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A

INTRODUCTORY NOTE

This chapter of the Supplement contains material
pertaining to the practice of the Security Council in
relation to all the provisional rules of procedure with
the exception of those rules which are dealt with in
other chapters as follows: chapter 1I: Agenda (rules
6-12); chapter 111: Participation in the proceedings of
the Council (rules 37-39); chapter VII: Admission of
new Members (rules 58-60); chapter VI: Relations with
other organs (rule 61). Material relating to the
application of Article 27 (rule 40) is presented in
chapter IV.

The major headings under which the material is
entered in this chapter follow the classification pre-
viously adopted for the Repertoire. The arrangement
of each part is based on the successive chapters of the
provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council.

During the period under review, the Council has not

considered the adoption or amendment of rules of
procedure. ! Consequently, the case histories entered
in respect of each rule are confined entirely to those
proceedings of the Council in which a question has
arisen regarding the application of the rule, especially
where discussion has taken place regarding a temporary
variation from the usual practice. As was noted in the
previous volumes, the case histories in this chapter do
not constitute cumulative evidence of the practice of
the Council, but are indicative of special problems
which have arisen in the proceedings of the Council
under its provisional rules.

1The adoption of the amendment to Article 27 of the
Charter did not call for an amendment to rule 40 of the
provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council. For
text of Article 27, as amended, see chapter 1V, foot-note 1 to
introductory note.

Part 1
MEETINGS (RULES 1-5)

NOTE

The entries in this part constitute special instances
related to the convening of Council meetings. They are
concerncd with the interpretation of rules 1-5, which
reflect the provisions of Article 28 of the Charter.

During the period under review, problems have
ariscn on the extent to which consultations by the
President with Council members should determine the
datc and time for the convening of meetings (rule 1,
Cases 1, 2, 4, 5,7, 8,9 and 10). In one instance, the
fixing of a date for a meeting was made after the view
of the incoming President had been solicited (rule 1,
Case 3). The relation between rules 1, 2 and 3 has in
another instance been made a subject of debate, as the
question was raised whether the President could
convene a Council meeting on his own initiative (rule
1, Case 6). In still another instance the President
explained why a meeting had to be convened under
rule 2 (Case 11).

No periodic meetings, as provided in rule 4, were
held during the period covered by the Supplement.
There were, furthermore, no meetings held outside the
United Nations Headquarters, although on one occa-
sion the suggestion was made by some rcprescntatives
that meetings for the particular question under con-
sideration should be held in the territory of a Member
State where the armed conflict giving rise to thc ques-
tion was taking place (rule 5, Case 12).

** 1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND-
AMENDMENT OF RULES 1-5

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION
OF RULES 1-5

a. Rule 1
Cask 1

At the 1140th meecting on 5 August 1964, in
connexion with the complaint of thc United States

(Tonkin Gulf incident), the representative of the USSR
renewed his delegation’s earlier request that the Council
mecting on the matter be postponed to the next day.
In explanation, he noted that during the consultation
which the President had had regarding the time to be
fixed for the meecting, his delegation requested post-
ponement to the morning of 6 August in order to have
the necessary instructions from his Government. At the
meeting of 5 August, the USSR delegation found itself
“in the same position as when it requested the President
and other members of the Council to shift the beginning
of the meeting to the morning of August 6”.

The representative of the United States opposed the
USSR request for postponement of the meeting and,
after stressing the gravity of the situation, suggested
that “in order to give time to other delegations as
well to receive their instructions” he would have no
objection if the Council wished to adjourn after hearing
his delegation.

The representative of Czechoslovakia noted that
during the consultations with the President earlier that
day, his delegation had expressed objection to the hold-
ing of a meeting in the afternoon, recalling his declega-
tion’s view that to discuss a matter as serious as the
one proposed for consideration, full knowledge of the
facts was necessary. Since the Council was then in
possession of only one version of the incident, his
delegation doubted the utility of starting a debate at
that stage.

Supporting the United States suggestion, the repre-
sentative of the United Kingdom stated that some
members of the Council might, if in need of further
information, find it helpful to hcar the statement the
United States representative proposed to make.

The representative of the USSR indicated that if the
United States should insist, his delegation was prepared
to participate in the meeting and wished the name of
his delegation to be put on the list of speakers to
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address the Council after the representative of the
United States. After noting the view of the represen-
tative of the USSR, the President (Norway), suggested
that the Council should proceed to the adoption of its
agenda. The representative of Czechoslavakia re-
affirmed his objection to the holding of the meeting,
noting that it would participate in the meecting only
because all other members had agreed that a mecting
should take place. Thereupon the President observed
that he had taken note of the objection and that there
being no further comments in regard to the provisional
agenda, he declared the agenda adopted. #

CASE 2

At the 1142nd meeting on 8 August 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the Government of
Cyprus, the Security Council adjourned at the sugges-
tion of the President (Norway) for the purpose of
consultation among members of the Council and the
parties concerned on further procedure to be followed
at the resumed meeting. When the Council resumed
the meeting after midnight, the President reported that
no consensus had been reached during the informal
consultations. He therefore suggested that members of
the Council and representatives of the parties concerned
remain available for an early meeting of the Council,
the time of which was to be determined by the avail-
ability of the Secretary-General's rcport and the ter-
mination of the communication difficultics that some
of the parties had experienced.

The representative of Cyprus, * noting that it was
as yet uncertain as to when the report would be ready,
stated that “we cannot allow the results of the meeting
to depend upon the availability of the report”. He
suggested that the next meeting be held later that same
morning or afternoon, regardless of whether or not
the report would then be available. His suggestion was
supported by the representatives of the USSR and
Czechoslovakia. The representative of France suggested
that if the President so desired, a meeting could be
held late that morning, whereupon the President stated
that he would remain available to the members and the
partics to the dispute and would take into consideration
thc comments made by members with regard to the
holding of the next meeting. 3

Case 3

Towards the conclusion of the 1194th meeting on
30 April 1965, in connexion with the situation in
Southern Rhodesia, the President (Jordan) proposed
that the next meeting be held in the afternoon of 3
May 1965. The rcpresentative of Scnegal * suggested
that in view of the urgency of the situation in Southern
Rhodesia, the meeting should be held in the morning
rather than the aftcrnoon of 3 May.

The President thereupon stated that the matter fell
within the competence of the President of the Council
for May (Malaysia), and invited the representative ot
Malaysia to state his views. Thc representative of
Malaysia supported the President’s suggestion to con-
vene the meeting in the afternoon of 3 May. Following

Z2For texts of relevant statements, see 1140th meeting:
President (Norway), paras. 26, 32; Czechoslovakia, paras.
16-18, 29, 31; USSR, paras. 6-10, 25; United Kingdom, paras.
22, 24; United States, paras. 11, 15.

3 For texts of relevant statements, see 1142nd meeting:
President (Norway), paras. 177, 178-180, 189; Cyprus,*
para. 181; Czechoslovakia, para. 186, France, para. 187;
USSR, para. 184.

a statement by the representative of the Ivory Coast,
which supported the proposal made by the represen-
tative of Senegal, the President proposed, and the
Council agreed, that if any members were prepared to
address the Council in the morning of 3 May, the
Council would meet in the morning, Otherwise, the
President of the Council for the month of May would
inform members of the time of the next meeting. *

CAsSE 4

At the 1208th meeting on 14 May 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the President (Malaysia) explained the circumstances
in which the meeting had been called. He indicated
that a telegram purporting to be sent by the Foreign
Minister of the Dominican Republic had been received
after the adjournment of the previous meeting. After
reading the text of the telegram, which drew attention
to a serious situation in Santo Domingo, the President
stated that following consultations with some Council
members, it was felt that the Council should take some
urgent measures by meeting carlier than the afternoon
of that day, as agreed upon at the previous mecting.
Circumstances, however, did not pcrmit a mecting
carlicr than the time set for the current meeting. ©

CASE 5

At the end of the 1231st mecting on 22 July 1965,
in connexion with the situation in the Dominican Re-
public, the President (USSR) announced after hearing
the views of members that it was the sense of the
Council that its next meeting should be held on Monday
the following weck. He added that “in accordance with
the Council’s previous decisions and established prac-
tice, a decision to meet at that time will not mean. ..
that the Council cannot be convened beforc then by
the President if developments outside our present know-
ledge so require”. He therefore requested the members
to be within reach during the weck-cnd so that he would
not be put in a position of “being unable to uncarth
certain members in order to come to a decision to
convene a meeting of the Council”, despite the obliga-
tion of members to remain close to the Headquarters of
the United Nations. ¢

CAsE 6

At the 1237th mceting on 4 September 1965, in
connexion with the India-Pakistan question, the
President (United States) observed that members of
the Council had been informed of the calling of the
mecting in the following terms:

“Consultations by the Sccretary-General and the
President of the Security Council with members of
the Council have revealed a gencral desire that the
Security Council be convened promptly to consider,
in the light of the Secretary-General’s appeal for a
cecasc-fire, the serious conflict now taking place in
Kashmir. Since, under the circumstances, a meecting
is necessary, I have, as Security Council President,
called a meeting of the Council for 3 p.m. today, 4
September.”

1 For texts of relevant statements, sce 1194th meeting:
President (Jordan), paras. 130, 132, 136; Ivory Coast, para.
135; Malaysia, paras. 133-134; Senegal,* para. 131.

5 For text of the relevant statement, see 1208th meeting.
paras. 2-4,

% 1231st meeting, paras. 41-44,
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In justifying the calling of the meeting, the President
referred to the provisions of rules 1, 2 and 3 and to
the report of the Chairman of the Committee of Experts
of 5 February 1946 7 on amendments to the provisional
rules of procedure in which the Chairman of the Com-
mittee stated that the new wording then adopted for
the rules would leave the President with the power of
calling a meeting under various circumstances, includ-
ing one “when he deems it necessary”. He also referred
to the manner in which the President had called the
847th meeting on 7 September 1959, ¥ as a precedent.
In the early part of July, he further stated, the
President of the Security Council (USSR) asked for a
meeting to be convened on the basis of a telegram from
Mr. Jottin Cury, in connexion with the situation in the
Dominican Republic, which had never been trans-
formed into a formal request by any Council or United
Nations member. It would appear to him that the
President of the Council at that time was convening
the meeting “‘on the basis of his judgment as President”.
He recalled that as members of the Council were willing
to meet, although not on an urgent basis, the meeting
was convened, “without a change in the underlying
circumstances”, some days later, on 20 July 1965
(1229th meeting).

Speaking on the meeting in progress, he noted that
time had not permitted to advise all Council members
in advance of the exact hour of the meeting, although
they had been requested earlier to be available for the
meeting that was scheduled to be called for that day.

The representative of the USSR, contending that the
manner in which the meceting had been convened was a
violation of the rules of procedure, stated that
meetings cannot be convened anonymously, and that
rule 1 was linked with rules 2 and 3, because, other-
wise, the provisions contained in the two latter rules
would not make sense. He then stated:

“Thus, the words which you cited from rule 1 to
the effect that the President may call a meeting of
the Security Council at any time he decms necessary
can be interpreted in only onc way: it is the
President who, by virtue of the discretionary powers
vested in him, has in the final analysis the exclusive
right to decide the time when a meeting of the
Council should be called. If we take a different posi-
tion and do not regard rule 1 as dealing solely with
the right of the President of the Council to decide the
time when the Council should be convened, then
rules 2 and 3 lose their significance...”

With regard to the President’s remarks on the con-
vening of a meeting by the President for the month of
July (USSR), the representative of the USSR noted that
the case did not prove anything, for during the con-
sideration of the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the Council agreed each time after the end of its debate,
that the President “would convene the Council when-
ever circumstances warranted or when any member of
the Council so requested”. While in the case of the
situation in the Dominican Republic, the Council
cmpowered its President in advance to act in that
manner, “no such authorization was given to the
President by the Council” with regard to the matter
then before the Council. On the report of the Chair-

7 For entries on the report of the Committec, see Reper-
toire of the Practice of the Security Council, 1946-1951,
chapter I, part I, Cases 1 and 2.

8 For entries on this meeting, see Repertoire of the Practice
of the Security Council, Supplement 1959-1963, chapter 1,
part I, Cases 1 and S.

man of the Committee of Experts cited by the Presi-
dent, the representative of the USSR observed:

“...T am bound to say that, generally speaking,
when we have to be guided by as strict and specific
a document as a set of rules of procedure, we must
follow the provisions of those rules and not some
explanation which may have been given after their
adoption by one of those who drew them up. There-
fore, from a legal point of view, the reference to the
statement by the Chairman of the Committee which
drafted the rules of procedure neither adds to the
rules nor detracts from them. Thus, everything said
in this regard remains valid.”

The representative of Malaysia, disputing the inter-
pretation given by the representative of the USSR,
maintained that rules 1 and 2 were mutually exclusive.
He indicated that the word “necessary” in rule 1 was
“appropriate to the calling of the meeting and not to
the timing of the meeting”.

The representative of the United Kingdom said that
under rule 1 the President had general discretionary
powers. Rule 2 did not cancel rule 1, nor would it
“detract from it or supersede it in any way”. Rules 2
and 3 were separate and distinct, “and set out the
circumstances in which the President is required or
obliged to call a meeting of the Council”.

The representative of China, supporting the manner
in which the meeting had been called, stated:

“Even if we start from the premise that there is
a relationship between these three rules, let us re-
member that the President of the Security Council
is, at the same time, a member of the Council. In
ordinary circumstances, if a member of the Council
wants to request a meeting, he goes to the President,
and then the President consults with the other mem-
bers. But when the member happens to be the
President himself, he has nobody to go to except
himself.”

He added that the fact that a member of the Council
happened to be the President did not vitiate his right
as a member to initiate the meeting. In his view, “the
meeting of the Council has been convened in the name
of the President and as a prerogative of the President,
but it is the inherent right of a member to initiate a
meeting”.

The representative of Jordan stated that while his
delegation reserved its position with regard to the inter-
pretation of the rules of procedure and their applica-
bility in such cases, it accepted, in the present instance,
the convening of the meeting in the manner in which it
had been called. ®

Case 7

At the 1241st mecting on 18 September 1965, in
connexion with the India-Pakistan question, the
President (United States) stated that since members of
the Council wished to have more time to consuit their
Governments on the nature of action the Council
should take, he proposed to adjourn the meeting over-
night to enable members to have the necessary consul-
tations. He then proposed, and the Council agreed,
that the Council should convene informally the next
morning, and then “convenc ... formally at such time

¥ Fort texts of relevant statements see 1237th meeting:
President (United States), paras. 9-10; China, paras. 49-51;
Jordan, paras. 52-53; Malaysia, paras. 40-43; USSR, paras.
17-19, 22-23, 26-30; United Kingdom, paras. 45-47.
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as our consultations disclose it would be fruitful and
advisable to do so”. 10

CAsSE 8

At the 1250th meeting on 4 November 1965, in
connexion with the situation in Territories in Africa
under Portuguese administration, the representative of
Portugal * suggested that his delegation should, equit-
ably, be given the time to preparc an answer to the
accusations made before the Council and that the
Council might therefore then adjourn and meet again
on Monday of the following week. The President
(Bolivia), after stating that the Council was to meet the
next day to consider a different agenda item, as had
been previously agreed upon, said:

“In the course of tomorrow’s meeting I shall also
consult all members of the Council in order to
dctermine at what time and on what date we shall
resume consideration of the problem of the territories
under Portuguese administration.” !

CasE 9

At the end of the 1256th meeting on 11 November
1965, in connexion with the situation in Territories
in Africa under Portuguese administration, the Presi-
dent (Bolivia) informed the Council of a request from
the representative of the United Kingdom for an urgent
mecting to discuss the situation in Southern Rhodesia
and of the consultations he had hcld with Council
members to sct the time for the meeting on that ques-
tion. He stated that cven though some dclegations
favoured holding a meecting the next morning, no final
decision had been reached because not all members
of the Council had replied to his inquirics. After an
exchange of views regarding the appropriate time for
holding the proposed meeting, the President announced
that the Council would meet the next morning “unless
unforescen circumstances oblige the President to
advance the time of [the] meeting”. 12

Case 10

At the 1266th meeting on 22 November 1965, in
connexion with the situation in Territories in Africa
under Portuguese administration, the President (Bo-
livia) reported that he had unofficially consulted mem-
bers of the Council on the date and time for the next
meeting. He noted that although some members
favoured holding the next meeting the following morn-
ing, he would suggest holding it the same afternoon in
view of the fact that certain Foreign Ministers planned
to lcave that day.

Following a discussion on the suggestion in which
the representatives of the Ivory Coast, Jordan, Nether-
lands, United Kingdom and the USSR took part, the
President noted that the majority of the members
appearcd to be in favour of his suggestion, and declared
that thc next meeting would be held the same after-
noon. 13

10 1241st meeting, para. 182,
11 For texts of relevant statements, see 1250th meeting:

President (Bolivia), paras. 141-142; Portugal,* paras. 139-140.
1256th mecting,

12 For texts of relevant statements, see
paras. 114-115, 141.

13 For texts of relevant statements, sce 1266th meeting:
President (Bolivia), paras. 45, 48, 50, 52, 55, 58; Ivory Coast,
paras. 51, 57; Jordan, para. 53; United Kingdom, para. 49;
USSR, para. 54.

b. Rule 2 B
Case 11

Following the opening of the 1220th mceting on 3
June 1965, in connexion with the situation in the
Dominican Republic, the President (Netherlands) ex-
plained the circumstances under which he had called
the Council meeting. He recalled that at its previous
meeting the Council had agreed to the President’s sug-
gestion that he should consult the Council members
with a view to calling a future meeting forthwith if
any member of the Council should consider it desir-
able or necessary. The day before the meeting, the
President noted, he had received a request from the
representative of the USSR to call an urgent meeting
of the Council in the course of which he would, in
particular, take up the question of the two telegrams
which the President had received from Mr. Jottin Cury,
asking for the dispatch of the Human Rights Com-
mission to the Dominican Republic. In the consulta-
tions that he had held with the Council members, the
President further stated, the majority of members had
not considered the telegrams from Mr. Jottin Cury as
constituting a prima facie matter for the Security
Council to deal with, although they would not object
to a meeting if any member of the Council should so
insist. There had been, furthermore, some disagreement
on the timing of the meeting. In further consultations
that had followed, the representative of the USSR had
confirmed his request to have a meeting for that day.
“Since there were no objections”, the President added,
he had called the meeting “in accordance with rule 2
of the provisional rules of procedure.” '

c. Rule 5
Case 12

At the 1225th meeting on 16 Junc 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Rcpublic,
the representative of the USSR proposed that in view
of the prevailing circumstances the Sccurity Council
should mect in Santo Domingo, capital of the Domin-
ican Republic. In so doing, he drew attention to Article
28, paragraph 3, of the Charter, which provides that
the Council “may hold meetings at such places other
than the seat of the Organization as in its judgment
will best facilitate its work™. He added that there could
be no doubt that the holding of Council meetings in
Santo Domingo “would contribute to the cffectivencss
of its work and would enable all the Council’s mem-
bers to gain direct knowledge of the situation on the
spot”. It would also make it possible for the Council
“to hear all thosc whom it deems it advisable to hear
and who could provide it with useful information”.

The representative of the United States argued in
opposing the proposal that it was “a most novel and
unprecedented idea that the Sccurity Council should
itself hold sessions in various parts of the world where
situations have arisen with which it is concerned”. He
added that had the Council in the past followed the
practice of meeting in the various parts of the world
because the situation was grave, it would have been on
the road practically all the time and would have been
unable to devote its attention to its normal dutics.

At the 1226th meeting on 18 Junc 1965, the repre-
sentative of Jordan supported the USSR proposal. He
noted that the proposal, which “‘falls within the pro-

T 14 1220th mecting, paras. 8-11.
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visions of Article 28, paragraph 3 of the United Na-
tions Charter and rule 5 of the provisional rules of pro-
cedure”, reminded members that the Council did in
the past meet, in certain circumstances, away from the
Headquarters, as had been the case with the Paris
meetings in 1948 and 1951. He stated that the USSR
proposal was “in accord with the genuine intentions
expressed in this Council for the strengthening of the
authority of the Security Council with regard to the
present situation in the Dominican Republic”, and
“could also produce a new stabilizing element which
could help to reduce the mounting tension among the
Dominicans and demonstrate to them the deep concern
of the Security Council”.

The representative of the United States, reiterating
his delegation’s objection to the holding of Council
meetings in Santo Domingo, stated:

“We are ... well aware of the provisions both of
Article 28, paragraph 3, of the United Nations
Charter, and of rule 5 of the provisional rules of
procedure of this Council. We are aware that meet-

ings were held in Paris in 1948 and 1951 when the

General Assembly was meeting there and it was con-

venient for the Council to do likewise. We are here

not concerned with the legality of holding a series
of meetings of the Council at a site other than the

Headquarters, but with the practicalities and the

political implications.”

He then indicated various factors which his delega-
tion thought would in practice militate aiglainst the
USSR proposal, including the view that the holding of
Council meetings in Santo Domingo would result in
inflaming, rather than calming, political passions and
would presuppose that the Council would take away
from the Organization of American States (OAS) cer-
tain of its responsibilities for the settlement of the
Dominican conflict.

The Council did not further discuss the USSR
proposal and no decision was taken thereon. 18

10 For texts of rclevant statements see 1225th meeting:
USSR, paras. 106-109; United States, paras. 111-112; 1226th
meeting: Jordan, paras. 30-31; United States, paras. 68-70.

Part 11

REPRESENTATION AND CREDENTIALS (RULES 13-17)

NOTE

Since 1948 the reports of the Secretary-General on
the credentials of the representatives of the Security
Council have been circulated to the delegations of all
the Council members, and, in the absence of a request
that they be considered by the Council, have been
considered approved without objection.

In one instance during the period under review, the
Secretary-General notified the Council of steps taken
to correct an error in a name plate that had been placed
at the Security Council table and in the monthly listing
of Permanent Missions to the United Nations (Case
13). In another instance the Council was informed that
the Secretary-General did not have sufticient informa-
tion at that stage of the development of the question
being considered as to the adequacy of the provisional
credentials submitted by contending authorities of a
Mecmber State (Case 14). On one occasion the
Secretary-General stated in reply to an observation
made by a member, that he would take the necessary
steps to make the listing of United Nations delegations
conform to his previous statement regarding the creden-
tials of the representative of a Member State (Case 15).

** 1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND-
MENT OF RULES 13-17

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION
OF RULES 13-17

Case 13

At the 1121st mceting on 25 May 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by Cambodia, the represen-
tative of the Secretary-General noted that he had been
directed by the Secretary-General to state that the
Secretary-General had inquired into the question of the
inscription of the word “Viet-Nam™ on a name plate
placed by the Secrctariat at the Security Council table,
to which the representative of the USSR had drawn
attention at the last mceting.

The Secretary-General regretted that through inad-
vertence the inscription of the word “Viet-Nam” on
the name plate as well as in the “blue book” 18 to which
the President of the Council had drawn attention
“do[es] not correspond with the policy of the Secre-
tariat”. This policy, which was in accordance with rules
laid down in the terminology bulletin had been to refer
to the Republic of Viet-Nam by its full name and to
regard it, for seating purposes, as coming under the
letter “R”. The policy laid down by the terminology
bulletin regarding the Republic of Viet-Nam had been
followed not only in regular United Nations documenta-
tion but also in all multilateral conventions concluded
under United Nations auspices.

The representative of the Secretary-General then
concluded: “In view of the foregoing, any designation
other than ‘Republic of Viet-Nam’ is unofficial, and
the Secretary-General has given instructions that the
necessary changes be made in the name plate used in
this Council and in the monthly ‘blue book’.” 17

Case 14

At the 1207th meeting on 13 May 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the Secretary-General reported on the various com-
munications he had received from both the “Constitu-
tional Government” and the “Government of the Na-
tional Reconstruction™ in regard to the representation
of the Dominican Republic in the United Nations.
After indicating the contents of those communications,
the Secrctary-General stated:

“From thc statements which have been made in
the Security Council and the communications

18 Publication issued monthly by the United Nations Sec-
retariat listing the names of members of Permanent Missions
to the United Nations as well as non-member States main-
taining permanent observers’ offices at the United Nations
Headquarters.

17 For text of the relevant statement, see 1121st meeting,
paras. 2-3.
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received from the Organization of American States
concerning the Dominican Republic, it is apparent
that the situation in that country is far from clear as
to which of the contending authorities constitutes
the Government of the country. Furthermore, there
is no information available as to which of the con-
tending authorities is regarded as the Government by
a majority of States Members of the United Nations.

“In the light of the circumstances mentioned
above, I feel that at this stage 1 do not have suflicient
information to formulate any opinion as to the
adequacy of the provisional credentials which have
been submitted.” 18

Case 15
At thc 1227th meeting on 18 June 1965, in con-

18For text of the relevant statement, see 1207th meeting,
paras. 14-22.

nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the representative of the USSR remarked that the latest
listing of United Nations delegations included the name
of Mr. Velasquez, who was listed as “the representative
of the Dominican Republic”, as well as those of other
persons “who are not empowered to represent the
Dominican people”. He added that since Mr. Velasquez
had been heard by the Council as a private individual,
the necessary steps should be taken to remove those
names from the listing.

The Secretary-General stated that the Secretariat
would take the necessary steps, in conformity with his
previous statement regarding the credentials of the
permanent representative of the Dominican Republic. 1?

19 For texts of relevant statements, see 1227th meeting:
USSR, paras. 100-101; Secrctary-General, para. 103.

Part 111

PRESIDENCY (RULES 18-20)

NOTE

Part I1I of this chapter is confined to proceedings of
the Council directly related to the office of the Presi-
dent. During the period under review, there were no
cases of special application or interpretation of rule
18, on the rotation of the presidency, and of rule 20,
on the temporary cession of the chair. The material
assembled in this section is concerned with rule 19 and
covers instances in which the President has been asked
to take certain measures on behalf of the Council
(Cases 16 and 19), to formulate the wish of the Council
in mecting the exigencies of a particular situation
(Cases 17 and 18), and to state the consensus of the
Council with regard to certain measurcs proposed
(Cases 20 and 21). For other instances related to the
summing up of views of Council members, chapter
VIII should be consulted. 2° Material relevant to the
exercise by the President of his functions in connexion
with the agenda is dealt in chapter II. The exercise of
presidential functions in the conduct of a meeting is
reflected in the material included in part V of this
chapter.

** 1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND-
MENT OF RULES 18-20

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION
OF RULES 18-20

Rule 19
CasE 16

At the 1086th meeting on 10 January 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by Panama against the
United States, the representative of Brazil proposed,
and the Council approved, that the President (Bolivia)
be authorized *“to address an appeal to the Govern-
ments of the United States of America and of Panama
to bring to an immediate end the exchange of fire and
bloodshed now occurring and to request that they
impose the utmost restraint over the military forces

20 See chapter VIII, pp. 100, 102, 106, 116, 118, 151, 152,
for instances.

under their command and to protect the civilian popul-
ation”, *!
Case 17

At the 1140th meeting on 5 August 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the United States (Tonkin
Gulf incident), the representative of France noted that
in line with the Charter and the tradition of the
Council, his delegation considered it appropriate that
a representative of the Democratic Republic of Viet-
Nam be invited, as a matter of urgency, to participate
in the debate of the Council without vote. He further
noted, however, that it would be preferable, on the
basis of numerous precedents, to entrust the President
with the task of taking action on any wish that the
Council might express, without voting on a resolu-
tion, “* the terms of which might give rise to a con-
troversy and tend to prolong debate unneccssarily. 3

The President (Norway) stated in reply:

“If it is the desire of the members of the Coun-
cil that the President consult with them informally
on the basis of the proposal made by the represen-
tative of France, and in the light of the comments
thereon offered by the representatives of the Soviet
Union and the United States, naturally the Presi-
dent will attempt to undertake such informal con-
sultations.”

He added that if the Council wished to follow the
same procedure with regard to its next mceting, he

21 For text of the relevant statement, see [086th meeting,
para. 59 and for text of the telegram dated 11 January 1964
from the President of the Security Council to the Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Panama and the Secretary of State of the
United States, see S/5519, O.R., I9th yr., Suppl. for Jun.-Mar.
1964, p. 35.

22 1n the course of the debate the Council had before it a
draft resolution, submitted by the representative of the USSR,
which would (i) request the President of the Security Coun-
cil to ask the Government of the Democratic Republic of
Viet-Nam to supply the Council urgently with the necessary
information relating to the United States complaint; and (ii)
invite the representatives of the Government of the Demo-
cratic Republic of Viet-Nam to take part without delay in the
Council meetings. S/5851. For full text, sce 1140th meeting,
para. 73.

23 1140th meeting, paras. 88-91.
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would, barring unforeseen and unexpected develop-
ments, not call any meeting for the next day as that
would inconvenience some members of the Council.
Tln:2 President’s suggestion was accepted by the Coun-
cil. %4

Case 18

At the 1141st meeting on 7 August 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the United States (Ton-
kin Gulf incident), the President (Norway) recalled
that it was agreed at the previous meeting that he
should hold informal consultations with members of
the Council on the basig of the proposals made by the
representative of France and in the light of comments
thereon made by the representatives of the USSR and
the United States. It was also agreed that he should
report the outcome of those consultations to the Coun-
cil. The President thereupon reported that members
of the Council had reached the following general
understanding:

“The Security Council, for its further considera-
tion of the complaint against the Democratic Re-
public of Viet-Nam referred to in the letter dated
4 August 1964 from the Permanent Representative
of the United States of America to the President
of the Security Council, would welcome such infor-
mation relating to this complaint as the Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam would desire to make avail-
able to the Council, either through taking part in
the discussion of the complaint in the Council, or
in the form which it might prefer. Furthermore, the
Security Council would receive in the same manner
such infarmation relating to the complaint as the
Republic of Viet-Nam would desire to make avail-
able to the Council.”

The President also noted that since that aspect of
the matter had been settled, he would “‘arrange for the
Secretariat to communicate without delay the contents
of this general understanding to the Democratic Re-
public of Viet-Nam as well as to the Republic of Viet-
Nam”, 20

Case 19

At the 1143rd meeting on 9 August 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the Government of Cy-
prus, the representative of the Ivory Coast called atten-
tion to the increasingly grave situation developing in
Cyprus, and proposed that the Council empower the
President to make an immediate appeal to Turkey to
put an end forthwith to the bombardment of Cyprus
and suspend all military measures against Cyprus, and
to call on the Government of Cyprus to order an im-
mediate cease-fire pending the adoption by the Coun-
cil of a final decision on the matter. In response to
this suggestion, the President (Norway) stated that he
felt sure all members of the Council would want him
to issuc the appeal suggested, and that he would out-
line the appeal as follows: “To the Government of
Turkey: to cease instantly the bombardment and use
of military force of any kind against Cyprus; to the
Government of Cyprus: to direct the armed forces
under its control to cease firing immediately.” He
then requested the representatives of Cyprus and Tur-
key “to sce to it that this appeal is immediately trans-

24 Jbid., paras 106-109.
25 For text of the relevant statement, sec 1141st meeting,
paras, 22-23.

mitted to their respective Governments”, adding that
he would arrange to have thc Secretariat in the samc
manner transmit the appeal in his name. The Council
at the same meeting approved the appeal to the two
Governments as formulated by the President. 28

Case 20

At the continued 1143rd meeting on 11 August
1964, in connexion with the complaint by the Govern-
ment of Cyprus, the representative of Ivory Coast sug-
gested that at the end of the debate, pending a final
decision on the matter, the President make a summary
expressing the Council’s desire that the parties con-
cerned fully comply with the Council’s resolution of
9 August 1964, in particular with its provision calling
for suspension of all flights over the territory of Cy-
prus.

The President (Norway) in a comment on this sug-
gestion noted that if he were to make the summary
suggested, he would limit it to what in his view “repre-
sents the views of the members of the Council and
the parties who have spoken”. He added subsequently
that considering the number of parties to whom the
resolution of 9 August 1964 had been addressed, the
appeal would not be addressed to the parties indivi-
dually, but would be formulated as follows: “I hereby
on behalf of the Council, issue an appeal for a scru-
pulous observation in full, without reservation, of the
provisions of the resolution adopted by the Security
Council on 9 August 1964”.

The representative of Ivory Coast thereupon spe-
cified that what he had suggestcd was that the Presi-
dent address his appeal to all the parties concerned
to comply with thc Council's resolution and to stop
the flights over the territory of Cyprus.

The representative of the USSR remarked that the
suggestions formulated by the President were by no
mecans “‘procedural, but had political content” and
wondered whether the President was speaking in his
capacity as the representative of Norway or as Presi-
dent of the Council. As a representative of Norway
he was entitled to submit any proposal of a political
nature that he would like the President of the Council
to formulate on behalf of the Council; such formula-
tion would be subject to the Council’s agreement. The
President had, however, despite the provisions of rule
19, suggested some formulations which “went beyond
the limits” of the question as placed before the Coun-
cil at that meeting.

The President replied that he had not spoken as
the representative of Norway, and although he had
ventured to outline his views on the summary and the
appeal, he had made no proposals. He added: “I
would have felt it to go beyond the purview of the
office of the President were 1 to make proposals, not
to speak of issuing such an appeal without having
fully informed the members of the Council what the
appeal would contain.”

Following a suspension of the meeting, the Presi-
dent summed up the consensus of thc members. *7

6 For texts of relevant statements, see 1143rd meeting,
President (Norway), paras. 13-14; Ivory Coast, paras. 6-12.

27 For the text of the statement of the President, see chapter
VIII, p. 118. For texts of relevant statements sce 1143rd
meeting: President (Norway), paras. 293, 310, 327, 358,
Ivory Coast, paras. 269, 311; USSR, paras. 314-315.
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Case 21

At the 1227th meeting on 18 June 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the President (Netherlands) stated that in response to
a suggestion made by the representative of Uruguay, 22
he was to make a statement setting forth “some points
of agreement which emerge from our last round of
discussions, in particular with regard to some con-
crete suggestions made by some members”. In so
doing, he added, he was to confine himself “to those
concrete points on which a study of the remarks made
in the debate shows a certain degree of unanimity”.

Following the statement by the President, the repre-
sentative of the USSR indicated that the President’s
statement could not be considered as expressing the
consensus of the Council members, adding that

“... it is gencrally known that in the practice
of the Security Council there is a strict rule that,
before the President does any summing-up on be-
half of the members of the Council or the Council

28 1226th meeting, para. 102.

as a whole, consultations should be held with ali
the members of the Council.”

Such consultations, he noted, had not been held,
and the President’s statement did not, thercfore, re-
flect the opinion of all the members of the Security
Council.

The President in his reply drew attention to the fact
that he had been given aﬂout two and one half hours
between the time he was asked to present a summary
on certain points expressed by members and the time
of the convening of the current meeting, and that
within that time-limit, it would have becn impossible
for him to have extensive consultations with all the
members.

Following a suggestion by the representative of
France, the Council decided to suspend the mecting
for a bricf period in order to study the President’s
statement and to enable members to consult one
another. **

20 For tc—xls of relevant statements, see 1227th mecting:
President (Netherlands), paras. 16-17, 40, 67; France, para.
53; USSR, paras. 35-36.

Part 1V

SECRETARIAT (RULES 21-26)

NOTE

This part relates to rules 21-26 of the provisional
rules of procedure, which delincate the specific func-
tions and powers of the Secretary-General, under Ar-
ticle 98 of the Charter, in connexion with the meetings
of the Security Council.

Material for proceedings under rule 22 is divided
into two categories: (i) the first category contains pro-
ceedings 3 reclating to the activities of the Secretary-
General which appear to fall under Article 98 of the
Charter in so far as it provides that the Secretary-
General “shall perform such other functions as are
cntrusted to him” by the Security Council; (ii) in the
sccond category are included proceedings *! by virtue
of their possible relation to Article 99.

The statements of the Secretary-General included
in the first category under rule 22 were made in con-
nexion with the mandate conferred upon by the Coun-
cil to report or to implement specific decisions of the
Security Council.

The views of the Secretary-General on the applica-
bility and/or interpretation of specific Articles of the
Charter are reflected in the material assembled in
chapter XI. % His views having a bearing on creden-
tials of representatives on the Council arc reflected in
entries under part I of this chapter.

Within the period under review, the Secretary-Gen-
cral has bcen asked or authorized (i) to establish the
composition and size of a United Nations Peace-
keeping Force in Cyprus, in consultations with the
Governments of Cyprus, Greece, Turkey and the
United Kingdom; to appoint the Commander of the
Force who was to report to him; to accept voluntary
contributions for defraying the costs of the Force; to
designate a mediator, in agreement with the Govern-

80 Cases 22-26.

81 Cases 27-30.
32 Chapter XI, Case 4.

ments of Cyprus, Greece, Turkey and the United
Kingdom, who was to use his best cffort to promotc
a peaceful solution and agreed scttlement of the prob-
lem confronting Cyprus and to report periodically to
the Secretary-General; and to provide from the United
Nations funds, remuneration and expenses of the me-
diator and his staff 3* (ii) to press on with his cflorts
to implement resolution 186 (1965), part of whose
provisions are enumerated above; ** (iii) to keep the
Council informed regarding the compliance of parties
concerned with a Council resolution; ** (iv) to use his
good offices to try to settle outstanding issues with the
parties concerned in connexion with the question of
Yemen; ¢ (v) to follow closely the implementation of
a Council resolution adopted in connexion with the
question of race conflict in South Africa; 37 (vi) to
consider what assistance the United Nations may offer
to facilitate consultations amongst representatives
of all the people of South Africa, in order
that they might bc enabled to decide the futurc
of their country at the national level; and to
cstablish, in consultation with appropriatc United
Nations specialized agencies, an educational and
training programme for the purpose of arranging for
cducation and training abroad for South Africans;*"
(vii) to follow the situation in the Congo and to report
thereon to the Security Council; *® (viii) to send a
representative to the Dominican Republic to report to
the Security Council on the situation there; 4" (ix) to
convey to his representative in Santo Domingo the
desire of the Council that his urgent efforts should be
devoted to the immediate securing of a suspension of

33 Resolution 186 (1964), operative paras. 4, 6, 7 and 8.
“+ Resolution 187 (1964), operative para. 2

35 Resolution 194 (1964), operative para. 4.

34 Resolution 188 (1964), operative para. §.

37 Resolution 190 (1964), operative para. 3.

3% Resolution 191 (1964), operative paras. 5-6 and 11.

49 Resolution 199 (1964), operative para. 7

10 Resolution 203 (1965), operative para. 2.
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hostilities, with a view to facilitating the humanitarian
work of the Red Cross to search for the dead and the
wounded; ‘! (x) to report on the implementation of a
resolution requesting that the suspension of hostilities
in Santo Domingo be transformed into a permanent
cease-fire; ** (xi) to follow the development of the situa-
tion concerning alleged violations of Senegalese terri-
tory by Portuguese military forces;** (xii) to report
within three days on the implementation of a Council
resolution in conncxion with the India-Pakistan ques-
tion; * (xiii) to exert every possible effort to give effect to
certain Council resolutions, in connexion with the India-
Pakistan question, and to take all measures possible to
strengthen the UNMOGIP and to keep the Council
promptly and currently informed on the implementa-
tion of the resolutions; ** (xiv) to ensure supervision of
the cease-fire and withdrawal of all armed personnel and
to exert every possible effort to give effect to the reso-
lution, to seck peaceful solution, and to report to the
Security Council thereon; ¢ (xv) to ensure the implemen-
tation of a Council resolution in connexion with the
situation in the Territories in Africa under Portuguesc
administration and to provide such assistance as hc
may deem necessary and to report to the Security
Council by a certain date. ¢7

Rule 23 has not been invoked during the period
under review, Material assembled under rule 24 indi-
cates the extent to which the Secretary-General has
been requested to provide the staff and facilities re-
quired for the implementation of Council resolutions.

** 1, CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND-
MENT OF RULES 21-26

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION
OF RULES 21-26

a. (i) Rule 22

CAse 22

At the 1102nd meeting on 4 March 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the Government of Cy-
prus, the Secretary-General stated that since the draft
resolution under consideration 4* would, among other
things, call on the Secretary-General to undertake cer-
tain responsibilities, he thought that it would have
been appropriate and helpful to the Council if he indi-
cated his own thinking on the nature and exercise of
those responsibilities.

As he had earlier observed, the Secretary-General
stated,

“ ... the creation of a United Nations pecace-
keeping force for Cyprus could only come about by
positive action of this Council. This action, as the
draft resolution specifics, obviously must be pre-

i1 Decision taken at the 1212th meeting (19 May 1965),
para. 208.

42 Resolution 205 (1965), operative para. 2. By a decision
taken by the Council at its 1233rd meeting on 26 July 1965,
the Sccretary-General was requested to continue submitting
reports on the situation in the Dominican Republic. Sec
1233rd meeting, para. 2.

43 Resolution 204 (1965), operative para. 4.

+4 Resolution 209 (1965), operative para. 4.

45 Resolution 210 (1965), operative para. 2.

46 Resolution 211 (1965), paras. 2 and 5. Subscquently, in
resolution 215 (1965) operative para. 4, the Secretary-Gen-
eral was requested to submit a report on compliance with
the Council resolution,

47 Resolution 218 (1965), operative para. 8.

48 S5/5571, text same as S/5575, O.R., 19th yr., Suppl. for
Jan.-Mar. 1964, pp. 102-103.
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dicated upon the consent of the Government of Cy-
prus, on whose territory the force would be de-
ployed. The draft resolution, in its operative para-
graph 4, asks the Secretary-General to cstablish the
composition and size of the force in consultation
with the Governments of Cyprus, Greece, Turkey
and the United Kingdom. In this regard, it would
be my intention, in accordance with well-established
practice concerning previous United Nations peace-
keeping forces, to keep the Seccurity Council, which
would authorize its establishment, promptly and
fully informed about the organization and opera-
tion of the force, including its composition, size and
command. On the basis of preliminary soundings
that 1 have taken, without, of course, having made
any commitments, 1 may inform the Council that
although the probiem of composition is delicate and
difficult because of the indicated limitations on the
range of choice, I very much hope that a force such
as is envisaged by this draft resolution, and of ade-
quate size, can be achieved.

“I might point out also that in recruiting troops
for this force, I would emphasize on the basis of
operative paragraph 6 that the force, unlike the
peace-keeping forces in Gaza and the Congo, would
have a fixed and firm duration of three months. The
force thus could be extended beyond threc months
only by a new action by this Council. I would also
draw attention to the provision in paragraph 6 for
meeting the cost of the force which is not to be
charged against United Nations revenues. In this
context 1 would particularly like to call attention
to the last sentence of operative paragraph 6 which
states that: ‘The Secretary-General may also accept
voluntary contributions for that purpose,” and
strongly express the hope that substantial contribu-
tions of this nature will be forthcoming since it is
already apparent that some appropriate States might
more rcadily provide contingents were it not for
the extra financial burden upon them called for by
the cost provision of the draft resolution.

“1 am, of course, also giving thought to the ques-
tion of the mediator which the draft resolution
would call upon me to designate in agrecment with
the four Governments, and I would expect to be
prepared to act quickly on this, in accordance with
operative paragraph 7 of the draft resolution, once
the resolution is adopted.”

The Seccretary-General concluded:

*... although the responsibilitics for the Sec-
retary-General foreseen by the draft resolution are
scrious, they do not differ substantially from past
experience and I have no hesitation in undertaking
them. I count heavily, of course, on the co-opera-
tion of the Government of Cyprus and of the other
Governments mentioned in the draft resolution, for
their whole-hearted co-operation and assistance arc
vital to the cffective implementation of the resolu-
tion.” #°

Case 23

At the 1103rd meeting on 13 March 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the Government of Cy-
prus, the Secretary-General reported to the Council
on the progress in the establishment of the United Na-
tions Pcace-keeping Force in Cyprus. He noted that

49 1102nd mecting, paras. 20-24.
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he had received firm and official assurances from
three of the Governments he had approached that
their contingents would be made available. “With re-
gard to each of these Governments,” he stated, “cer-
tain conditions and prerequisites were defined which
either have been met,” or which in his view, could be
coped with. Under the circumstances, he could report
to the Council that “the Force will be established with-
out further delay and that clements of it will soon be
de_ploycd in Cyprus”. He had, in the meantime, re-
ceived a communication ® through the Permanent
Representative of Turkey concerning recent develop-

ments in Cyprus. With regard to this communication,
he noted:

“I immediately requested the Permanent Repre-
sentative to convey to his Government my serious
concern and my urgent appeal to exercise the ut-
most restraint. A formal reply to his communica-
tion has also been sent.” !

CASE 24

At the 1135th mecting on 18 June 1964, in con-
nexion with the question of race conflict in South Afri-
ca, the Secretary-General called attention to the finan-
cial implications of the resolution before the Council.
Hc noted that the operative paragraph calling on the
Secretary-General to cstablish, in consultation with the
appropriate specialized agencies, an educational pro-
gramme for the purpose of arranging for education and
training abroad for South Africans might entail the
need for additional funds, the size of which could only
be determined after the required programme had been
drawn up. In the absence of any provision in the Or-
ganization’s budget for 1964, he would seek the prior
concurrence of the Advisory Committee on Adminis-
trative and Budgetary Questions to mect the addi-
tional cxpenses referred to. °°

CASE 235

At the 1208th meceting on 14 May 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Rcpublic,
the Secrctary-General stated that in accordance with
the resolution % which had just been adopted, he
needed only to say that he would carry out the wishes
of the Council as quickly as possible. He added:

“I shall, of course, keep the Security Council in-
formed about the steps which I will be taking. The
difficultics in carrying out this mandatc are ap-
parent, and I need not elaborate upon them. I expect
to reccive full co-operation from all those concerned

5¢ [n this communication the Government of Turkey indi-
cated, inter alia, that in view of the repeated attacks on the
Turkish community in Cyprus, it had requested the Govern-
ment of Cyprus, inter alia, to put an end to such attacks and
to bring about an immediate cease-fire all over Cyprus; and
that if that request was not complied with, the Government
of Turkey would send a force to the island, in exercise of its
right under the Treaty of Guarantce of 1960, which would
have the limited task of putting an end to the attacks on
Turkish community, and which would operate until the pro-
posed United Nations peace-keeping force could effectively
perform the functions entrusted to it. $/5596, O.R., 19th yr.,
Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1964, pp. 135-138,

6l For text of relevant statement, sce 1103rd mecting, paras.
4.5. For text of Secrctary-General’s letter to the Permanent
Representative of Turkey, see S/5600, O.R., 19th yr., Suppl.
for Jan.-Mar. 1964, pp. 141-142,

62 1135th meeting, paras. 39, 41-42.

83 Resolution 203 (1965). O.R., 20th yr., Resolutions and
Decisions of the Security Council, 1965, p. 10.

in carrying out the task entrusted to me by the Se-
curity Council.” 84

CAsE 26

At the 1223rd meeting on 11 June 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the Secretary-General, in accordance with a statement
he had made at a previous meeting, reported on cer-
tain aspects of the mandate entrusted by the Council
to his Special Representative. After noting that he had
provided his Representative with the necessary staff
and facilities and that those requirements were con-
stantly reviewed, he stated:

“The present mandate involves observation and
reporting. This does not, in my view, or that of my
Representative, include the actual investigation of
complaints and charges about specific incidents and
the necessary verification of information concerning
them which involves investigation, other than inci-
dents of overt firing which constitute clear breaches
of the cease-fire. For my Representative to under-
take formally the added function of investigation
and verification of complaints, would, by my under-
standing, require specific clarification by this Coun-
cil. Such action would provide the necessary
sanction for my Representative to undertake
investigations.”

Hec indicated that such action would require a subs-
tantially enlarged staff and increased facilities. But
cven with such expansion, he could not, under pre-
vailing circumstances in the Dominican Republic, give
assurance to the Council that the added responsibility
of investigation and verification would reccive the co-
operation from the partics on the spot nceded for the
cffective discharge of the responsibility of his Repre-
scntative. He assured the Council, however, that
should the Council decide to cnlarge the terms of
reference of the Council resolution of 14 May 1965,
he would, in the exercise of his responsibility, provide
his Represcntative with the additional staff and faci-
lities required.

a. (ii) Rule 22

Case 27

At the 1097th mecting on 25 February 1964, in
connexion with the complaint by the Government of
Cyprus, after the adoption of the agenda, thc Sccre-
tary-General stated to the Council that he deemed it
advisable to make a brief statement at that stage of
the debate to provide some clarification on the matter,
particularly with regard to his own role. He then in-
formed the Council that since some time before the
last meeting he had had discussions with the parties
principally involved for the purposc of exchanging
views in an effort to clarify and define the major issues
involved in the case. He added that his main pre-
occupation in the course of those discussions was to
determine to what extent common ground might be
found amongst the partics. The Council members had
been kept informed of what had transpired in the dis-
cussions through his private briefing talks with each of
the Council members.

He then stated:

“As you know, I have engaged in these informal

54 1208th meecting, para. 10.
55 1223rd meeting, paras. 5-8.
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discussions because it was clearly the wish of all the
parties that I should do so, and especially because,
in view of the seriousness and urgency of the Cy-
prus situation, it is my desire to do everything pos-
sible to help resolve this dangerous crisis. It was
in the same light that I responded favourably to the
request of the Government of Cyprus, which was
supported by the Governments of Greece, Turkey
and the United Kingdom, and proceeded to the
appointment of General Gyani as my personal
representative to observe the progress of the peace-
making operation in the island.”

The Secretary-General pointed out that the pres-
ence of his personal representative in Cyprus had, in
addition to being useful to keep him informed about
the situation in the island, contributed to alleviating
tensions there. He recalled the telegrams he had sent
to the President of Cyprus and to the Ministers for
Foreign Affairs of Greece and Turkey requesting
their Governments to use their maximum influence to
prevent further violence and appealing to all con-
cerned, including members of the two communities in
Cyprus and their leaders, to show understanding and
restraint. He noted that the replics to his appeal had
been most encouraging. ¢

In conclusion, the Secretary-General stated:

“ ... the discussions which I have held on the
problem of Cyprus have been undertaken within
the context of the United Nations Charter and
bearing in mind at all times the authority of the
Security Council. Needless to say, without the con-
currence of the Security Council the question of
the Secretary-General sending a peace-keeping force
to Cyprus will not arise.”

Case 28

At the 1143rd meeting on 11 August 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the Government of Cy-
prus, the Secretary-General, in the light of statements
made in the Council on current developments in Cy-
prus, stated that he felt he should “set the record
straight with regard to certain facts”. He thercupon
drew the Council’s attention to an earlier statement *
in which he had reported that the cease-fire called for
by the President and the resolution of the Council of
9 August 1964 was in effect. He had been able to
make that statement, he added, because of the favour-
able response he had received from the President of
Cyprus on the morning of 10 August and from the
Prime Minister of Turkey in the afternoon of that day.
Subsequent reports received from the Commander of
the United Nations Force in Cyprus had indicated that
firing had come to an end both on the ground and in
the air. There had been however, some report of
flights by Turkish aircraft over the territory of Cyprus,
although there had becn no firing by any of them.

The Secretary-General then reported on incidents
that had taken place prior to the acceptance by both
sides of the cease-fire call of the Security Council. *

56 For texts of the telegrams from the Sccretary-General
and of the replies thereto, see /5554 and Add.l1, O.R,, 19th
yr., Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1964, pp. 73-75.

57 1097th meeting, paras. 3-4, 6.

5% S§/5879, O.R., 19th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1964,
pp. 162-163.

59 For text of the relevant statement, see 1143rd meeting,
paras. 235-242,

CASE 29

At the 1239th meeting on 17 September 1965, in
connexion with the India-Pakistan question, the Sec-
retary-General gave the Council a further account of
his talks with the Governments of India and Pakistan.
In the light of his observation of the situation he sug-
gested that the Council might wish to do a number
of things. Those might include: (1) ordering the two
Governments, pursuant to Article 40 of the Charter,
to desist from further hostile military action, and to
that end, to issue cease-fire orders to their military
forces, and declaring that failure to comply with the
orders would demonstrate the existence of a breach
of the peace within the meaning of Article 39; (2)
providing the necessary assistance to ensure observ-
ance of the cease-fire; (3) studying means of assisting
the parties in the withdrawal of armed personnel back
to the positions held by them before 5 August 1965;
(4) requesting the two Heads of Government to meet
at the earliest possible time to discuss the current situa-
tion and the problems underlying it, as a first step in
resolving outstanding differences between their two
countries. The meeting might be held in a country
fricndly and acceptable to both, and the Council might
consider creating a small committece to assist the par-
tics, should the services of such a committee appear
useful and desirable to both Governments; and (5)
calling on the Secrctary-General to be of assistance in

any way considered necessary by the Council and both
parties. *¢

Case 30

At the 1270th meeting on 17 December 1965, in
connexion with the complaint by thc Government of
Cyprus, the Secrctary-General made a statement to
the Council to supplement the observations he had
made in his report of 10 December to the Council. ¢
After reaffirming his view that the United Nations
operations in Cyprus should be extended after 26 De-
cember 1965, he stated that if UNFICYP were not to
be extended, the results might well be cxtremely se-
rious, and probably even dangerous. He expressed the
hope that, in order to enable better planning, manage-
ment and economy in the conduct of the operation,
the Council would extend the activity of the force for
six months. He also urged that there should be assur-
ances of the necessary financial support for the force
in advance of a decision to extend it.

He stated that it was his assumption that if the
Security Council decided to extend the United Nations
operations once again, the extension would be effected
“in the light of the expectation of members that, in
the course of this ensuing period, the parties directly
concerned will make an earnest, persistent and inten-
sified effort to achieve a peaceful settlement of the
problem of Cyprus,” as that would be in the inter-
ests of the people of Cyprus, of all the parties con-
cerned, of the peace of the area, and of the world.

He added:

“In exerting a serious effort towards a pacific
settiement, the parties may count on the good will
and encouragement of the United Nations and of
all the assistance which it can render. Mediation is
one of the most important forms of assistance that

60 1239th mecting, paras. 19-24.
818/7001 O.R., 20th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1965,
pp. 438-486.
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the United Nations can provide, and 1 am strongly
of the view that the mediation function in Cyprus
must be resumed at an early date.”

He endorsed the objective sought by his represen-
tative, Mr. Galo Plaza, of “getting the parties con-
cerned to mect together as a whole, or in different
groups and at different levels, at mutually suitable
places and at the earliest possible date”. At that junc-
ture, he declared, every effort should be bent towards
that end, and he appealed to the parties themselves
to find a will and a way to that course of action. #*

bh. Rule 24
Case 31

At the 1209th meeting on 14 May 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the Secretary-General informed the Council that he
was taking certain actions in pursuance of the task
entrusted to him by Security Council resolution 203
(1965) of 13 May 1965. He indicated that he had
immediately begun to seek a person with the appro-
priate qualifications to serve as his representative in
the Dominican Republic, in accordance with the pro-
visions of the resolution, and hoped to report progress
thercon shortly.

He added that in view of thc urgency and scrious-
ness of the situation in the Dominican Republic, he
had decided to dispatch a small advance party of
three or four Sccretariat staff members in order to
prepare the way for the carly arrival of his represen-
tative. The advance party, which would leave for the
Dominican Republic that night, would be led by his
Military Adviser. %

Case 32

At the [126th mecting on 4 June 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by Cambodia, the repre-
sentative of Morocco introduced a joint Ivory Coast-
Moroccan draft resolution, ¢ which would, among

82 For text of the relevant statement, see 1270th meeting
(PV), pp. 2-4.

63 For text of the rclevant statement, see 1209th meeting,
paras. 56-57.

048/5735; text same as S/5741, O.R., I19th yr., Suppl.
for Apr.-June 1964, p. 190.
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other things, have the Council establish an investiga-
tion mission. He stated in relation to that draft reso-
lution that its sponsors had let it be assumed that the
Secretary-General would be called upon to furnish the
proposed investigation mission with the necessary faci-
lities to enable it to proceed in normal and satisfac-
tory conditions to places where it was to discharge its
tasks, provided that the expenditure involved would
entail no new financial commitments.

The Secrctary-General in a comment thereon as-
sured the Council that any such assistance as would
be required of the Secretariat would be provided. He
also gave the Council the cost estimate involved in
providing the necessary staff members who were to
accompany members of the proposed investigation
mission. %8

Case 33

At the 1227th meeting on 18 June 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the Secretary-General stated with regard to the enlarge-
ment of the staff of his Representative in Santo Do-
mingo that the question of the level of his staff was
under constant review. He assured the Council that
he would provide his Representative in Santo Domin-
go with the necessary assistance in the performance
of his duties. He also indicated that the question of
communication between his Representative and the
United Nations Headquarters in New York was being
closely examined, and competent United Nations serv-
ices were then looking into the possibility of either en-
suring a more reliable link for the transmission of
messages from the Dominican Republic through
existing facilitics, or, alternatively, the establishment
of a scparate United Nations system of communica-
tions. The latter, he noted, would require substantial
cxpenditure. The paramount consideration in the mat-
ter, the Sccretary-General observed, was “the need to
ensure prompt and undisturbed communication” be-
tween his Representative and the United Nations
Headquarters. %6

6% For texts of relevant statements, see 1126th meeting:
Morocco, para. 11; Secretary-General, paras. 45-47.
68 1227th meeting, paras. 4-5.

Part V

CONDUCT OF BUSINESS (RULES 27-36)

NOTE

Part V sets out the cases bearing on rules 27 to 36.
Cases relating to rules 37 to 39 are contained in chap-
ter III: “Participation in the proccedings of the Sccu-
rity Council”. Chapter V, which deals with the sub-
sidiary organs of the Council, should be consulted in
connexion with rule 28. During the period under
review there were no special instances of the appli-
cation of rules 34 and 36.

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, the
cases assembled in this part are indicative of the spe-
cial problems which have arisen in the application of
the rules on the conduct of business, rather than the
routine practicc of the Security Council. They relate
to such matters as the following: decisions on the con-

duct of business in situations not covered or not clear-
ly covered by the rules; instances in which the meaning
or applicability of the rules was in doubt. The cases,
arranged in chronological order under the respective
rules, concern the following points:

1. Rule 27

The order of intervention in the debate (Cases 35-
40).
2. Rule 30

The President’s view on whether a particular situa-
tion required a ruling on his part (Casc 41) and on
whether a representative invited to participate in the
Council debate could raise a point of order (Case 42).
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3. Rule 31

Interpretation by a member on the scope of rule 31
(Case 43)

4. Rule 33, subparagraphs 1 and 2

Decision to suspend or adjourn a meeting without
debate (Case 44)

5. Rule 33, subparagraph 3

Interpretation of the general scope of subparagraph
3 of rule 33 for the adjournment of a meeting to a
certain day or hour (Case 45); the scope of debate on
a motion to adjourn to a certain hour (Cases 47 and
48); the manner in which the President proposed to
deal with a proposal for adjournment to a certain date
by a non-member of the United Nations (Case 46).

6. Rule 35

Request for vote on a draft resolution by a non-
Sponsor.

** ], CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND-
MENT OF RULES 27-36

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION
OF RULES 27-36

a. Rule 27

Case 34

At the {095th meeting on 18 Fcbruary 1964, in
connexion with the complamt by the Government of
Cyprus, the representative of the USSR suggested that
the representative of Cyprus * be called upon to speak
before the representative of the United Kingdom,
whom the President had called upon to speak first. He
stated that the Council was in fact resuming the con-
sideration of a question which it had discussed at the
1085th meeting in December 1963. He pointed out
that the letter of the representative of Cyprus, which
appeared as one of the two subitems of the agenda %7
and was dated !5 February 1964, had in fact been
dated 14 February 1964. It was his delegation’s view
that even if the letter of the representative of the
United Kingdom, also dated 15 February and con-
stituting the other subitem of the agenda, ®* was issued
with an earlier document number, it would not change
the essence of the matter, which, he added, had been
raised as early as December 1963. His delegation
therefore believed that Cyprus, having appealed to the
Council to protect it from external threats and now
wishing to present new facts to the Council concerning
that threat, should be given the right to speak first.
The President (Brazil), stated in reply that the order
in which representatives might address the Council
was not detcrmined by the dates of letters sent to the
President of the Council, or by any other criterion
except the one laid down in rule 27 of the provisional
rules of procedure.

The representative of the USSR thereupon stated
that reference to procedure would not dispose of the
question, for what he had in mind was not the formal
aspect but, rather, the “'substance of the item which
is on the Council’s agenda and which we must exa-
mine”. He called attention to the fact that Cyprus was
now rcpresented by its Foreign Minister, who, he be-
lieved, should be accorded the right to speak first.

Te1$/5545, O.R.,
69-70.
05 S/5543, ibid., pp. 66-67.

19th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1964, pp.

The representative of the United Kingdom noted
that the problem raised by the representative of the
USSR was disposed of by the provisions of rule 27,
to which the President had referred earlier.

The representative of Czechoslovakia, supporting
the USSR suggestion, recalled developments leading
to the calling of the meeting and noted that there was
no doubt that it had been called at the request of the
representative of Cyprus.

The President thereupon cited rule 27, declaring
that since the first inscribed on the list of speakers for
that meeting was the representative of the United
Kingdom, he would call on him to make his state-
ment first. 9

CAsSE 35

At the 1136th meeting on 18 June 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the Government of Cy-
prus, the representative of the USSR questioned the
propriety of calling on the representative of Turkey
to speak first, as the President proposed to do. Since,
according to his information, the head of the delega-
tion of Cyprus had requested the Council that its
representative be allowed to speak on the substance
of the question under consideration, and since Cyprus
was now represented by its Forcign Minister, he was
of the opinion that the representative of Cyprus should
be given the floor first.

In reply, the President (Ivory Coast) referred to
rule 27 and stated that the representative of Turkey
was called upon as the first speaker because he was
the first to have asked to speak.

The representative of the USSR, commenting on
the President’s explanation of rule 27, contended that
the rule “refers apparently to representatives on the
Security Council”. He also questioned the proccdure
used for drawing up the list of speakers, asking the
President to clarify whether the list had been drawn
up before or after the adoption of the agenda.

The President stated in reply:

“The Chair belicves that it is extremely difficult
to determine the precise moment when the speakers
should put their names on the list. There is a cur-
rent Security Council practice which allows spcakers
sometimes to list their names before the agenda is
adopted; in the present case, that is how the list
was drawn up. As no new list of names was put
down at the time the actual decision to adopt the
agenda was taken, the Chair henceforth, cannot but
consider that the order in which the speakers had
placed their names on the list will continue to be
valid.”

As to the USSR view on the use of the word “‘rep-
resentatives” in rule 27, the President drew attention
to rule 14, which in his view designated as represen-
tatives persons appointed by Governments invited to
take part in the meetings of the Security Council,
adding:

“In the absence of some other, express designa-
tion, the Chair cannot but assume that the term
‘representatives’, as used in rule 27, applies both to
representatives of countries which are members of
the Security Council and to representatives of

79_};” texts of relevant statements, see 1095th meceting:
President (Brazil), paras. 18, 32; Czechoslovakia, para. 31;
USSR, paras. 5-7, 10-12, 22-23; United Kingdom, para. 26.
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States which have been invited to participate in the

meeting.”

The President also indicated that he had acted in
that way, while recognizing the right of the Council to
change the Chair’s decision if such was considered
necessary and the Council wished to cxercise its privi-
lege in not applying rule 27.

The representative of Czechoslovakia contended
that the Council could not draw up a list of speakers
of invited representatives before the Council had de-
cided whether or not to invite them. He also recalled
that the Council had invited the representatives of
Cyprus, Turkey and Greece, in that order. In the cir-
cumstances, he supported the viewpoint of the repre-
scntative of the USSR that the representative of Cy-
prus should be recognized first.

The President replied that the decision which he
had asked the Council to take was expressed in the
following terms: “In accordance with the practice of
the Council, and if T hear no objection, I will invite
the representatives of these three countries to take
places at the Council table.” In the absence of objec-
tion thc invitation was cxtended simultaneously, al-
though he had called on each of the countries in
alphabetical order to take their place at the Council
table. The President then stated:

“... as therc is no rule in the provisional rules
of procedure which provides that speakers shall
take the floor in alphabetical order, 1 felt I had to
apply rule 27.”

The representative of the USSR recalled that the
Council had been convened in connexion with the
complaint by Cyprus and the report of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations operations in Cyprus.
He noted that it was therefore logical that the Council
should first hear those who were principally and pri-
marily concerned, which in this case was the repre-
scntative of Cyprus. Morcover, in actual fact, the
representative of Cyprus was the only one who should
be called upon to speak at that stage; therc was no
other question on the agenda, and it did not seem that
anyone clse could a priori claim the floor.

In explanation of his previous statement, the Pre-
sident stated that the order in which he had invited
the representatives to take seats at the Council table
was the order in which their requests had been re-
ceived. That order, however, did not affect the order
of speakers, since, as he had alrcady indicated, the
representative of Turkey had requested to speak be-
fore the representative of Cyprus. In the absence of
a formal proposal to the contrary, the President called
on the representative of Turkey to speak.

Case 36

At the 1138th meeting on 19 June 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the Government of Cy-
prus, the representative of the USSR, speaking after
the representative of Brazil, whom the President had
called upon as the first spcaker, drew attention to an
announcement made by the President at the previous
meeting that he had had no further speakers on his
list either for that meeting or for the current one. In
the light of that announcement and the fact that his
delegation had reserved its right to speak at the cur-

70 For texts of relevant statements, see 1136th meeting:

President (Ivory Coast), paras. 8-9, 15-17, 19-20, 29-30, 35;
Czechoslovakia, para. 18; USSR, paras. 4-5, 10-14, 21-23,

rent meeting, he had had reason to beliecve that he
would have been called upon to speak first.

The President (Ivory Coast) stated in cxplanation
that he had not thought of the statement of the USSR
representative at the previous meeting as a formal re-
quest for inscription of his name on the list of speakers.
He had, therefore, sent someone to the USSR
delegation in order to confirm that the USSR represen-
tative was to speak at the current session. By the time
that was confirmed, he had already inscribed the
representative of Brazil on the list of speakers.

The representative of the USSR, finding the Presi-
dent’s explanation not convincing, noted that if the
President or the representative of Brazil had ap-
proached his delegation, the question would not have
arisen, and his delegation would have been glad to
yield the floor to any other delegation, and in particu-
lar, to that of Brazil. !

Case 37

At the 1142nd meeting on 8 August 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the Government of Cy-
prus, the representative of the USSR, discussing the
two letters from the representatives of Turkey * and
Cyprus, * which made up the subitem 7 of the agen-
da for the meeting, raised the question of the order of
speakers. He noted that a comparison of the two let-
ters showed that the Council should give priority to
considering the letter of the representative of Cyprus,
as the acts complained of therein continued to take
place at that moment. It would, therefore, be natural
for the Security Council as the principal organ of the
United Nations primarily responsible for the mainte-
nance of international peace and security to hear the
representative of Cyprus first.

The President (Norway) stated in explanation that
his office was first informed the morning of that day
by the dclegation of Cyprus that thc permancnt repre-
sentative of Cyprus was on his way to New York
and that he was likely to request a Council meeting
to consider the developments in Cyprus. Shortly there-
after, he received a letter from the representative of
Turkey requesting an urgent meeting of the Council. In
the afternoon of the same day, he received a letter
from the representative of Cyprus, asking that an
emergency meeting of the Council be convened im-
mediately. The delegations of Turkey and Cyprus at
the time of the submission of their letters had each
requested that their representatives be included in the
list of speakers. He further stated:

“the rule to be followed by the President seems to

me to be very clear: it is rule 27 of the provisional

rules of procedure of the Security Council...”

The representative of Czechoslovakia, supporting
the proposal that the representative of Cyprus should
be asked to speak first, noted that Cyprus being the
country which had been attacked and the situation be-
coming more serious, the Council “might apply a pro-
cedure which would correspond to the seriousness of
the situation”.

The representative of Bolivia observed that the letter
from the Turkish representative denounced the Greek
Cypriot community for its continuing attempts to per-

71 For texts of relevant statements, sce 1138th meeting:
President (Ivory Coast), paras. 8-10, USSR, paras. 6-7, 11-13.

72S/5859, and S/5861, O.R., 19th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept.
1964, pp. 144, 145-146.
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petrate the usurpation of Government, which, in his
view, was a political matter, while the letter from the
representative of Cyprus called upon the Security
Council to discharge its responsibility for the mainte-
nance of peace and for putting an end to armed
aggression. His delegation, therefore, felt that the Coun-
cil should first hear the representative of Cyprus, with-
out, however, prejudicing the Turkish delegation’s
right to speak as often as necessary.

The representative of the USSR, in reply to the
President’s query, stated that he wished to submit as a
formal proposal his suggestion that the rcpresentative
of Cyprus be given the floor first. In explanation of
this proposal, he noted that rule 27, which the Presi-
dent invoked, did not apply to the situation at hand,
as the representatives of both Turkey and Cyprus
were invited under Article 32 of the Charter. More-
over, before rule 27 could be applied, there should be
a list of speakers drawn up in accordance with that
rule. Yet it was clear, in his view, that at the time
when the representative of Turkey asked to be put
on the list of speakers, it was not as yet known what
the Council’'s decision would be with rcgard to the
participation of the representative of Turkey. He
added:

“In any event, even if it were permissible to take
it for granted that he would of course be invited to
take part in the meeting, it could not be held that
at the moment he was already one of the persons
entitled to speak under Article 32 of the Charter;
because we had not then rcached our formal deci-
sion ... to invite him and other non-members of
the Council to participate in the discussion of the
question now before us.”

The representative of the United States supported
the President’s position that rule 27 was applicable
in the case at hand, and that inasmuch as Turkey was
inscribed first, the Council should first call on the
representative of Turkey. He cited two previous instan-
ces, in which the same difficulty arose and which in
each instance was decided in accordance with rule
27.7 He took the view that if the Council should
follow the suggestion of the USSR representative, it
was likely to create some difficulty for the future, since

“If we decide which participant in our proccedings
speaks first on the basis of the merits of the case,
we shall have to debate the merits of each case be-
fore we can decide who shall speak first.” ™

The proposal of the representative of the USSR
was subsequently put to the vote and rejected by 3
votes in favour, 4 against, with 4 abstentions. ™®

CAse 38
£

At the 1210th meeting on 18 May 1965, in con-
nexion with the complaint by Senegal, the President
(Malaysia) informed the Council that he had the rep-
resentatives of Jordan and the United Kingdom on his
list of speakers, but as the representative of the Congo
(Brazzaville) had asked to make his statement at
that stage of the meeting, he had secured the permis-
sion of the two representatives to allow the represen-

73 See Cases 34 and 35.

74 For texts of relevant statements, see 1142nd meeting:
President (Norway), paras. 14-17, 28; Bolivia, paras. 23-27;
Czechoslovakia, para. 22; USSR, paras. 9, 29-30, 33; United
States, paras. 35-37.

75 1142nd meeting, para. 46.

tative of the Congo to speak before them. He there-
upon called upon the representative of the Congo
(Brazzaville) to make his statement.

Case 39

At the 1263rd meeting on 17 November 1965, in
connexion with the situation in Southern Rhodesia, the
President (Bolivia) explained to the Council members
that he had earlier called on the representative of
Jordan on the assumption that he would speak on a
point of order. After noting that the statement by the
representative of Jordan had given rise to a right of
reply by the representative of the United Kingdom
and that comments might be made later by other mem-
bers, he stated that the Council should continue with
the list of speakers in accordance with the provisional
rules of procedure. He thereupon called on the represen-
tative of Sudan to make his statement. 77

Caste 40

At thc 1268th meeting, on 23 November 1965, in
connexion with the situation in Territories in Africa
under Portuguese administration, during an announce-
ment by the President that the Council was to pro-
ceed to a vote on amendments to a draft resolution
before it the representative of the Netherlands asked
to be recognized. In explanation, the representative of
the Netherlands stated that he had asked to be in-
scribed as the first speaker for the current meeting to
state his Government's position on the resolution as a
whole, which his delegation had not been able to do
at the previous meeting, for lack of instructions. He
then indicated that he would like to explain his dele-
gation’s position before the Council took a vote on the
draft resolution.

The President (Bolivia) indicated that on the list of
specakers for that meeting the name of the represen-
tative of the Netherlands appeared after that of the
representative of Uruguay. Procceding on that basis,
he had at an earlier stage of the meceting already
called on the representative of the Netherlands. He
did not know that the latter wanted at that time to
make a statement different from the one he had made;
under the circumstances, he suggested that the repre-
scntative of the Netherlands state his Government’s po-
sition after the amendments to the draft resolution had
been voted upon. The representative of the Nether-
lands, having stated no objection to the suggestion,
spoke after the vote on the amendments. ™

b. Rule 30
Case 41

At the 1142nd meeting on 8 August 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by the Government of Cy-
prus, the representative of the USSR, who had asked
for the floor on a point of order, suggested that the
Council should first consider subitem (b) of the agenda,
which was submitted by the representative of Cy-
prus. ® Noting that the letter constituting that subitem

76 For text of the relevant statement, see 1210th meeting,
para. S.
77 1263rd mecting, para. 24.

K For texts of relevant statements, see 1268th meeting:
Ecszidc;t (Bolivia), paras. 10-11, 13; Netherlands, paras. 12,
, 21-29.

% S§/5861, 19th yr.,
pp. 145-146.

O.R, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1964,
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drew attention to armed attacks which were “still con-
tinuing”, the Council, as an organ of the United Na-
tions primarily responsible for the maintenance of
international peace and security, should in his view
first hear the representative of Cyprus. The President
(Norway), after explaining the sequence of events
leading to the convening of the meeting, indicated that
in accordance with rule 27, the first to be called upon
to speak at that meeting would be the representative
of Turkey. f°

Subsequently, the representative of Morocco sug-
gested that it was within the competence of the Presi-
dent to decide on the point of order raised, and that
his delegation would abide by the President’s decision
thereon.

The President then announced that he would put
to the vote the proposal of the representative of the
USSR that the Council should first hear the represen-
tative of Cyprus. The representative of the Ivory
Coast, having called attention to the point raised by
the rcpresentative of Morocco, and to the provision
of rule 30, enquired whether the President had given
his ruling on the matter, and whether, if there had
becn a challenge, the President was now submitting
that challenge to the vote.

The President thercupon stated:

“In reply to the question raised by the represen-
tative of the Ivory Coast, I should like to give the
following explanation as to how I sce the matter.

“The representative of the Soviet Union sub-
mitted a proposal which I have quoted and which I
was about to put to the vote. The President has
made no ruling. He has not been requested to make
any ruling. But he has, in a statement for the infor-
mation of the Council, indicated that if this propo-
sal had not been made, he would have, as a matter
of course, and in accordance with his duties, fol-
lowed the rules of procedure, and he |has| quoted
the rule of procedure that he would have followed. ™!

The Council then proceeded to vote on the USSR
proposal to give priority to the representative of Cy-
prus, which it rejected by 4 votes to 3, with 4 absten-
tions. 82

CAsSE 42

At the 1247th meeting on 25 October 1965, in
connexion with the India-Pakistan question, the rep-
resentative of India * asked to be recognized while
the representative of Pakistan was making his state-
ment. Just as the President (Uruguay) was saying that
he was not sure whether the representative of India
was to raise a point of order, the representative of
Pakistan, * on a point of order stated:

“Undecr the provisional rules of procedure the rep-
resentative of India has not the authority to raise a
point of order, nor has the representative of Pakistan.
We have been invited by the Security Council to parti-
cipate in the debate. It is not for cither India or
Pakistan to raise a point or order.”

The President thereupon stated:

80 For discussion of this question under rule 27, see Case
37 above.

81 For texts of relevant statements, sce 1142nd meeting:
President (Norway), paras. 14-21, 39, 44-45; Ivory Coast,
paras. 42-43; Morocco, para. 38; USSR, para. 9.

82 Ibid., para. 46.

1 should like to tell the representative of Pakistan
that I have no mecans of forctelling what the represen-
tative of India wishes to say. I must therefore ask him
at least to let me find out what question the represen-
tative of India wishes to raise. If it is out of order, the
President is entitled to refuse him permission to speak.
Does the representative of Pakistan agree?”

At that point of the President’s statement, the rep-
resentative of Jordan asked to be recognized, and,
having been given the floor, the latter observed:

“l think a speaker can only bec interrupted by a
point of order raised by one of the eleven members
of the Security Council. He cannot be interrupted
otherwise. Only a member can interrupt the represen-
tative of Pakistan — and only on a point of order.”

The President then inquired:

“Is the representative of Pakistan questioning the
President’s right to satisfy his curiosity concerning the
problem which the representative of India wishes to
raise?”

After the brief remarks of thc representative of
Pakistan, the President observed:

“The represcntative of India has the floor. Under
the provisional rules of procedure he is not entitled
to raise points of order which is the prerogative of
members of the Security Council. Perhaps the repre-
sentative of India wishes to make some statement
that is not a point of order?”

The representative of India then stated:

“It has becn claimed that non-members of the
Security Council may not raise a point of order;
but this was partly answered by the distinguished
representative of Pakistan who himself intervened
and said that he wanted to raisc a point of order;
and he was allowed to do so.”

He then indicated that what was involved was a
question of substance, noting that despite the Presi-
dent’s appeal, the representative of Pakistan continued
to refer to points to which the President had asked him
not to refer.

After stating that under the circumstances, he had
no option but to dissociate himself from the discus-
sion, the representative of India withdrew from the
Council table. #3 The Council thereupon decided upon
a motion of the representative of the United States,
to suspend the meeting under rule 33. %¢

c. Rule 31

Case 43

At the 1214th meeting on 21 May 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the representative of Uruguay informed the Council
of some revisions in the draft resolution which his
delegation had submitted before the Council.

The President (Malaysia), after noting that the revi-
sions made by the representative of Uruguay were
substantial and involved a rewriting of a whole para-
graph into two paragraphs, drew attention to rule 31

k3 For texts of relevant statements, see 1247th meeting:
President (Uruguay), paras. 102, 104, 106, 108; India,* para.
109; Jordan, para. 105; Pakistan,* paras. 103, 107.

#11247th meeting, paras. 110, 111. Sce also chapter 11,
Cases 12 and 17.
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and invited the representative of Uruguay to submit
his revised draft in writing. The representative of Uru-
guay stated that what he had introduced were revi-
sions to a draft resolution which had already been
placed before the Security Council. He added that
rule 31

“ ... refers to proposed resolutions, amendments
and substantive motions. I have not submitted a
new draft resolution or an amendment, or put for-
ward any substantive motion. I have merely made
several revisions to a previous text.

“From my experience in the United Nations, I
believe that the revision of texts is a normal and
current procedure, and that texts can also be re-
vised orally, as 1 have done.”

He noted however, that he had no objection in sub-
mitting the revised text in writing in order to facilitate
the work of the Council. *

d. Rule 33

Case 44

At the 1093rd meeting on 17 February 1964, in
connexion with the India-Pakistan question, the repre-
sentative of Morocco submitted a “motion for ad-
journment on the basis of rule 33”. The President
(Brazil) noted that motions to “suspend the meeting”
under subparagraph 1, and to “adjourn the meeting”,
under subparagraph 2 of rule 33, should be decided
without debate. He therefore sought clarification from
the representative of Morocco whether his proposal
fell under cither of the two subparagraphs, adding
that if it did, he would not give the floor to other rep-
resentatives who had already asked to be recognized.

After the representative of Morocco specified that
his motion was made under subparagraph 2, the Presi-
dent announced that the Council had to decide on
the motion without debate. There having been no
objection to the motion, he declared the meeting ad-
journed. #¢

CASE 45

At the 1104th meeting on 17 March 1964, in con-
nexion with the India-Pakistan question, the represen-
tative of India, * recalling the objection of his dele-
gation to the proposal for adjournment of the 1093rd
meeting and the fact that the Council adjourned there-
after under rule 33, stated that adjournment under
this rule was an adjournment sine die. In reconvening
the meeting, he observed, the President should take
into account the convenience of both sides, not only
that of Pakistan. India had earlier requested a post-
ponement, he added, due to the inability of its repre-
sentative on the Council to participate before the
early part of May, at which time the budget session
of the Indian Parliament, with which he was current-
ly preoccupied, was scheduled to end. He then re-
newed his request for postponement until that time.

The representative of Czechoslovakia thereupon
proposed that the Council adjourn the meeting under
rule 33, subparagraph 3, to early May 1964.

Following a statement by the President that under
rule 33 he should consult members on the question

B For texts of relevant statements, see 1214th meeting:
President (Malaysia), paras. 63-64; Uruguay, paras. 65-66.

86 For texts of relevant statements, see 1093rd meeting:
President (Brazil), paras. 18, 20; Morocco, paras. 16, 19.

of adjournment, the representative of Brazil appealed
to the representatives of India and Czechoslovakia to
agree to a suspension of the debate for two days to
enable the Council to consider the proposed long ad-
journment in the light of circumstances and develop-
ments in Kashmir.

The representative of Czechoslovakia, although of
the opinion that his proposal, having been submitted
under rule 33, subparagraph 3, should be voted upon
first, was willing to accept the Brazilian suggestion,
with the understanding that the resumed meeting
would only deal with, and vote upon, his proposal for
adjournment until early May.

The representative of Brazil stated in explanation
that the purpose of his proposal was to allow mem-
bers to reflect on the situation and to meet after two
days for discussing it and taking a decision on the
proposal to adjourn until early May; the first item on
the agenda of the resumed meeting would then be “the
conclusion of the Council’s consideration of the pro-
posal made by the representative of Czechoslovakia™.

In the absence of any objection, the President de-
clared the meeting adjourned, as proposed by the
representative of Brazil, noting that at the resumed
meeting “the Council will proceed at once with a dis-
cussion, if necessary, to decide whether to resume
consideration of this item”.

When the Council resumed discussion of the
Czechoslovak proposal at the 1105th meeting on 20
March 1964, the representative of Brazil noted that
from the exchange of views that had taken place
during the two-day adjournment, he belicved that
there might be some advantages in adjourning the
meeting until early May. He was therefore prepared
to votc for the proposal for adjournment until then,
as proposed by the representative of Czechoslovakia.
He added, however, that the adjournment until carly
May was only a target date, and that if developments
of a political or military nature should in the mean-
time alter or worsen the situation currently prevailing
in Jammu and Kashmir, the President, or any mem-
ber of the Council might call an urgent meeting, in
accordance with the Council’s rules of procedure.

As the majority of Council members associated
themselves with the statement made by thc represen-
tative of Brazil, the President declared the Council
adjourned until early May, as proposed by the repre-
sentative of Czechoslovakia. #7

CasE 46

At the 1118th mecting on 19 May 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by Cambodia, the Presi-
dent (France) informed the Council that he had re-
ceived a telegram from the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of the Republic of Viet-Nam ®® requesting a postpone-
ment of the opening debate for two weeks. He noted
that he had felt unable to accede to that request in
view of the date of the occurrence of the incidents
under consideration and of the representations recent-
ly made to him by the representative of Cambodia. If
the Council agreed, he would send a reply to the Minis-

87 For texts of relevant statements, see 1104th meeting:
President (China), paras. 67, 88-89; Brazil, paras. 68-71,
86-87; Czechoslovakia, paras. 65-66, 80-81; India,* paras.
45-46, 54-55, 57; 1105th meeting: President (China), para.
51, Brazil, paras. 4-7.

“8155/25709, O.R., 19th yr., Suppl. for Apr.-June 1964, pp.
151-152.
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ter for Forcign Affairs of the Republic of VietNam
informing him that the Council hoped that a represen-
tative of that Government would participate in the
discussions of the Council and to state his Govern-
ment’s position without delay on the recent incidents
on the Khmer-Vict-Nam border. The representative
of the Republic of Viet-Nam, the President further

suggested, could be invited to participatc at the next

meeting of the Council. The Council so decided. *

CAsE 47

At the 1150th meeting on 15 September 1964, in
conncxion with the complaint by Malaysia, the repre-
sentative of Norway proposed, under rule 33, that
the Council be suspended for half an hour.

The President (USSR), stated in response that there
were still two speakers to address the meeting and sug-
gested that, unless the representative of Norway should
press for his proposal for suspension at that stage, he
would call on the two speakers. Whereupon the rep-
resentative of Norway stated:

“The rule under which I proposed the suspen-
sion is rule 33 of the provisional rules of proce-
dure ... and you have made an appeal to me, Mr.
President, to have the Council hear two speakers
who are on your list before coming to a decision on
whether to suspend the meeting. I must say that it
is always more likely than not that there will be
spcakers on the list at the moment when a suspen-
sion of the meeting is suggested. Otherwise, it would
seem to me, there is very little nced for this rule
and for a suspension.”

The President suggested in reply that the Council
decide on the question of the half-hour suspension
after hearing the two representatives and appealed to
the representative of Norway not to insist on a vote
on his proposal at that stage. The representative of
Norway, after stating that the question was one of
cither following thc rules of procedure or departing
from them, indicated that in that particular instance
and under the circumstances, he would not insist on
the application of the rules. %

CASE 48

At the 1213th meeting on 20 May 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the representative of Jordan suggested that the Coun-
cil members should consult one another on further
steps to give effect to a cease-fire in the Dominican
Republic. The representative of Uruguay who, along
with the representative of the Ivory Coast, supported

89 1118th meeting, paras. 117-118. )

90 For texts of relevant statements, see 1150th meeting:
President (USSR), paras. 26-27, 33-34, 37, Norway, paras.
24, 30, 40.

the suggestion, thereupon proposed a half-hour sus-
pension of the meeting for that purpose.

The President (Malaysia), after quoting rule 33 and
noting that a proposal for suspension should be de-
cided without debate, called on the representative of
Ivory Coast, “if he wishes to say anything in the con-
text of rule 33”. The representative of Ivory Coast
stated that he had wanted to draw the Council’s atten-
tion to the rule which the President had just quoted.

The President then called on the representative of
the USSR, noting, however, that he would still draw
the attention of the representative of the USSR to
rule 33. Following a statement by the representative
of the USSR, the President declared, in the absence
of any objection, that the Council stood adjourned
for half an hour, as proposed by the representative
of Uruguay. ™

e. Rule 35
CAsE 49

At the 1204th meeting on 11 May 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the representative of the United States suggested that
the Council should at that stage votc upon a draft
resolution submitted by the representative of the
USSR. %2 The representative of Uruguay, noting that
the representative of the USSR had neither insisted
nor requested that the Council should vote on his
draft resolution but had rather left it to the Council
to decide on the matter, stated:

“... bearing in mind that according to rule 35,
second paragraph... a request for a vote on a
draft resolution can be made only by the spon-
soring delegation or by those delegations which
have scconded it, it scems to me that the sugges-
tion of the United States representative cannot be
considered a formal proposal, since I do not be-
lieve that his delegation has scconded the Soviet
draft resolution, and this, according to rule 35,
second paragraph, is the only circumstance which
would cnable it to make a formal proposal.”

The representative of the United States stated that,
while not in agreement with the interpretation of the
rules made by the representative of Uruguay, he had
no objection to continuing discussion on the matter,
without taking further action at that meecting, if that
was the wish of the majority of the members. ® The
mecting was adjourned without a vote being taken on
the USSR draft resolution.

91 For texts of relevant statements, see 1213th meeting:
President (Malaysia), paras. 134, 137-139, 141, 148; Ivory
Coast, paras. 128, 140; Jordan, paras. 77, 135-136; Uruguay,
para. 129.

92 §/6328, for text, see 1198th meeting, para. 3.

93 For texts of relevant statements, see 1204th meeting:
United States, paras. 97, 112; Uruguay, paras. 107-108,

#1 1204th meeting, paras. 117, 119,

Part VI
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Part VII

LANGUAGES (RULES 41-47)

NOTE

During the period under review, rules 42-43 re-
garding interpretation into the working languages
(English and French) have been generally applied. On
certain occasions consecutive interpretation into one
or both of the working languages has been cither
waived or postponed as an exceptional measurc in
order to expedite discussion or to save time. The ma-
terial assembled in this part, while not including all
such instances, are indicative of those cases in which
the requests for the waiver of interpretation into one
or both of the working languages have been subjected
to discussion, or in which such requests have been
made with some qualifications.

** 1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND-
MENT OF RULES 41-47

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION
OF RULES 41-47

Rules 4243
Case 50

At the 1091st meeting on 14 February 1964, in
connexion with the India-Pakistan question, the repre-
sentative of the USSR stated that in order to save
time, but without seeking to establish a precedent,
his delegation would waive the right of consecutive
interpretation of his statement into both working lan-
guages. After the President (Brazil) had submitted the
observation of the USSR representative as a proposal
before the Council, he declared that, unless there was
any objection, the Council would continue with its
proceedings. There being no objection, the Council
procceded to hear the next speaker. *

Case 51

At the 1097th meeting on 25 February 1964, in
connexion with the complaint by thc Government of
Cyprus, following a statement by the representative of
the USSR that he would not insist on a consecutive
interpretation into English and French, the represen-
tative of the United Kingdom stated that he would
prefer the statement of the USSR representative to
be interpreted into the two working languages. The
President stated in reply:

“In view of the request of the representative of
the United Kingdom, a member of the Council, the
statement will be translated into both languages.”

Later at the same meeting, the representative of
the USSR stated at the conclusion of his statement that
he once again would not insist on the consecutive

9 For texts of relevant statements, see 1091st meeting:
President (Brazil), para. 56; USSR, para. §S.

interpretation of his statement. ** Accordingly, no
consecutive interpretation was made of his statement.

CaseE 52

At the 1118th meeting on 19 May 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by Cambodia, the repre-
sentative of the USSR stated that in view of the late
hour, he would not insist on a consecutive interpre-
tation of his statement into English, provided that on
other occasions there could be interpretation into the
European languages. The Council so decided. *

Case 53

At the 1119th meeting on 21 May 1964, in con-
nexion with the complaint by Cambodia, the repre-
sentative of the USSR suggested at the conclusion of
his statement that since the hour was late and the
position was clear, the Council should dispense with
consccutive interpretation of his statement. The Presi-
dent (France) thercupon declared that if the Council
agreed, and provided that the decision would not con-
stitute a precedent, the Council would waive the con-
secutive interpretation as suggested. The Council so
decided. %8

CAsE 54

At the 1230th meeting on 20 July 1965, in con-
nexion with the situation in the Dominican Republic,
the President, speaking as the representative of the
USSR, stated that he would not insist on a consecutive
interpretation of his statement. Following a suggestion
by the representative of the United States that the
President should have an interpretation of the state-
ment into onc language only, on that occasion,
English, the President noted that that would be done,
leaving the waiver of the interpretation into French,
however, to the French representative. Thereupon the
representative of France stated that he had followed
the statement during its simultaneous interpretation
and had understood it fully, but noted that he was
not the only French-speaking representative on the
Council. After the representative of Ivory Coast stated
that he, likewise had fully understood the statement of
the representative of the USSR, the Council heard the
consecutive interpretation into English only. *®

968 For texts of rclevant statements, see 1097th meeting:
President (Brazil), para. 121; USSR, paras. 119, 155; United
Kingdom, para. 120. )

97 For text of the relevant statement, see 1118th meeting;
USSR, para. 113. .

98 For texts of relevant statements, sec 1119th meeting:
President (France), para. 119; USSR, para. 118,

99 For texts of relevant statements, see 1230th meeting:
President (USSR), paras. 99, 103; France, para. 100; Ivory
Coast, para. 101; USSR, paras. 94, 97; United States, para. 96.
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