulgaria ........... 26 July 1947 

O.R. 90,2nd yr., p. 2408 (fn.1) (S/s%) 
O.R. Suppl. June 1948, 3rd yr., pp. 76-77 (S/820) 
O.R. Suppl. Feb. 1949, 4th yr., p. 5 (S/1238) 

Finland . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 September 1947 
Ceylon . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 May 1948 
Republic of Korea . . 19 January 1949 
Democratic People’s 

Republic of Korea . 9 February 1949 O.R. 12, 4th yr., p. 18 (S/1247) 
Nepal . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 February 1949 S/1266 and Add.1 
Viet-Sam . . . . . . . . . . 17 December 1951 S 12446 
Libya . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 December 1951 S 12467 

O.R. Suppl. 4, 1st yr., 2nd series, Annex 6 (l), 
pp. 17-18 

O.R. Suppl. 4, 1st yr., 2nd series, Annex 6 (3), 
pp. 48-49 (S/95) 

O.R. Suppl. 4, 1st yr., 2nd series, Annex 6 (5), 
p, 50 (S/101) 

O.R. Suppl. 4, 1st yr., 2nd series, Annex 6 (7), 
p. 51 (S/119) 

O.R. Suppl. 4, 1st yr., 2nd series, Annex 6 (6), 
pp. 50-51 (S/116) 

O.R. 38, 2nd yr., p. 811 (fn.1) (S/333) 
O.R. Suppl. 12, 2nd yr., Annex 33, pp. 129-130 

@ 13w 
s 1403 
O.R. 60, 2nd yr., pp. 1389-91 (S/411) 
O.R. Suppl. 18, 2nd yr., Annex 43, pp. 155-156 

(S Pm 

Democratic Re- 
public of Viet- 

I 

(i) 22 November 1948. S/2780 

Nam . . . . . . . . (ii) 29 December 1951 S 12466 

* Circulated on 17 September 1952 as S/2780. See Case 1. 



E. APPLICATIONS SUBMI’fTED BETWEEN 1 JANUARY 1952 
AND 31 1XCEMBER 1955 

Applicant Dale of Appliccrtion DocumenP 

Cambodia .......... 15 June 1952 S 12672 

Japan ............. 16 June 1952 S 12673 

Laos .............. 30 .June 1952 S 12706 

Spain .............. 23 September l!Y15 S/3441 /Rev.1 

l Includes the formal declaration in ewh case. 

F. VOTES IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL (19524955) ON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS AND AMENDMENTS CONCERNING 
APPLICATIONS FOR ADMISSION TO MEMBERSHIP IN THE UNITED NATIONS 

I)rtzll resolulion, etc. Subject. of vote 
Vole Meeting Resuli b 13eeommendafion G.A. Nature of 
age a bsl. and date o/ vole or Spec. itepf. to ti.A. Ad ion GA. decision 

Debate XIII Feb. 1952 

Italy, French d.r. (S/2443) to recommend its 
admission 

A 1 ban in, lllot~~oliun People’s Reprr blip, hl- 
garia, Roman ia, Hungary, Finland, Ilaly, 
Portrrgd, Irelmti, Jo&m, Austria, Ceylon, 
Nepal anti Libya, 

USSR d.r. (2449/Rev.l) recommending 
their sinnrltancous admission 

Debnie XI V .Jwze-Sept. 1952 

Albania, Mongolian People’s Republic, I1rrl- 
gnria, Ronwrl ifi, llrmgclry, Finland, Ilaly, 

l’ortrlgtrl, Irt~lcrntl, Jordw, histrict, Ctvylon, 
Nepal and Lihyn, 

USSR d.r. (S/2664) recommending their 
simultaneous admission 

Libya, Pakistan d.r. (S/2483) recommending 
its admission 

Japan, U.S. tl.r. (S/2754) rccommcnding its 
admission 

Vi&Nam, French d.r. (S/2758) recommend- 

ing its admission 
Laos, French d.r. (S/2759) recommending 

its admission 
Canlbotliq French d.r. (S/2760) recommend- 

ing its admission 
Democrafic Reprlhllc o/ Vlef-Nam, USSR d.r. 

(S /2773) recommending its admission 

Same 10 1 
573rd Not adopted 

0 6.2.52 Neither 

Same 2 6 0 99 

Same 2 5 -1 507th 8.9.52 

Same 10 1 0 600th lG.9.52 

Same 10 1 0 c,O2M! 18.9.52 

Same 10 1 0 603rd 19.9.52 

Same 10 1 0 99 

Same 10 1 0 99 

Same 1 10 0 99 

A /2208, GA. (VI I), Ihwdution 
Annexes, a.i. 19, 620 A-G 

Not adopted p. 1 (no recom- (VIII) 
\ ., mcndation) 

9* 99 0 

!  

l Is()th tilt sullject anti the result of the vote are usually given in the form announccti by the President. 
1 

I’st:~~~lislllrl(~l~t of :1 
special wrnrnittee 
to stwly qwstion of 
;~(lmission; requests 
to St: to hkc note 
of GA tic tcrmiwb 
tions that Japan, 
\Tict-Nnm, Cmnlm- 
dia, IAOS, Libya 
and .Jordan were 
qu:di fkxl for ndmis- 
sion and should be 
admitted 



F. VOTES IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL (19524955) ON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS AND AMENDMENTS CONCERNING 
APPLICATIONS FOR ADMISSION TO MEMBERSHIP IN THE UNITED NATIONS (conhued) 

Draft resolufion, etc. Subject of vote ior 
vote Meeting ResuN Recommendation G.A. 
aiT* abst. and date of vole or Spec. Repl. lo G.A. Acf ion 

Nature o 
I G.A. decis on 

Debate X V Dec. 1955 b 

A lban ia, llf ongotian People’s Reprr blic, Jor- 
dan, Ireland, Portugal, llungary, Italy, 
Austria, Romania, Bulgaria, Finland, Cey- 
lon, Nepal, Libya, Cambodia, Japan, Laos 
and Spain, 

Brazil-New Zealand d.r. (S /3502) provld- 
lng that the Council, having consld- 
ered separately the applications of the 
foregoing States would recommend 
their admlsslon, and 

Republic of Korea and Republic of Vi&Nam, 
Chinese amendment (S/3506) to add 

them to list in S/3302 

1st para. 
2nd para. 

1st clause 

Inclusion of Rep. of 
Korea (Chinese 
amend.) 

Inclusion of Viet- 
Nam (Chinese 
amend.) 

Inclusion of Albania 

Inclusion of Mongo- 

lian People’s Rep. 
Inclusion of Jordan 
Inclusion of Ireland 
Inclusion of Portugal 
Inclusion of Hun- 

&WY 
Inclusion of Italy 
Inclusion of Austria 
Inclusion of Romania 
Inclusion of I3ulgarla 
Incluslorr of Finland 
Inclusion of Ceylon 
Inclusion of Nepal 
Inclusion of Libya 
Inclusion of Cambo- 

8 

9 

9 

9 
7 

8 
10 
10 
10 

9 
10 
10 

9 
9 

10 
10 
10 
10 

dla 10 
Inclusion of Japan 10 
Inclusion of Laos 10 
Inclusion of Spain 9 
2nd para. as a whole, 

as mod1 fled 0 1 

0 

0 

1 

1 
0 

1 
1 
1 
1 

0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

4 

3 704th 13.12.55 Adopted 

2 JJ JJ 

1 JJ Not included 

1 
4 

JJ 

Included 

2 
0 
0 
0 

Included 
Not included 

JJ 

Included 
9) 

Not included 
*v 
99 
9) 

6 Not adopted 

In view of the brief 
interval between 
the 704th meeting 
and the 705th meet- 
ing no special rc- 
port was submit- 
ted to the General 
Assembly 

JJ 

b The Security Council did not discuss the question of admlsslon of new Members 
In 1953-1954. At its eighth session in 1953, the General Assembly adopted resolu- 
tion 718 (VIII) establishing a Committee of Good OfIlces to explore the posslblllties 
of flndlng a solution on the question of admlsslon of new Members. This Committee 
was requested, in resolution 517 (IX), to continue its efforts in that direction.. 

Two General Assembly resolutions were before the Security Council at the outset 
of debate XV. Under resolution 817 (IX), the General Assembly inter alia sent back 
the pending applications to the Council “for further consideration and positive recom- 

mendations”, and resolution 918 (X) inter alia requested the Council to consider, in 
the light of the’general opinion in favour of the widest possibIe membership of the 
United Nation4 the pending applications of all those eighteen countries about which 
no problem of unlflcatlon arose. 

l Followfig the vote on this paragraph, the President stated that there would 
be no vote on the remainder of the draft resolution since there was nothing to 
recommend to the Assembly. 
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F. VOTES IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL (19524955) ON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS AND AMENDMENTS CONCERNING 
APPLICATIONS FOR ADMISSION TO MEMBERSHIP IN THE UNITED NATIONS (conhued) 

Vole Meet in g Resulf Recommendation G.A. 
Zlralt resolution, etc. Nature oj 

Subject of vole for ag. a bst. and date of vote or Spec. Rept. to G.A. Action G.A . deck ion 
--__ --_ - --- --~ 

Albania, Jordan, Ireland, Port~qal, Hungary, 
Italy, Austria, Romania, IIulgaria, Finland, 
Ceylon, Nepal, Libya, Cambodia, Laos and 
Spain, 

USSR d.r. (S/3509) by which the Coun- 
cil, having considered separately the 
applications of the above, would re- 
commend the admission of same, and 

Japan, U.S. amendment to add it to list in 
s j3509 

Japan, U.S. d.r. (S/3510) to recommend its 
admission at the 11 th session of the Assem- 

bly 

1st parn. 
2nd para. 

1st clause 
U.S. amendment 

Candidature of 
Japan 

Candidature of 
Albania 

Candidature of 
Jordan 

Candidature of 
Ireland 

Candidature of 
Portugal 

Candidature of 
Hungary 

Candidature of 
of Italy 

Candidature of 
Austria 

Candidature of 
Romania 

Candidature of 
Bulgaria 

Candidature of 
Finland 

Candidature of 
Ceylon 

Candidature of 
Nepal 

Candidature of 
Libya 

Candidature of 
Cambodia 

Candidature of 
Laos 

Candidature of 
Spain 

2nd para. as a whole 
Draft resolution as 

a whole 

1st part, not includ- 
ing the words “at 
its eleventh re- 

gular session”d 

8 

9 

10 

8 

11 

11 

11 

9 

11 

11 

9 

9 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

10 
8 

8 

10 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

3 

2 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
3 

3 

705th 14.12.55 Adopted A /SO99 

?P 
(recommendation) 

PP 

Not adopted 

Approved 

9) 

Adopted 

,b 
t  

0’ 706th 15.12.55 NPt adopted Neither 



t(‘. VOTES IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL (19524955) ON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS AND AMENDMENTS CONCERNING 
APPLICATIONS FOR ADMISSION TO MEMBERSHIP IN THE UNITED NATIONS (conrinued) 

Ihalt resolulion, clc. Subject of vote 
Vole Meeting Result Rccommcndalion C.A. Nature oj 

/or ag. abst. and da/t 01 uoit or Spec. Ijepl. to G.A. A&ion G.A. &vision 
-- . 

Mongolian People’s Republic and Japan, 
USSR d.r. (S/3512) to recommend their 
admisqion at the 11th session of the G.A. 

Japan, U.K. d.r. (S/3513), by which the 
Council would take note that Japan was 
fully qualifled for admission and would 
express the hope that it would soon be 
admitted, and, 

Mongolian People’s Republic, IJSSR amend- 
ment (S/3517) to add to the U.K. draft 
resolution the above 

Same 

(Consideration post- 
poned following 
vote on USSR 
amendment) 

1 0 10 706th 1512.55 

1 0 10 708th 21.12.55 

Not adopted Neither 

Not adopted Neither 

d The rcmniuing portion of the draft resolution was not put to the vote because the first part had not been carried. 
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Part II 

**CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMENDMENT OF RULES 58,59 AND 60 OF THE 
PROVISIONAL RULES OF PROCEDURE 

Part III 

PRESENTATION OF APPLICATIONS 

NOTE 

Part III of this chapter, like its counterpart in the 
original volume of the Reperfoire, deals with material 
concerning the submission of applications to the Se- 
cretary-General, their communication to representatives 
on the Council and their subsequent inclusion in the 
provisional agenda. 

The following list9 completes, for the period covered 
by this supplement, the historical data set forth in the 
Repertoire concerning presentation of applications: 
(vii) In 19W0 

Cambodia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 June 1952 
Japan.............................. 16June1952 
Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 June 1952 

(No applications were submitted in 1953 or 1954.) 

(viii) In 1955 l1 

Spain . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 September 1955 

CASE 1 

-it the 600th meeting on 16 September 1952, the 
representative of the USSR stated:12 

c< . I have before me . . . the text of a statement by 
the Vietnam Republic dated 22 November 1948. 
This was the first statement which was sent to the 

8 The list does not cover renewals or applications, since in 
. practice applications were regarded both by the Security Council 

and the General Assembly as pending so long as atlmission had 
not been effected. 

10 Cambodia, S 12672; 
Japan, S/2673; 
Laos, S/2706. 
11 Spain, S/3441 /Rev.l. 
1* 600th meeting: para. 7. 

United Nations and which, most strangely, has for 
unknown reasons not yet been issued as an official 
Security Council document. It would appear that 
in the United Nations Secretariat there are officials 
who deal with incoming documents in the same way 
that the United States delegation deals with applica- 
tions for membership in the United Nations, that is 
to say, they pursue a policy of favouritism towards 
some governments and a policy of discrimination 
towards others. For, some applications are issued 
immediately as official Security Council documents, 
while others lie in the secretariat arch-&s for a 
number of years. I wish to bring this matter to&e 
Council’s attention and request that the application 
of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam be issued 
immediately as an official Security Council docu- 
ment.” 
The application in question was issued as document 

S/2780 on 17 September 1952. 
At the 603rd meeting on 19 September 1952, the 

following explanation l3 was given by the representative 
of the Assistant Secretary-General: 

66 The Secretariat . . . did not conceal the applica- 
tion *from the Democratic Republic of Vietnam. 
When that application was received in November 1948, 
copies were immediately distributed to all members 
of the Security Council for their information on the 
decision of the then President of the Council. Later, 
the second application -the application of 1951- 
was automatically produced as a document, and, 
at the request of the Soviet Union delegation, the 
document of 19.18 has recently been distributed as a 
document of the Security Council.” 

lf 603rd meeting: para. 86. 

Part IV 

REFERENCE OF APPLICATIONS TO THE COMMITTEE ON THE ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS 

NOTE 

The Security Council has not, during the period under 
review, referred applications, whether newly submitted 
or referred to it for reconsideration by the General 
Assembly, to its Committee on the Admission of New 
Members. The principal question which has arisen 
has concerned the interpretation of the provision of 
rule 59 that, unless the Security Council decides other- 
wise, new applications shall be referred by the President 
to the Committee on the Admission of New Members. 

This was discussed at length by the Council in the 
course of debate XIV (see Cases 3 and 4). In that con- 
nexion, the question was also discussed whether an 
application which had been listed together with others 
in a draft resolution rejected by the Council, but had 
not been otherwise considered, was nevertheless to be 
treated as a new application (see Case 2). No proposal 
to refer to the Committee applications which the Council 
was to reconsider has been made during the period under 
review. 
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A. BEFORE A RECOMMENDATION HAS BEEN 
FORWARDED OR A REPORT SUBMITTED TO 
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

“1. Applications referred to the Committee by the 
President 

**2. Applications referred to the Committee by 
&&io~ of the Security Council 

3. Applications considered by the Security Council 
without reference to the Gmmittee 

CASE 2 

The application of Libya 14 for membership in the 
United Nations was submitted on 24 December 1951. 
On 17 January 1952, the representative of Pakistan 
requested 15 that the question of Libya’s admission be 
placed on the agenda of one of the forthcoming meetings 
of the Council and presented a draft resolution to recom- 
mend the admission of Libya. 

At the 573rd meeting on 6 February 1952, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR submitted a revision of a Soviet 
draft resolution, l* which had previously listed thirteen 
applications, to include Libya. This revised draft 
resolution was put to the vote at the same meeting and 
failed of adoption. I7 The application of Libya was not 
otherwise considered by the Council at the meeting, 
although during the discussion several references were 
made to it? 

. 

At the 594th meeting on 2 September 1952, the appli- 
cation of Libya was one of the documents listed under 
sub-item (c), “New applications for membership”, 
under the general heading “Admission of new Members”. 
The representative of the USSR declared that there was 
no need to include the application under the proposed 
sub-item, since it had already been considered by the 
Council at the 573rd meeting on 6 February 1952 and 
was included by implication under sub-item (b) which 
dealt with the consideration of General Assembly resolu- 
tion 506 (VI). Moreover, the question of Libya’s 
admission had been covered by the USSR proposal for 
the admission of the fourteen States. 

The President (Brazil) replied that the application of 
Libya had not been discussed by the Security Council 
although Libya had been included in the USSR draft 
resolution. lQ 

The Council then included sub-item (c) in its agenda 
by 10 votes in favour, with one abstention.20 

At the 598th meeting on 10 September 1952, the 
President (Brazil) raised, “for the proper consideration 
of the Council”, the question of reference of the applica- 
tions listed under the sub-item to the Committee on 
the Admission of new Members. The representative 
of the USSR stated that the new applications should 

I4 S/2467, O.R., 7th year, Suppl. for Jan.-March 1952, pp. 4-3. 
lb S/2483, O.R., 7th ucclr, Sup@. for Jan.-Miwch 1952, pp. 12-13. 
lo S/2449/Rev.l, 573rd meeting: para. 66. 
lf 573rd meeting: para. 172. 
l* For texts of relevant statements see: 
573rd meeting: Chile, paras. 90-91; Turkey, para. 183; USSR, 

paras. 198-200; United States, para. 177. 
lo For texts of relevant statements see: 
594th meeting: Phident (Brazil), para. 16; USSR, paxa 14. 
*O 594th meeting: para. 26. 

be referred to the Committee by the President under 
rule 59. He recalled his view that the application of 
Libva was not a new one, however; the Council had 
completed consideration of General Assembly resolu- 
tion 506 (VI), which, he stated, undoubtedly applied 
to Libya; he added that “the Libyan question should 
consequently be reopened only if someone has a strong 
desire for a negative vote”. In reply, the President 
stated: “When Iwe adopted the agenda we agreed to 
consider as new all applications which had not been 
discussed by the Security Council on an individual 
basis.” 

Various other members of the Council supported the 
view that the application was a new one and several 
urged that accordingly it be referred to the Committee 
(see Case 3)? 

CASE 3 

At the 594th meeting on 2 September 1952, the 
Security Council included in its agenda, under the 
general heading “Admission of new Members”, the 
following sub-item: “(c) New applications for member- 
ship . . .“, followed by the S/document numbers of the 
applications of Viet,Nam, the Democ_ratic Republic 
of Viet-Nam, Libya, Cambodia, Japan anX Laos-. 

At the 598th meeting on 10 September 1952, the 
President (Brazil) drew attention to the fact that none 
of the six applications had been referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Admission of New Members under the 
provisions of rule 59. He stated: 

66 Of course, the Council is not bound under the 
rule ;d refer a specific application to that Committee; 
it might prefer to deal with the matter directly. . .” 

The representative of the USSR stated that the 
reference of newly received applications to the Com- 
mittee under rule 59 was the well established procedure 
and the existing practice in the Council. Referring to 
the application of Indonesia, which had been considered 
by the Council directly, he pointed out that in that 
exceptional case the Council had not thought it neces- 
sary to submit the application to the Committee since 
it had given sufficient study to that country. 

The representative of the United States said that: 
‘We may properly consider that our decision to 

adopt the agenda with what was then sub-item 2 (c) 
included was in fact a decision to discuss the applica- 
tion of Libya, of Japan and of the other four applicants 
since draft resolutions relating to them were on the 
table when the agenda was adopted.” 

He cited the case of the application of Indonesia 
which the Council had decided to consider directly by 
putting it on the agenda. He pointed to two other 
recent instances in which a proposal had been made to 
refer an application to the Committee. He said: 

CC In one case, it was adopted over the objection 
of thk’USSR; in the other case, it failed of adoption. 
Therefore it seems to me that rule 59 can be considered 
to have been complied with by the decision of the 
Council to place these items on its agenda. In fact, 

*l For texts of relevant statements see: 
598th meeting: President (Brazil), paras. 45-48, 83; USSR, 

paras. 67. 78-80. 
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we know it has been done. In other words the Se- 
curity Council has ‘decided otherwise’.” 
At the 599th meeting on 12 September 1952, the 

representative of China said that: 
66 Neither in law nor in practice has that rule 

bee; l automatically applied. We know very well 
that there have been cases of applications acted upon 
by the Council without any reference to the Com- 
mittee on the Admission of New Members.” 

He believed that the purpose of rule 59 and of the Com- 
mittee was to enable -the Council to secure additional 
information in case of need, and held that such a need 
could, in the present instance, be met by other means. 

The representative of France said that in his opinion . 
GC the question before us is not whether the pro- 

vision; of rule 59 of the rules of procedure should be 
observed, but on the contrary whether there should 
be a departure from that rule. In other words, we 
have . . . to decide whether, according to rule 59 of 
the rules of procedure, we should ‘decide otherwise’ 
and consider these applications directly.” 

The Council should, he added, be asked to vote on the 
exception rather than on the rule; the point to be 
determined was not whether the Council would observe 
general practice but whether it would depart from it. 

The representative of the USSR contended that the 
whole import of rule 59 was that all new applications 
reaching the Council should be referred to the Commit- 
tee for consideration and study. Only after applica- 
tions had been returned to the Council with the Com- 
mittee’s conclusions did the Council proceed to examine 
them directly. The submission of a draft resolution on 
the admission of one or other applicant States did not 
prejudge the question of the Security Council’s direct 
examination of the application, and under no circum- 
stances had the submission of a draft resolution on an 
application ever solved, nor could it solve, the question 
whether the Council should consider such applications 
directly itself. 

. 
The President (Brazil) stated that: 

“Rule 59 indicates the usual procedure to be fol- 
lowed, unless the Security Council decides otherwise. 
To my mind, it is thus quite clear that the Council 
should have an opportunity to pronounce itself on 
this matter. This pronouncement is often tacitly 
implied when no objections are raised to the Presi- 
dent’s announcement that he is referring an applica- 
tion to the Committee on the Admission of New 
Members. In the particular instance, however, 
objections have been raised by two delegations to 
referring these applications to the Committee.” 

He further stated that he would put to the vote the 
question “whether the Security Council wishes to refer 
the new applications to the Committee on the Admis- 
sion of New Members”. 

The representative of the USSR stated that he was 
unable to concur in the President’s proposal which was 
contrary to the rules of procedure. The proposal that 
should be put to the vote was the opposite proposal, 
namely, “whether the Council was prepared to make 

an exception and not to refer these applications to the 
Committee”. 

The representative of Pakistan pointed out that the 
rule provided that: 

cc Unless the Security Council decides otherwise, 
the ipplication shall be referred by the President . . .’ 
The word ‘shall’, to my mind, is one of the most 
mandatory words in the English language. And the 
proviso in the beginning says: Unless the Security 
Council decides otherwise . . .’ It does not say: 
Unless there is no objection . . .‘.” 
The President was bound, the representative of 

Pakistan added, to refer the applications to the Com- 
mittee, unless one of the objectors put forward his 
objection as a formal proposal and the Council sub- 
sequently accepted it. He considered that no explicit 
vote was required in order to refer this matter to the 
Committee; however, seven positive votes were required 
in order not to refer it to the Committee. 

The representative of France wondered whether the 
President could not request the Council to proceed to a 
prior vtitte to indicate whether the Council wished to 
vote on the suggestion of the USSR or on that_ of the 
United States. -- ‘4 

The representative of the USSR considered that there 
was no option in the matter and that the applications 
must be referred to the Committee unless the Council 
decided otherwise. 

The representative of Chile shared the opinions of the 
representatives of Pakistan, France and the USSR. It 
must be taken into consideration that rule 59 

66 places responsibility in this matter on the 
President, which makes it difficult for the Council 
to decide by a vote. In effect, rule 59 does not state 
that the applications shall be referred to the Com- 
mittee by the Council, but that, unless the Security 
Council decides otherwise, the application shall be 
referred by the President to the Committee. The 
obligation therefore rests with the President . . .” 

In accordance with a precise and strict interpretation 
of the rule, 

44 the President would not even need to refer 
to thk *Council in taking a decision of this kind and 
it would be sufficient for him to be informed of an 
application, to notify the members of the Council 
of it and if, within a specified neriod, no request were 
received for a meeting of the Council to consider the 
application directly, he would refer it to the Com- 
mittee . . .” 
The President, replied that there were no precedents 

in the practice .le SecurQ Council to justify the 
interpretation thaL the applications should be referred 
automatically to th L Lmmittee on the Admission of 
New Members. a3 

** For texts of relevant statements see: 
598th meeting: President (Brazil), para. 48; USSR, paras. 50, 

70-71; United States, paras. 96-99. 
599th meeting: President (Brazil), paras. 103-106, 158; Chile, 

paras. 155-157; China, para. 63; France, paras. 72, 121-122, 145- 
146, 162; Pakistan, paras. 113-114, 154; USSR, paras. 82-86, lob 
102, 107-108, 150. 
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The representative of Pakistan maintained that the 
obvious procedure was that any delegation wishing that 
the applications be dealt with in the Security Council 
without reference to the Committee should make a 
definite proposal to be voted upon by the Council, and 
he therefore formally proposed23 that the application 
of Libya for membership should be dealt with directly 
without reference to the Committee. 

The proposal was adopted by 8 votes in favour, to 
1 against, with 2 abstentions? 

The representative of the United States proposed15 
that the application of Japan be considered forthwith 
by the Security Council. 

The proposal was adopted by 8 votes in favour, to 
1 against, with 2 abstentions? 

The representative of France submitted a formal 
proposal” to the effect that the applications of Viet- 
Nam, Cambodia and Laos should tiot be referred to the 
Committee but examined directly by the Security 
council. 

The proposal was adopted by 8 votes in favour, to 
1 against, with 2 abstentions? 

CASE 4 

Following the votes taken at the 599th meeting on 
12 September 1952 (see Case 3) on proposals that various 
applications before the Council should not be referred 
to the Xommittee on Idmission of New Members but 
should be examined directly by the Security Council, 
the representative of the USSR urged that the applica- 
tion of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam “be dealt 
with in accordance with rule 59 of the rules of pro- 
cedure”. 

The representative of France stated that the applica- 
tion had not been supported by any draft resolution and 
therefore could not be considered on formal grounds. 
There were also substantive reasons for not considering 
it, since the Viet-Nam authorities could not be regarded 
as forming a government or representing a State. 

At the 603rd meeting on 19 September 1952, the 
representative of Chile asked the President why he had 
not, with regard to the application of the Democratic 
Republic of Viet-Nam, applied the provisions of rule 59 
of the rules of piocedure which required that unless the 
Security Council decided otherwise, applications for 
membership should be referred to the Committee. 

The President (Brazil) replied that the draft resolution 
contained in document S/2773, concerning the applica- 
tion of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam, presented 
by the USSR delegation, had been discussed and that 
it had now come to the vote. 

The representative of Pakistan maintained that the 
Security Council should not take up the application of 
the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam unless there was 
a definite proposal, adopted by the Security Council, 

ls 599th meeting: paras. 179-180. 
*’ 599th meeting: para. 181. 
1, 599th meeting: para. 18-L 
f@ 599th meeting: para. 183. 
*’ 599th meeting: para. 186. 
v  599th meeting: para. 187. 

not to refer the application to the Committee on the 
Admission of New Members. 

The President stated that the Security Council had 
decided at successive meetings to include in its agenda 
document S/2466, the application of the Democratic 
Republic of Vietnam. Unless the Pakistan delegation 
wished to present a formal proposal to refer the matter 
to the Committee on the Admission of New Members, 
the Council would pass to the vote. 

The representative of Pakistan declared that he 
disagreed with the statement of the President that the 
Security Council could discuss the application without 
referring it to the Committee. The fact that an item 
appeared on the agenda of the Security Council, espe- 
cially if it was an item relating to the admission of new 
Members, did not mean that it need not go to a com- 
mittee. Even if it was to go to a committee, it must 
first appear on the agenda of the Security Council. 
Therefore, its appearance on the agenda did not signify 
anything with regard to the question discussed. He 
maintained that in order not to refer the application to 
a committee, a positive decision was necessary. 

The President replied that “the automatic reference” 
of applications to t& Committee on tKe”Admission of 
New Members was contrary to all the precedents of the 
Council. The application -of the Democratic Republic 
of Viet-Nam had been pending since 3 January 1952. 
The representative of Pakistan had not, as President, 
felt compelled by the rules of procedure to refer that 
application to the Committee. That was the best 
proof available that there was no such practice as “the 
automatic reference” of applications by the President 
to the Committee on the Admission of New Member:.sg 

The representative of Chile stated that he agreed 
with the observations made by the representative of 
Pakistan and that his delegation did not consider itself 
bound by the precedent which was being established? 

The President put the draft resolution set forth in 
document S/2773 to the vote. The draft resolution 
was not adopted? 

CASE 5 

The application of Spain for admission to membership 
in the United Nations was submitted on 23 September 
1955. It was included as item 3 of the agenda under 

** At the 604th meeting on 19 September 1952 (ptia. 5), the 
representative of Pakistan said that he saw no inconsistency in 
the fact that his delegation, in its exercise of the presidency, 
had not automatically referred certain applications to the Com- 
mittee. The Council had always made “a clear distinction be- 
tween matters of which the Security Council is seized and matters 
which are on the agenda. At that time the Secretary-General 
had received certain applications, but during the month of April 
none of those applications was on the agenda. Had such an 
application been put on the agenda, my delegation, in its exercise 
of the presidency, would have suggested to the Security Council 
that such applications should be sent to a committee unless the 
Security Council decided otherwise. Since those applications 
were not in the agenda, my delegation could not take such action”. 

80 For texts of relevant statements see: 
599th meeting: France, para. 196; USSR, para. 191; 
603rd meeting: President (Brazil), paras. 74, 88, 100; Chile, 

paras. 73, 101; Pakistan, paras. 87, 94-96. 
*1 603rd meeting: para. 10-I. 
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the general heading “Admission of new Members” at 
the 701st meeting on 10 December 1955 and discussion 
continued at the 702nd to 705th meetings on 10, 13 and 
14 December. After the Council had failed to recom- 
mend admission of Spain in votes taken at its 604th meet- 
ing, a recommendation to admit Spain was adopted at 
the 705th meeting. During these meetings no represent- 
ative of the Council invoked the provisions of rule 59, 
nor was any proposal submitted for reference of the 
application to the Committee on the Admission of New 
Members. 

**4 0 Applications reconsidered by the Security Council 
after reference to the Committee 

B. AFTER AN APPLICATION HAS BEEN SENT 
BACK BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY TO THE 
SECURITY COUNCIL FOR RECONSIDERA- 
TION 

**l. Applications referred to the Committee by the 
Preeident 

2 l Applicatione recoxuidered by the Security 
without reference to the committee 

counciI 

Note: Thirteen pending applications were recon- 
sidered by the Security Council in debates XIII and 
XIV in 1952 without reference to the Committee. 
Nineteen pending applications were reconsidered in 
debate XV in 1955 without such reference. 

Part v 

PROCEDURES IN THE CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS WITHIN THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

NOTE 

By contrast with the period covered in the previous 
volume of the Repertoire, there was little procedural 
discussion in the proceedings coverec’ by this supplement 
of draft resolutions listing more than one application. 

When voting on a draft resolution listing several 
applicants, the Council up to the end of 1951 usually 
voted on each application separately, irrespective of 
the attitude of the original mover toward such a division. 
In the course of debates XIII and XIV in 1952, however, 
two draft resolutions listing a number of applicants 
were put to the vote as a whole without a previous 
separate vote on each application. In the second of 
these cases, *2 although most of the members of the 
Council indicated support for separate votes on each 
application listed in the draft resolution in question, 
and one member of the Council requested such separate 
votes, the President stated that he was unable to 
comply with the request under rule 32 in view of the 

. objection of the mover of the draft resolution. The 
request for separate votes was not pressed and the 
draft resolution was then put to the vote as a whole. 
In 1955, the Council, when voting on draft resolutions 
listing a number of applicants, first voted upon the draft 
resolutions in parts, but did not consider the vote com- 
plete until it had voted on the draft resolutions as a 
whole. However, in one instance in 1955, when the 
mover of the proposal objected to a division, voting 
took place on the draft resolution as a whole.a3 

In so far as concerned the order of voting on individual 
applications, the Council in 1955 generally voted- upon 
the applications in the chronological order of their sub- 
mission. In two instances ,a4 however, the Security 
Council voted first on amendments, without regard to 
the chronological order of submission of the applications 
of the States listed in the amendments. 

Sub-heading 6 in part B, “Consideration of a draft 
resolution to note the qualifications of an applicant for 

*I See Case 9. 
8z See Case 10, last para. 
84 See Case 7. 

membership”, is an addition to the headings appearing 
in part V of the corresponding chapter of the previous 
volume of the Repertoiile, under “Voting ?m- applica- 
tions”. 

-A. DISCUSSION OF APPLICATIONS 

**l. Order of the d&u&on of applications 

**2. Documentation submitted to the Security 
COUIlCil 

B. VOTING ON APPLICATIONS 

**l. Omiseion of voting on applications when previous 
pogition of members is unchanged 

2. Time and order of voting on applications 

CASE 6 

Debate XIV 

At the 590th meeting on 9 July 1952, the Council 
engaged in discussion of the following agenda: 

“Admission of new Members: (a) Adoption of a 
recommendation to the General Assembly concern- 
ing the simultaneous admission to membership in 
the United Nations of all fourteen States which have 
applied for such admission; (b) Consideration of resolu- 
tion 506 (VI) of the General Assemblv.” 

The representative of Greece, pointing out that there 
were other applications besides the fourteen enumerated 
in the USSR draft resolution under sub-item (a), sug- 
gested that the Council make “ a close examination of 
all the applications pending . . . at a date closer to the 
next session of the General Assembly”. He moved 
that the debate be adjourned until 2 September 1952. 
The motion was supported by a number of members 
of the Council. The representative of the USSR op- 
posed the motion, declaring that the applications listed 
in the USSR resolution did not give rise “to any internal 
arguments or controversy”. The other applications 
were more controversial and should therefore be post- 



96 Chapter VII. Practices regarding the admission of new members l 

poned. He also noted the possibility that the Council 
would have new problems to attend to by September, 
with the possible consequence of a further postponement, 
as well as the possibility of a special session which would 
consider the question of admission if the Council were 
to recommend the admission of the applicants listed in 
the USSR draft resolution. *5 

At the 591st meeting on 9 July 1952, the Council 
adopted the proposal to postpone consideration of the 
question until 2 September 1952 by 8 votes in favour, 
to 1 against, with 2 abstentions? 

CASE 7 

Debate XV 

At the 703rd meeting on 13 December 1955, the 
Security Council had before it, in addition to other 
proposals, a joint draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentatives of Brazil and New Zealand,37 providing, inter 
ah, that the Council, having considered separately the 
applications for membership of Albania, the Mongolian 
People’s Republic, Jordan, Ireland, Portugal, Hungary, 
Italy, Austria, Romania, Bulgaria, Finland, Ceylon, 
Nepal, Libya, Cambodia, Japan, Laos and Spain, should 
recommend to the Assembly the admission of those 
countries. The applicant States were listed in the joint 
draft resolution in the chronological order of the sub- 
mission of their applications. The representative of 
China submitted an amendmentu to add the names of 
the Republic of Korea and Viet-Nam to this list of 
applications in that draft resolution. 

At the 704th meeting also on 13 December 1955, the 
President (New Zealand) stated that in accordance with 
rule 36, the Chinese amendment would be voted upon 
after the introductory words “having considered se- 
parately the applications for membership of”, which 
preceded the list of applicants named in the joint draft 
resolution, and that the applicants named in the amend- 
ment and in the joint draft resolution would be voted 
upon separately. 

l The representative of the USSR proposed that the 
Council decide to vote upon the applicants named in 
the Chinese amendment in the positions they occupied 
in the chronological order of submission of applications. 
The representative of China observed that the voting 
had nothing to do with the order of filing of the applica- 
tions. The President declared that he had no power 
to alter the arrangement in the draft resolution, and, 
at the request of the representative of the USSR, put 
the USSR proposal to the vote.sQ The USSR proposal 
was rejected by 8 votes in favour, to 1 against, with 
2 abstentions .u The joint draft resolution -and the 

(1 Chinese amendment were then voted upon in the , 
I manner indicated by the President. 

aa For texts of relevant statements see: 
590th meeting: Greece, paras. 34, 37-38, 56; USSR, paras. 65, 

67, 70, 77-78. 

At the 705th meeting on 14 December 1955, the Coun- 
cil had before it a USSR draft resolutionu providing 
that the Council, having considered separately the 
applications for membership of Albania, Jordan, Ireland, 
Portugal, Hungary, Italy, Austria, Romania, Bulgaria, 
Finland, Ceylon, Nepal, Libya, Cambodia, Laos and 
Spain, should recommend that the Assembly admit 
those countries to membership. The applicant States 
were listed in the draft resolution in the chronological 
order of the submission of their applications. The 
representative of the United States submitted an amend- 
ment d2 to add the name of Japan to the enumeration 
of applicants in the USSR draft resolution. The Presi- 
dent stated that he would put the amendment and the 
draft resolution to the vote in the same manner as the 
joint draft resolution and the Chinese amendment had 
been put to the vote at the previous meeting? The 
applications listed in the United States amendment 
and in the draft resolution were then voted upon in the 
manner indicated by the President. 

3. Consideration of a draft resolution recommending 
the admission of a number of applicant Statee 

: CASE 8 - - --- -- w 

Debate XIII 

At the 573rd meeting on 6 February 1952, the Council 
had before it a USSR draft resolution*4 recommending 
the simultaneous admission of 14 applicant countries. 
The draft resolution was opposed by other members of 
the Council on the grounds that it ran counter to the 
terms of Article 4 of the Charter, as interpreted by the 
International Court of Justice, in that it made adrnis- 
sion of States admittedly fully qualified for membership 
conditional upon admission of other applicants whose 
qualifications were doubtful. The representative of 
the USSR declared that the USSR draft resolution 
indicated how the Security Council could find a solution 
to the problem of admission “in the way which is most 
acceptable, most equitable and most compatible with 
the Charter, the one based on the principle of treating 
all fourteen States equally”. *5 

The USSR draft resolution was put to the vote as a 
whole and was rejected. There were 2 votes in favour 
and 6 against, with 3 abstentions.46 

CASE 9 

Debate XIV 

At the 595th meeting on 3 September 1952, in con- 
nexion with the question of admission of new Members, 
the Council continued its consideration of sub-item 2 (a) 
“Adoption of a recommendation to the General Assembly 
concerning the simultaneous admission to membership 
in the United Nations of all fourteen States which have 
applied for such admission” as contained in the draft 

N 591st meeting: para. 96.. 
I’ S 13502. 
8’ S 13506. 

‘I s/3509. 
” s/3510. 

Da For texts of relevant statements see: 4S 705th meeting: provisional record, p. 8. 
704th meeting: provisional record, President (Sew Zealand), ‘4 S/2449/Rev. 1. 

pp. 11, 16; China, p. 16; USSR, pp. 16-22. ds 573rd meeting: para. 171. 
M 704th meeting: provisional record3 pp. 17-22. *( 573rd meeting: para. 172. 
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resolution 47 submitted by the representative of the 
USSR. 

The representative of China stated that, since the 
conditions and qualifications for membership set forth 
in the Charter were those of individual States and not 
of a group of States, the Council, in conformity with the 
Charter, could admit Members only one by one. He 
therefore requested that, in accordance with rule 32 of 
the rules of procedure, the names of the fourteen States 
listed in the USSR draft resolution be put to the vote 
separately. Should the representative of the USSR 
object, he added, the resolution should be ruled out of 
order as being in contradiction to the Charter. 

At the 597th meeting on 8 September 1952, the 
representative of the USSR, rejecting the request of 
the representative of China to have a separate vote on 
each of the fourteen applicants named in the USSR 
draft resolution, stated: 

GC In accordance with the generally accepted 
m&n&g of rule 32 of the rules of procedure and with 
the working practice which has been established since 
the early davs of the Security Council’s existence, 
every representative in the Security Council submits 
his proposal, defends it and secures a vote on the 
proposal in the form in which hn submitted it. No 
one is entitled to change the proposal, however much 
its opponents may desire to do so. That is the force 
and sense of rule 32.” 

After the President (Brazil) had declared that he was 
unable to comply with the request of the representative 
of China unier the terms of rule 32, the representative 
of China observed: 

“The representative of the Soviet Union just stated 
that my request was illegal and unprecedented. The 
records of the Security Council show a large number 
of such precedents. Let us take this question of 
admission of new Members. Some members of this 
Council may recall what happened at the 444th meet- 
ing of this Council when, faced with a similar proposal 
of the simultaneous admission of a number of appli- 
cants, the representative of the United States moved 
that a separate vote be taken. The Soviet Union 
representative then, as now, pronounced such a 
proposal to be illegal, and on that occasion he for- 
mally moved that the United States proposal was 
out of order. The President on that occasion put 
that motion to a vote, and the Security Council, by 
a large majority, voted that the demand for a separate 
vote was in order . . .“@ 

The President observed that he had made no ruling. 
He had only made a statement of fact with respect to 
rule 32, and had not said the Chinese motion was illegal. 
A member had the right to request a vote in parts and 
the original mover had the right to object. He then 
stated that since the representative of China did not 
insist on a separate vote, he would put the USSR draft 
resolution to a vote as a whole. The USSR draft resolu- 

47 S/2664, 590th meeting: para. 33. 
u For texts of relevant statements see: 
395th meeting: China, paras. 53-54. 
597th meeting: President (Brazil), paras. 10-11, 20, 25; China, 

paras. 22-23; USSR, paras. i2-13, 19. 

tion was put to the vote as a whole and was rejected. 
There were 2 votes in favour and 5 against, with 
4 abstentions? 

CASE 10 

Debate XV 

At the 701st meeting on 10 December 1955, the 
Security Council had before it, inter alia, a request from 
the General Assembly sO to the effect that it “consider 
in the light of the general opinion in favour of the widest 
possible membership of the United Nations the pending 
applications for membership of all those eighteen 
countries about which no problem of unification 
arises”. The representatives of Brazil and New Zealand 
submitted a joint draft resolutior+ which, referring to 
the above request of the General Assembly, provided 
that the Council, having considered separately the 
applications for membership of eighteen countries listed 
by name, would recommend to the General Assembly 
the admission of those countries. 

The President (New Zealand), in response to a ques- 
tion by a member of the Council, stated that the joint 
draft resolution would bevoted upon in par& including 
separate votes on each of the countries listed;‘prior-to 
the vote on the paragraph containing the list as a whole 
and on the draft resolution as a whole. 

The representative of the USSR proposed that the 
General Assembly should act on each recommendation 
by the Council for admission of an applicant before 
the Council voted on the succeeding application? At 
the 703rd meeting on 13 December 1955, the represent- 
ative of the USSR stated that he would not insist on 
the procedure he had proposed and accepted the proce- 
dure set out in the joint draft resolution. He declared 
that the joint draft resolution was a single entity, a 
single recommendation, which was to be considered as 
stich by the General Assembly and should be referred 
back to the Council for reconsideration if it was amended 
in any way by the Assembly. 

Also at the 703rd meeting, the representative of China 
submitted an amendment s3 to add the names of the 
Republic of Korea and the Republic of Viet-Nam to the 
names listed in the joint draft resolution. 

At the 704th meeting on 13 December 1955, the Coun- 
cil voted upon the draft resolution and the Chinese 
amendment in parts, taking a separate vote on each 
of the twenty names. The names of four applicants 
obtained the required majority. The paragraph con- 
taining those 4 applicant States was put to the vote as 
a whole, and was not carried. The President (New 
Zealand) stated that he would not put the last para- 
graph nor the resolution as a whole to the vote since 
there was nothing to recommend to the General Assem- 
bly. 

In explaining their votes on the paragreaph as a whole, 
a number of representatives stated that they had voted 
for all the applicants named, but that they had abstained 

4g 597th meeting: para. 26. 
‘0 Resolution 918 (X). 
‘I S 13502. 
” S/3183. 
“ S 13506. 
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or vote d against 
because it had lost 

At the 705th meeting on 14 December 1955, the 
representative of the USSR submitted a draft resolution 
which also referred to the General Assembly resolution 
of 8 December 1955 on the admission of new Members 

what remained of the paragraph 
all meaning. 64 

France to vote by division on his draft resolution. The 
USSR draft resolution was accordingly voted upon as 
a whole, and was not adopted.@ 

and provided that the Council, having considered 
separately the applications for membership of sixteen 
applicants named in the proposal, would recommend 
to the General Assembly the admission of those coun- 
tries .e5 The representative of the United States sub- 
mitted an amendment 56 to add the name of Japan to 
the list in the USSR proposal. 

4. The question of submiseion of a draft redution 
with a view to voting on an application 

**5. contlict 
admidon 

between a proposal to 
and a proposal to postpone 

recommend 
voting 

The USSR draft resolution and the United States 
amendment were then voted upon in accordance with 
the same procedure as had been followed at the previous 
meeting. After the Council failed to adopt the United 
States amendment, it approved each of the applications 
listed in the USSR draft and adopted the draft resolution 
as a whole. 

6 l Consi 
w 

dera tion 
.fiCdOIl8 

of a 
of an 

draft resolution to note 
applicant for membership 

the 

CASE 11 

Debate XV 

At the 706th meeting on 15 December 1955, the 
representative of the United Kingdom submitted a 
draft resolution 5g to take note that Japan was fully 
qualified for membership and to express the hope that 
it would soon be admitted to the United Nations. 

At the 708th meeting on 21 December 1955, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR submitted an amendmentm to 
add the name of the Mongolian People’s.-RepEblic to 
the United Kingdom draft resolution. This amend- 
ment was opposed by other members of the Council, 
partly on the ground that it ran counter to Article 4 
by linking admission of one applicant to that of another. 
The USSR amendment was rejected by 1 vote in favour, 
to none against, with 10 abstentions. The United 
Kingdom representative then requested postponement 
of the voting on his draft resolution.61 

At the 706th meeting on 15 December 1955, the Coun- 
cil discussed a draft resolution submitted by the USSR 
recommending to the General Assembly that the Mon- 
golian People’s Republic and Japan be admitted at its 
eleventh session. 57 The representative of the USSR 
opposed a suggestion made by the representative of 

‘4 For texts of relevant statements see: 
701st meeting: provisional record, Presiden t ( New Zeal *and), 

p. 37. 
702nd meeting: provisional record, Brazil, 

USSR, p. 7. 
703rd meeting: provisionaI record, USSR, p. 
704th meeting: provisional record, Presiden 

p. 33; Peru, p. 34; Turkey, p. 33; United Kingdo 
“ s/3509. 
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Part VI 

THE ROLE OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY Ah3 THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

NOTE Assembly resolution 506 A (VX) that the permanent 
members of the Council confer, submitted a joint draft 
resolution 63 urging the permanent members to give 
their earnest attention to that request. This joint 
draft resolution was not put to the vote because the 
proposal for adjournment of the debate was adopted, 
but during the discussion the representatives of some 
of the permanent members indicated their readiness 
to hold consultations. 

The material covered in part VI of the SuppZement 
includes five cases; the first one concerns consultations 
by the permanent members of the Council in response 
to a request by the Assembly; the second sets forth the 
discussion in the Council of the terms of a special report; 
the third case concerns consideration of a new applica- 
tion in accordance with a General Assembly resolution; 
the fourth relates to the question of the procedure for 
achieving agreement with the General Assembly on 
the States to be admitted to membership; and the fifth 
relates to the question of whether the Council may 
specify the time at which the Assembly is to act upon 
its recommendation. 

At the 594th meeting on 2 September 1952, when the 
Council resumed discussion of the membership question, 
it was informed that the permanent members had met 
on 21 August but that agreement had not been possible 
since they had not changed their positions.64 

CASE 12 CASE 13 
Debate XIV Debate XIV 

In the course of discussion at the 590th and 591st meet- 
ings on 9 July 1952 of the proposal to postpone consider- 

At the 604th meeting on 19 September 1952, the 

ation of the question of admission,62 the representatives 
Security Council discussed the question of submitting 

of Chile and Pakistan, referring to the request in General 
a special report to the General Assembly in accordance 

@* See Case 6. 
a* S/2694, 591st meeting: para. 25. 
04 594th meeting: paras. 3-5. 
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with rule 60 (3) of the provisional rules of procedure, as 
well as the relationship of such a report to the General 
Assembly’s request under resolution 506 B (VI) that 
the Council report to the General Assembly at its 
seventh session on the status of applications still pend- 
ing. During the discussion, the President (Brazil) 
suggested that the drafting of the report be entrusted 
to the Secretariat. The representative of the USSR 
raised the question of the meaning of the term “applica- 
tions still pending” in the Assembly resolution. The 
President stated: 

66 that no reference will be made to applications 
outside of those which were dealt with by the Council 
in the various draft resolutions submitted to the 
Council. The reference to resolution 506 (VI) will 
only embrace the meetings of the Security Council 
and the effort made by it to find a basis of agreement, 
with a notation to the effect that no changes were 
made in the general situation.” 
The representative of Chile considered that the course 

proposed by the President would not fulfil the Assem- 
bly’s request. The Spanish text of the Assembly’s 
resolution clearly referred to such applications as might 
be pending when the Security Council reported. 

The representative of Greece concurred with the view 
of the representative of Chile, stating: 

66 We have examined nineteen of the applica- 
tion;’ still pending. The only ones we have not 
examined are the applications of the Republic of 
Korea and of the so-called People’s Democratic 
Republic of Korea. Can we not, in accordance with 
the third paragraph of rule 60 of the rules of procedure, 
decide to postpone the consideration of these two 
applications at once and then make reference to the 
postponement in the report to the General Assem- 
bly?” 
The President thereupon observed that a decision of 

the Council would be necessary and that no draft reso- 
lutions had been presented in connexion with those 
applications. 

The representative of Chile stated that the question 
. “of the two applications concerning Korea can be 

settled without difficulty by stating that the Council 
has not dealt with them. The point raised in para- 
graph 1 would thus be met”? 

The Special Report submitted by the Council stated 
in part? 

“The Security Council did not consider, during its 
discussion, the applications of the Republic of Korea 
and of the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea.” 

CASE 14 

In the case of the application of Spain, which was 
addressed to the Secretary-General on 23 September 
1955, 67 the Security Council did not begin its considera- 
tion of the application until after the General Assembly 
had adopted its resolution of 8 December 1955 request- 

as For texts of relevant statements see: 
604th meeting: President (Brazil), paras. 2-3, 18, 26; Chile, 

paras. 19, 27; Greece, paras. 24-25. 
‘a A/2208, G A (VII), Annexes, a.1. 19, p. 1. 
5' S/3441 IRev.1. 

ing the Council to examine the pending applications 
for membership of “all those eighteen countries about 
which no problem of unification arises”, the eighteen 
countries in question including, implicitly, Spain. The 
application of Spain appeared for the first time on the 
provisional agenda of the Council only at its TOlst meet- 
ing on 10 December 1955. 

CASE 15 

Debate XV 

At the 701st meeting of the Security Council on 
10 December 1955, the Council adopted an agenda 
covering General Assembly resolutions 817 (IX) and 
918 (X), as well as the application of Spain. The 
Council had before it thirteen draft resolutions@ sub- 
mitted by China to recommend respectively the admis- 
sion of Italy, Japan, Spain, the Republic of Korea, 
the Republic of Viet-Nam, Cambodia, Laos, Portugal, 
Ceylon, Jordan, Libya, Austria and Ireland. 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics submitted eighteen draft resolutions 69 to 
recommend respectively the admission of Albania, the 
Mongolian Peogle’s Republic, Jordan, Ireland, Portugal, 
Hungary, Italy, Austria, Romania, Bulgaria,%nlanc), 
Ceylon, Nepal, Libya, Cambodia, Japan, Laos and 
Spain. Since his delegation considered it essential that 
the Security Council and the General Assembly should 
take agreed action on the matter, in accordance with a 
predetermined plan, he also submitted a draft resolu- 
tion ‘O on the procedure to be followed providing that 
the Council take a separate decision on each application 
and, after voting to recommend the first State on the 
list, examine the next application only after the General 
Assembly had completed consideration of the Council 
recommendation on the preceding application. 

At the same meeting a joint draft resolution71 sub- 
mitted by Brazil and New Zealand provided, following 
a preambular reference to resolution 918 (X), that the 
Council, having considered separately the applications 
of Albania, the Mongolian People’s Republic, Jordan, 
Ireland, Portugal, Hungary, Italy, Austria, Romania, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Ceylon, Nepal, Libya, Cambodia, 
Japan, Laos and Spain, recommend to the General 
Assembly the admission of the above mentioned 
countries. 

Introducing the joint draft resolution, the President, 
speaking as the representative of New Zealand, stated 
in part: 

64 ?Ye cannot ignore the fact that the General 
Assembly expects the members of the Council to 
reach an understanding which would permit the 
immediate admission of all eighteen applicants. Still 
less can we ignore the fact that, in the absence of 
such understanding, no candidate is likely to be 
admitted. Therefore, while the procedure my dele- 
gation contemplates is one of a separate vote on each 
applicant, we believe that there must also be a vote 

@' S/3468-S 13480. 
'0 S 13484-S 13501. 
7e S 13483. 
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on the group. If, after the separate voting on indi- 
vidual States, the group comprises fewer than eigh- 
teen States, we shall then have disregarded the views 
of an overwhelming majority of Members of the 
United Nations. This is a fact which my delegation 
cannot fail to take into account. It follows also that 
our chances of success would be destroyed as soon as 
one applicant failed to secure the necessary votes. . . . 

<< . . . 
“My delegation does not believe that this resolution 

can be successfully amended. Nevertheless, for the 
reasons we have given, we contemplate allowing 
separate votes on the eighteen applicants. I should 
say at this juncture that I have listened with great 
care to the procedure proposed by the representative 
of the Soviet Union. In my view, the procedure 
which we propose is capable of achieving everything 
which the procedure proposed by the Soviet Union 
is designed to achieve, and will, I think, be more 
generally acceptable.” 
In replying at the 702nd meeting on 10 December 1955 

to a question by the representative of the USSR concern- 
ing the joint draft resolution, the President said that 
while the Security Council could not impose a procedure 
on the General Assembly, he could not conceive that 
the General Assembly would do other than promptly 
endorse the Council’s recommendation by an over- 
whelming majority. 

. 

After some discussion of the question of procedure, 
in the course of which the representatives of Belgium, 
Brazil, Iran, Peru and the United Kingdom noted that 
the joint draft resolution was compatible with the rele- 
vant provisions of the Charter in the matter of admis- 
sion of new Members, the representative of the USSR 
said at the 703rd meeting on 13 December 1955 that 
his delegation was bound to take into account the sup 
port given to the joint draft resolution by many mem- 
bers of the Council and would not oppose the motion 
to give that joint draft resolution priority which had 
been made by the representative of Iran. It was the 
understanding of the Soviet delegation that that draft 
resolution: 

c< represents a single entity, a single recom- 
mendation, which is to be considered by the General 
Assembly in that sense. We understand the draft 
resolution to mean that if the General Assembly 
amends the recommendation in any way, the Security 
Council’s recommendation would be amended accor- 
dingly because it would lose its meaning as an entity 
and as a single recommendation, and would conse- 
quently have to be referred back to the Security 
Council for reconsideration.” 
The representative of China noted that the list 

contained in the second paragraph of the Brazil-New 
Zealand draft resolution did not include the Republics 
of Korea and Viet-Nam, which were covered in the 
series of draft resolutions submitted by China. If that 
paragraph meant that his own draft resolutions on 
Korea and Viet-Nam would not be considered and voted 
upon, he could not support the joint draft resolution. 
The third paragraph of the joint draft resolution 
appeared to him not to be necessary at all. 

He submitted an amendmenV2 to add the names of 
Korea and Viet-Nam to the list of applications contained 
in the second paragraph of the Brazil-New Zealand draft 
resolution. 

At the 704th meeting on 13 December 1955, after the 
Council had decided to give priority in the voting to 
the draft resolution of Brazil and New Zealand, the 
President, speaking as the representative of New Zea- 
land, indicated why he could not support the amendment 
proposed by the representative of China. He stated 
that while, as the representative of China had indicated, 
the preamble of the joint draft resolution might be 
construed as neither approving nor disapproving the 
General Assembly resolution, the joint draft resolution 
considered as a whole was intended to give effect to the 
purpose of the Assembly resolution. He added that: 

“If we now add two more to the eighteen countries, 
and two about which a problem of unification may 
be said to arise, we shall not be acting in accordance 
with the request of the General Assembly; we shall 
be doing something different. The result of doing 
something different from what the Assembly asked, 
in my view and in the view of my delegation, would 
be to diminish our chances of success. That is why, 
in introducing the draft resolution-of Brazil an> New 
Zealand, I expressed the belief that it could not be 
successfully amended.” 
The representative of the United States said that he 

did not believe: 
<I there is a definite purpose in this draft resolu- 

tion b; a definite obligation here to give effect to 
whatever the General Assembly may have voted. 
We certainly have the obligation to give it tremendous 
weight and give it very respectful consideration, but 
certainly we cannot contend that the Assembly has 
the right to bind the Security Council any more than 
the Security Council has the right to bind the As- 
sembly; they are autonomous organs.” 

The object of the joint draft resolution in his view was 
to provide an orderly method of voting and an orderly 
procedure for considering these questions. The amend- 
ment offered by the representative of China was entirely 
appropriate and consistent with his understanding of 
the joint draft resolution. 

The representative of the United Kingdom agreed 
that the Council should pay the utmost respect to an 
indication of wishes on the part of the General Assembly. 
Noting that the Security Council was master of its own 
procedures and judgements, he said: 

t< it does not seem to me in any way out of line 
with ‘the responsibilities of these two organs of the 
United Nations that we here in the Security Council 
should decide that we ought to consider the amend- 
ments, adding the Republic of Korea and the Republic 
of Viet-Nam to the list of applicant countries. I 
may recall that there is still outstanding a resolution 
of the General Assembly of last year asking the Se- 
curity Council to consider the pending applications 
for membership, and of course among the latter 
applications are those of the Republic of Korea and 
the Republic of Viet-Nam.” 

l’ s/3500. 



Part VI. Role of General Assembly and Security Council 101 

The representative of France declared that the Council Council is not permitted by the Charter to attach condi- 
was entitled to receive amendments to the draft resolu- tions of any kind to its recommendations” in the matter 
tions before it, and to vote upon them, even though of admission. The representative of Brazil likewise 
such resolutions had not been previously accepted by did not regard “the form of the draft resolution” as 
the Assembly. suitable. 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics declared that the amendment was intended 
to obstruct a decision by the Security Council and said 
that: 

The re prese ntative of Peru e xpressed the view that 

“This is not of course an amendment in the ordinary 
sense of the word. It is a completely new proposal 
which radically alters the meaning of the proposal 
made by Brazil and New Zealand. . . .“T3 

the Security Council does not function in the 
same’cycles as the Assembly, and is not bound to the 
Assembly’s annual cvcle. The Security Council is 
a continuous entity; without fixed sessions. The 
chronological factor may be taken into account where 
the Security Council is concerned, but it is not a 
consideration of substances. There is no fixed ses- 
sion for the Council, because it functions continu- 
ously, whereas the Assembly does function in sessions. 
When an Assembly adjourns, it can be said to have 
no jurisdiction until it is convened again. On the 
other hand it would appear that the Council has this 
question before it continuously, without a break. 
Thus the Council is in a position to express an opinion 
which will be valid, unless it is retracted, until the 
Assembly’s eleventh session. This resolution can 
obviously be revoked by the Council itself in the light 
of everts befor? 5e eleventh session.” 

CASE 16 

Debate XV 

At the 705th meeting on 14 December 1955, the 
representative of the United States submitted a draft 
resolution 7* to recommend to the Assembly that it 
admit Japan to the United Nations at its eleventh 
regular session. 

At the 706th meeting on 15 December 19.55, the repre- 
stlztative of the USSR subr;;;Ltd c. dr‘,fi; resolutic>;175 
to recommend to the Assembly that it admit the hlon- 
golian People’s Republic and Japan to the United 
Nations at its eleventh regular session. 

The President, speaking as the representative of New 
Zealand, indicated that he would abstain on both pro- 
posals “on constitutional grounds”, namely that “the 

T8 For textS of relevant statements see: 
701st meeting: provisional record, President (New Zealand), 

pp. 37-38. 
702nd meeting: provisional record, President (h’ew Zealand), 

p. 2; Belgium, pp. 8-11; Brazil, pp. 3-4; Iran, pp. 4-5, 17-22; Peru, 
pp. 26-28; United Kingdom, pp. 23-25. 

703rd meeting: provisional record, China, pp. 7-27; USSR, 
pp. 2-3. 

704th meeting: provisional record, President (Sew Zealand), 
pp. 2-5; France, p. 9; USSR, pp. 9-10; United Kingdom, pp. 7-8; 
United States, pp. 6-7. 
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. . 
The representative of Trance supported th; Un2ed 

Stat 
way 

es proposal, 
contrary to 

and did not think that it was “in any 
the constitutional rules”. 76 

The United States draft resolution was voted upon 
in parts. The first part, not including the words “at 
its eleventh regular session”, received 10 votes in favour 
and 1 against.” It was not adopted since the opposing 
vote was that of a permanent member. The remainder 
of the draft resolution accordingly was not put to the 
vote. The USSR draft resolution was voted upon as 
a whole and was not adopted, there being 1 vote in 
favour and 10 abstentions. 78 

‘a For texts of relevant statements see: 
706th meeting: provisional record, President (New Zealand), 

p. 22; Brazil, p. 27; France, p. 50; Peru, pp. 34-38. 
w 706th meeting: provisional record, p. 50. 
‘) 706th meeting: provisional record, p. 50. 


