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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

The present volume constitutes the first supplement 
to the Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council 
1946-1951, which was issued in 195-L It covers the 
proceedings of the Security Council from the 570th meet- 
ing on 17 January 1952 to the 709th meeting on 22 De- 
cember 1955. Further supplements covering the pro- 
ceedings of later meetings will be issued at suitable 
intervals. 

In order to make it easier to trace the Security 
Council’s practice in respect of any given topic over the 
entire period covered by the two volumes, the headings 
under which the practices and procedures of the Security 
Council were presented in the original volume have 
been maintained unchanged in this supplement. 

, Topics 
ring this 

observed 
been the 

They same as-for the original volume of the Repertoire. 
are explained in the General Introduction to that 
volume. The Repertoire is an expositors work, which 
presents the results of an empirical survev of the pro- 
cedures of the Council in a wav calculated to make 
reference easy, and constitutes essentially a guide to 
the proceedings of the Council. 

AS 

1s no 
was observed in the original volume, the Repertoire 
t intended as a substitute for the records of the 

Security Council, which constitute the onlv compre- 
hensive and authoritative account of its dehberations. 
The categories employed to arrange the material are 
not intended to suggest the existence of procedures or 
practices which have not been clearly or demonstrablv 
established by the Council itself. The Security Council 
is at all times, within the framework of the Charter, 
“master of its own procedure”. The object of the 
Repertoire will have been achieved if the reader, by using 
the descriptive titles of the headings under which the 
material is presented, is enabled to find relevant proceed- 
ings in order to draw conclusions for himself concerning 
the practice of the Council. 

Details of the decisions of the Council have been 
included where appropriate in the accounts of its 
proceedings which make up this volume. The term 
“decision” has again been used to mean not onlv 
those “decisions” to which specific reference is made 
in the text of Articles of the Charter, but all signifi- 
cant steps decided upon by the Council, whether by 
vote or otherwise, in the course of consideration of a 
question. 

The reader should refer for full explanations of the 
organization and presentation of material to the 
explanatory matter in the original volume. An effort 
has been made to avoid unnecessarv repetition of such 

” explanations in this supplement. 
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Editorial note 

1. References to the Off’cial Records of the meetings 
of the Security Council are given in the following form: 

177th meeting: p. 1667. 
The page number refers to the page number in the 
relevant volume of the Offkial Records. 

2. S / documents are identified by their serial number 
in the S / series. Where the S/ document has been 
printed in the supplements to the Official Records, an 
additional reference has been given accordingly. For 
S / documents printed only in the Oficial Records of 
meetings, reference is given to the meeting and page. 
S / references without addition indicate that the text 
is available only in the S 1/’ series. 

3. References from one chapter of the Repertoire 
to other chapters are in the following form: 

See chapter X, Case 11. 

References to other cases in the same 
following form: 

See Case 11. 

chapter are in the 

4. In citing statements in case histories it has 
been considered necessarv at certain points to dist- 
inguish between statements made by representatives 
on the Council and statements by representatives 
or other persons invited to participate. In such 
instances, an asterisk has been inserted to distinguish 
the latter. 

5. The original volume of the Repertoire should be 
cited as Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council 
1946-1951. The present volume should be cited as 
Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council, Sup 
plement 1952-1955. 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The material included in this chapter of the Suppfe- 
men!, covering the period 1952-1955, pertains 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 II: Agenda (rules 6-12); chapter II I: 
Participation in the Proceedings of the Council (rules 37- 
39); chapter VII: Admission of Kew Members (rules 5S- 
60); and chapter VI: Relations with Other Organs 
(rule 61). Certain procedures of voting are dealt with 
in the present chapter, while material relating to the 
application of Article 27 (rule 40) is presented in chap- 
ter IV. 

For reasons explained in the General Introduction, 
the major headings under which material was presented 
in the earlier volume have been maintained in the 
Supplement even in the absence of new material 
requiring treatment. 

As in the corresponding chapter of the original 
volume, the arrangement of each part in this chapter, 
following the classification of the Heperloire, is based 
upon the successive chapters of the provisional rules of 
procedure of the Security Council. Since, during the 
period under review, thi Council has not considered 
the adoption or amendment of rules of procedure, 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 regard- 
ing a momentary variation of practice. As in the 
previous volume, therefore, 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 working of the 
Council under its provisional rules. cc -- -- +- ---+ 

Part I 

MEETINGS (RULES l-5) 

NOTE 

Part I comprises the proceedings of the Security 
Council relating to rules 1-5 of the provisional rules of 
procedure which reflect the provisions of Article‘ 28 of 
the Charter. Rule 1 stipulates that “the interval be- 
tween meetings shall not exceed fourteen days”. How- 
ever, as indicated in the previous volume of the Reper- 
toire, when no particular item on the agenda requires 
immediate consideration, the President customarily 
consults with the representatives on the Council to 
ascertain whether there is any objection to his intention 

” to waive rule 1. During the period under review, the 
rule was waived in this manner in respect of twenty- 
four meetings. Case 1 illustrates the procedures of 
consultation employed by the President to modify a 
decision of the Council setting the date for a meeting, 
Material bearing on the calling of a meeting in the 
urgent circumstances envisaged by rule 8 of the rules of 
procedure will be found in chapter II (Case 3.1). 

Xo periodic meetings, as provided for in rule 4, were 
held during the period under review. 

l *l. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTJON OR 
AwMEND,M.ENT OF RULES l-5 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICA- 
TION OF RULES l-5 

a. Rule 1 

CASE 1 

At the 655th meeting on 21 Januarv 1954, the Presi- 
dent (Lebanon) recalled that at its 634th meeting the 
Council had decided to meet again not earlier than 

8 January and not later than 15 January 1954. He 
informed the Council that as a result of that decision, 
and after consultations between the President and the 
Secretary-General, it had been agreed that the meeting 
would be held on 14 January. However, on 13 January, 
the President had received a telegram from the repre- 
sentatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States requesting him to seek the concurrence 
of the other members of the Council to postpone the 
meeting scheduled for 14 January until 21 January. 
The President had communicated with the Secretary- 
General who, in turn, had obtained the concurrence of 
the other members of the Council to postpone the 
meeting. l 

b. Rule 2 

CASE 2 

At the 576th meeting on 14 April 1952, in connexion 
with the Tunisian question, the representative of France 
complained that, toward the close of the previous meet- 
ing, the President (Pakistan) had declared the meeting 
adjourned and, without waiting for the French inter- 
pretation of his remarks, had left the Chair. The 
representative of France observed that he had imme- 
diately raised his hand on a point of order and, after 
expressing surprise that the meeting could be adjourned 
before the French interpretation of the President’s 
statement had been given, requested that the Council 
should not adjourn without fixing the date for the next 
meeting and proposed that the Council should vote to 
hold a meeting on Monday. ” 

1 655th meeting: paras. 33-36. 
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The President replied that; at the previous meeting 
the Council, just before adjournment, had considered 
two proposals to fix the date of the next meeting and 
had rejected them. Only after the adjournment of the 
meeting had the Chair received a request from the 
representative of France that the next meeting sh~ulcl 

be held on Monday. He further stated: 
“We knol\* that the rules of procedure provide that 

a meeting shall be called by the President \vhen a 
member of the Security Council asks for it. We also 
know that the rules say nothing as to the date on 
bvhich that meeting should be called, Lvhich, as I 
understand, is a matter entirely bvithin the jurisdic- 
tion of the Chair. Nevertheless, the Chair paid the 
delegation of France the courtesy that was due to 
the delegation of France and called the meeting for 
Monday, 14 April . . .“2 

CASE 3 

from our United Kingdom colleague or any of the 
other sponsors the right to call the meeting on the 
date they have suggested, or earlier if necessary. 

<c The calling of a meeting is not entirely in the 
Presihfnt’s hands. The President is the cktodian 
of the rules of procedure. 

“He is in a certain sense the servant of the Council 
and I am perfectly sure that Sir Giadwyn Jebb knows 
that he or his colleagues could request the President 
to call the meeting, and that the President, under the 
circumstances, \vould have no alternative but to call . 
the meeting. Therefore, to refer to the President’s 
difficulties might perhaps be misunderstood to mean 
that somehow or other the Lebanese colleague could 
prevent a meeting from being held, which, as all of 
us around this table know, is simply not correct.” 

After further discussion, it \vas agreed to reconvene 
on this question sometime between 7 and 15 January 
19SL3 

At the 654th meeting on 29 December 1%3, in con- c. Rule 3 
nexion with the Palestine question, the rek ;:sentative 

able to find an acceptable solution, it might consider 
of Pakistan stated that since the Council had not-been 

a suggestion that the Council should adjourn sine die 
on this question. It lyould then be open to any member 
of the Council or to the President for next month to 
call another meeting on this huestion should occasion 
arise. MB z 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated 
that, if the Council adjourned sine die, it might place 
the next President, the representative of Lebanon, in a 
slightly invidious position. He thought it wou’ld be 
preferable for the Council to fix a definite date for its 
next meeting. He moved that the Council should 
adjourn until 7 January 1931. 

The representative of Pakistan observed: 
cc . By suggesting that th; Security Council should 

adj&rn sine die, we did not Bnd could not take away 

CASE 4 

At the iOlst meetjng on 10 December 1955, in con- - - 
nexion with the quetiion of admission of mw&mbers, 
the President (sew Zealand) explained that the meet- 
ing had been summoned in accordance with the espres- 
sed desire of the General Assembly that the Security 
Council should “consider, in the light of the general 
opinion in favour of the widest possible membership 
of the United Nations, the pending applications for 
membership of all those eighteen countries about which 
no problem of unification arises”.’ He further stated 
that the meeting had been called at short notice in 
response to the obvious anxiety of most Members that 
action by the Council should be completed as soon as 
possible. 6 

a For texts of relevant statements see : 
654th meeting: President (Greece), para. 70; Chile, paras. 68-69; 

China, paras. 45-46, 65; France, para. 63; Pakistan, paras. 4, 
31-36; USSR, paras. 56-59; United Kingdom, paras. 9-10, 49-51. 

’ S/3467, p. 2. 
statements see: 
ent (Pakist an), paras. 20-21; France, 

1 70lst meeting: provisional record, p. 2. 

Part II 

REPRESENTATION AND CREDENTIAiS (RULES 13-17) 

rXOTE ing the impingement of the question of the representa- 

As indicated in the previous volume of the Reperfoire, tion of China on the rights of the Presidency, see in 

the reports of the Secretary-General on the credentials 
part II I, Case 6. 

of repiesentatives on the Council have been, since 1918, 
circulated to the delegations of all the Council members, 

l a1 
* 

CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTIOX OR 

and, in the absence of any request that they be consi- 
AMENDMENT OF RULES 13-17 

de&d by the Council, have been considered -approved 2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNIXG THE APPLEA- 

without objection. CATION OF RULES 13-17 

During the period under review, the question of the 
representation of China in the Security Council has 
again been raised in the Council. As previously, the 
relationship of the question to chapter III of the pro- 
visional rules of procedure has not been expressly 
determined in the course of the proceedings of the 
Council. Accordingly, the proceedings have again 
been presented as a H-hole (Case 5). For a case involv- 

Rules 13-17 in general 

CASE 5 

At the 689th meeting on 31 Januarv 1933, before the 
adoption of the agenda, the representative of the USSR 
submitted6 a motion to the Council “not to admit the 

( 689th meeting: paras. 2, 23. 
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, representative of the Kuomintang group to participate 
in the consideration of the questions on the agenda of 
the Security Council [S/Agenda/689 ‘Reu.11”. He stated 
that only the Central People’s Government of the 
People’s Republic of China had the right to represent 
the interests of the Chinese people in the United Sations 
and the Security Council. 

The representative of France maintained that the 
representative of the Republic of China occupied his 
seat on the Council as a permanent Member of the Orga- 
nization by virtue of the powers conferred on him to 
that end by his Government. The validity of these 
powers had been recognized by the Secretary-General 
and subsequently by all the competent organs of the 
United Nations. He therefore requested the Council 
to reject the motion submitted by the representative of 
the USSR. 

The representative of China declared that he occupied 
the seat of the Republic of China in the Security Council 
by virtue of the Charter and in accordance with the 
rules of procedure, and denied that the regime in Peiping 
represented the Chinese people. 

The representative of the United States submitted a 
motion’ not to consider any proposals to exclude the 
representative of the Government of the Republic of 
China, or to seat representatives of the Central People’s 
Government of the People’s Republic of China. He 

9 689th meeting: para. 24. 

further proposed that his motion should be given 
priority over that of the USSR in the voting. 

The representative of the United Kingdom maintained 
that the question of Chinese representation in the 
United Sations was a matter which had to be settled 
before peaceful and friendly relations could be re- 
established between the various governments with 
interests in the Far East. But at the moment the 
necessary conditions did not exist. Therefore, he could 
not consider it wise or timely to debate the question of 
Chinese representation. 

The representative of the USSR replied that, because 
the items on the provisional agenda had the most direct 
and vital significance for the Chinese people, the 
Security Council should settle this problem.* 

After the Council had adopted the proposal to give 
the United States motion priority in the voting, the 
President (New Zealand) put to the vote the proposal 
submitted by the representative of the United States 
which was adopted by 10 votes to 1.0 Accordingly, 
the motion of the representative of the USSR was not 
put to the vote.lO 

a For texts of relevant statements see: 
689th meeting: President (New Zealand), para. 25; China, 

para. 7; France, paras. 5, 13; USSR, paras. 2-3, 14-17; United 
Kingdom, paras. 9-11, United States, para. 8. 

* 689th meeting: para. 26. 
lo 689th meeting: para. 27. 

Part III 

PRESIDENCY (RULES 18-20) 

NOTE 

Part III of this chapter is confined to those proeeed- 
ings &theXouneil which are directly related to the 
office of the President: the rights of a representative in 
relation to the right of the Presidency under rule 18 
(Case 6); and, the temporary cession of the Chair in 
accordance with rule 20 (Case 7). 

Other material relevant to the exercise by the Presi- 
dent of his functions, under rules 27, 31, 32, 33 and 36, 
is included in part V of the present chapter, while pro- 
ceedings concerning rulings by the President, under 
rule 30, are dealt with in chapter IV (Cases 11 and 12). 
The four occasions on which the President has for- 
mulated the conclusions reached in the debate are dealt 
with in chapter VIII (part II, decisions of 31 January 
1952, 11 November 1954, 13 January 1955 and 19 April 
1955). 

l *1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULES 18-20 

USSR stated that only an appointee of the Central 
People’s Government of the People’s Republic of China 
could be the legitimate representative of the Chinese 
people in the United Nations and in the Security Council. 
The time had come to afford the People’s Republic of 
China the opportunity to take its rightful place in the 
Security Council and the other organs of the United 
Nations. 

The President (China) ruled that the statement made 
by the representative of the USSR was out of order. 
He stated: l1 

46 I occupy the seat of China and the chair of 
President of the Council by virtue of the Charter of 
the United Nations and in accordance with the rules 
of procedure of this Council. My acts as member 
and as President are valid in the same way and to the 
same extent as are the acts of other members and 
other Presidents of this Council.” 

b. Rule 20 
2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNISG THE APPLICA- 

TION OF RULES 18-20 
CASE 7 

a. Rule 18 At the 655th meeting on 21 January 1954, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the President 

CASE 6 (Lebanon), following the adoption of the agenda, pro- 

At the 700th meeting on 8 September 1955, before 
posed to invoke rule 20 of the provisional rules of pro- 

the adoption of the agenda, the representative of the 11 700th meeting: para. 4, 
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cedure and asked the representative of New Zealand 
to assume the Chair temporarily during the discussion 
of the Palestine question. He reminded the Council 
that “this convenience is intended only for purposes 
of the debate under consideration, and does not affect 

the functions or the responsibilities of the President 
otherwise”. l2 

The representative of Sew Zealand took the Chair.13 
I2 655th meeting: para. 37. 
la 635th meeting: para. 37. 

Part IV 

SECRETARIAT (RULES 21-26) 

NOTE 

Part IV comprises the proceedings of the Security 
Council relating to rules 21-26 which delineate the spe- 
cific functions and powers of the Secretary-General, 
under Article 98, in connexion with the meetings of the 
Council. 

As in the previous volume of the Repertoire, proceed- 
ings classified under rule 22 are included by virtue of 
their possible relation to Article 99. 

The Security Council, during the period under review, 
has not had recourse to rule 23. 

Under rule 24 the Secretary-General has provided 
the required staff to service the meetings of the Council 
as well as the commissions and subsidiary organs, both 
at Headquarters and in the field. 

Certain decisions of the Security Council have con- 
ferred specific duties upon the Secretary-General. &4t 
the 690th meeting on 31 January 1955, in connexion 
with the letter dated 28 January 1955 from the represen- 
tative of New Zealand concerning the question of hos- 
tilities in the area of certain islands off the coast of the 
mainland of China (S/3351), the Council, in deciding 
to invite a representative of the Central People’s Govern- 
ment of the People’s Republic of China to participate 
in the discussion, requested the Secretary-General to 
convey the invitation to the Central People’s Govern- 
ment-of the_ People’s Republic of China. After the 
decision, the President (Sew Zealand) observed that 
in conveying the invitation the Secretary-General would 
no doubt take into account the views expressed by the 
representatives as to the desirability of the Central 
People’s Government of the People’s Republic of China 
accepting this invitation. l* 

Before presenting General Bennike, may I 
take this opportunity to express my special concern, 
as Secretary-General, regarding the outbreaks of 
violence and the recent incidents which have taken 
place in Palestine, creating new tensions in the Middle 
East. These incidents constitute serious violations 
of the General A4rmistice -4greements concluded by 
the parties in 1949. 

“I consider it my duty to recall to the parties con- 
cerned that, as has been stated in different Security 
Council resolutions, the General Armistice Agree- 
ments signed, pending the final peace settlement, 
pursuant to *4rticle 40 of the Charter, include firm 
pledges against any acts of hostility between the 
parties. They also provide for supervision of the 
armistice by the parties themselves and by the Mixed 
Armistice Commissions under the chairmanship of 
the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organiza- 
tion. 

“I wish also to express a firm hope that the parties 
will give full consideration to their obligations under 
the terms of the Armistice Agreements and that they 
will refrain from any action, contrary to those Agree- 
ments, which would prejudice the attainment of 
permanent peace in Palestine, which is the ultimate 
aim of the United Nations in the Middle East. 

“In conclusion, may I make a strong appeal to the 
parties concerned to refrain from spreading rumours 
and from provocative acts which would contribute 
to a widening of tensions in the area, and especially 
to avoid any premature actions which could jeopardize . 
the Council’s present endeavours.” 

l *1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULES 21-26 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICA- 
TION OF RULES 21-26 

a. Rule 22 

CASE 8 

At the 630th meeting on 27 October 19j3, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question with special reference 
to the item of Compliance with and enforcement of 
the General Armistice Agreements, the President of the 
Security Council called on the Secretary-General who 
desired to make a statement. 

The Secretary-General made the following state- 
ment: l5 

At the 656th meeting on 22 January 1951, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question with particular 
reference to the Complaint by Syria against Israel con- 
cerning work on the west bank of the River Jordan in 
the demilitarized zone, the Acting President (Xew 
Zealand) called upon the Secretary-General, who had 
expressed the wish to make a statement to the Council. 

The Secretarv-Genera1 stated: l6 
“Xgain I must, in the present troubling situation, 

stress the importance of the time factor, which is the 
main reason for this intervention after months of 
discussion in the Security Council. With this as a 
background, I must ask the Council to consider most 
seriously the possibility of a speedy, positive decision 
giving the Chief of Staff, General Bennike, the 
necessary support and authority.” 

*’ 690th meeting: paras. 143, 147. 
I6 630th meeting: paras. 3-7. La 656th meeting: paras. 174-178. 

CASE 9 
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b. Rule 26 

CASE 10 

At the 635th meeting on 9 November 1953, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, with particular 
reference to the Compliance with and enforcement of 
the General Armistice Agreement, the representative 
of Lebanon stated that the text of the written replies 
which had been prepared by the United Nations Chief 
of Staff to the questions put to him at the 632nd meeting 
had not been made available readily. Certain delega- 
tions had asked for copies of that text but had been 
refused. There was something secretive about this 
whole affair. He therefore would ask the President to 
make sure, through the Secretary-General, that this 
situation should not take place in the United Nations. 

The President (France) called on the Secretary- 
General who made the following statement: 

“The text circulated last Saturday in accordance 
with the decision of the Security Council was cir- 
culated as a Press release. If Mr. Malik will look at 
the text, he will see that there is printed on the first 
page the fact that it may not be used before three 
o’clock, Monday, 9 November. It is obviously a 
matter of courtesy that it should not be published 
and should not be circulated before this very discus- 
sion. I think the discussion shows very cIearly that 
it is not only courteous but it is aIso \vise ~,t to give 
this text wider publicity than the one strictly neces- 
sary for Security Council purposes before the meeting 
of the Council. 

“Having asked to speak in order to reply to Mr. Ma- 
lik’s question, I should like to add that a rather irre- 
gular procedure was chosen this time by the Security 
Council-having an advance circulation of replies- 

and I think it is but proper that this arrangement 
should aiso have its reflection in further measures 
in order to expedite the work of the Security Council. 
It is, from the point of view of the Secretariat, a 
slightly awkward position to have to hold an advance 
Press release before distribution. But I can assure 
the representative of Lebanon that there is nothing 
secretive about it.” 

The President stated that the Security Council was 
not responsible for the irregular procedure mentioned 
by the Secretar+eneral, and the fact that the docu- 
ment had been distributed in the form of a Press release. 
The President had held the view that it ought to be 
published as a Security Council document and distri- 
buted to members, and only then released for the public. 
But he had been informed that, for reasons of conve- 
nience, it was better to publish the document in the 
form of a press release. 

The Secretary-General replied: 
“Of course, I shall go into the matter to see what 

has happened, because it is quite obvious that a 
communication, the very moment it is published, 
should be available not only to the Press but to dele- 
gations as well and with priority; that goes without 
saying. 

“I may add, concerning the heading ‘Press release’ 
that that special technical detail was for reasons of 
convenience which were, as the President pointed 
out, entirely the responsibility of the Secretariat. 
My argument referred to the fact that we had the 
replies of General Bennike circulated in document 
form before the replies were given here.“” 

1’ For texts of relevant statements see: 
635th meeting: President (France), paras. 29, 32; Lebanon, 

paras, 25, 28, 33-34; Secretary-General, paras. 30-31, 35-36. 

- -  
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_. Part v 

CONDUCT OF BUSINESS (RULES 27-36) 

NOTE 

The observations made in the introduction to this 
chapter that the cases included are indicative of special 
problems which have arisen in the practice of the Coun- 
cil, are applicable particularly to this part. As in the 
previous volume of the Repertoire, the cases comprise 
proceedings of the following nature: decisions by the 
Council to depart from a rule; decisions on the conduct 
of business in situations not covered or clearly covered 
by the rules; instances where the meaning or applica- 
bility of the rules was in doubt; and cases in which 
decisions were made between competing rules. The 
cases, arranged in chronological order under respective 
rules, bear on the following points: 

1. Rule 27 

3. Rule 32, para. 1 

(a) Order of precedence (Case 15); 
(b) Changes in the order of precedence (Case 18). 

4. Rule 32, para. 2 . 

(a) Request for the separation of vote (Cases 16, 19); 
(6) Bearing of the application of rule 32, para. 2, 

on vote on the whole (Case 17). 

5. Rule 33, para. 1, sub-paras. 1-6 

Case 21 concerns precedence of motions. 
Case 23 concerns the significance of the expression 

“to postpone discussion”. 

6. Rule 33, para. 2 

(a) The order of intervention in the debate (Case 11); 
(b) Termination of the general debate (Case 12). 

2. Rule 31 

Case 22 concerns exclusion of debate after motion for 
simple adjournmen ,t. 

7. Rule 36 

Requirement that proposals be in writing (Cases 13, Case 24 concerns precedence of voting on an amend- 

14) . ment to a draft resolution. 

3 
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-1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULES 27-36 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICA- 
TION OF RULES 27-36 

a. Rule 27 

CASE 11 

At the end of the 635th meeting on 9 Sovember 1953, 
in connexion with the Palestine question, with parti- 
cular reference to Compliance with and enforcement of 
the General Armistice Agreements, the representative 
of Israel* requested the opportunity of making a state- 
ment at the beginning of the next meeting to be held 
on that sub-item. The President (France) stated that 
the request of the representative of Israel would be met 
provided that no member of the Council wished to speak 
before him. I8 

At the 637th meeting on 12 November 1953, the 
President (France) called upon the representative of 
Israel first. lQ 

CASE 12 

At the 656th meeting on 22 January 1954, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the Acting President 
made a statement in his capacity as the representative 
of Nevw Zealand in the course of the general debate. 
He then called on the representative of Lebanon after 
observing that it was his understanding that the latter 
had req ues ted to be heard no t in the course of the general 
debate, bu t on a procedural matter. 

Speaking on a point of order, the representative of 
Lebanon stated that there had been no motion to close 
the general debate or the list of speakers. He believed 
that he was entitled to comment on the important 
pcints of substance which the Acting President, speak- 
ir ,r on behalf of his Government, had just made in the 
tlu!lrse of the general debate. The representative of 
&%anonsaid that his intention, therefore, was to make 
a clqbstantive, not a procedural statement. 

he Acting President observed: 
<C My understanding of the procedure of the 

Se&& Council is that it has been the custom for 
the President or the Acting President to speak last 
in the debate, but that is, as I understand, merely a 
custom, and, of course, if any member desires to speak 
substantively in reply. to what the President or the 
Acting President has said, that is not only the privi- 
lege but the right of members of the Council . . ” 
The representative of the USSR pointed out that the 

Acting President had made his statement as he himself 
indicated, in his capacity as the representative of New 
Zealand, and that therefore his statement could not be 
regarded as the last word of the Security Council.20 

The Acting President called upon the representatives 
of Lebanon and the USSR in the order in which they 
had signified their desire to speak in the general debate. *l 
L_- 

this is not a substantive motion as defined by 
rule&of the rules of procedure which state: ‘Proposed 
resolutions, amendments and substantive motions 
shall normally be placed before the representatives 
in writing’. I ask representatives to note the word 
‘normally’. It does not mean ‘obligatory’. The 
matter before us is an urgent one. In any event, 
this is not a substantive proposal; it is a procedural - - 

The proposal was then put to a vote.26 

It For texts of relevant statements see: 
635’111 meeting: President (France), para. 75; Israel, para. ‘7-i. 
I* 637th rxccting: para. 1. 

2z S/3151 /Rev.2, O.R., 8th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1953, 
pp. 79-80; S/3152, 650th meeting: para. 53. 

23 For texts of relevant statements see: 
653th meeting: Acting President (Sew Zealand), paras. 76, 82, 

85; Lebanon, paras. 73-75, 79. 
24 655th meeting: para. 53. 

2o For texts of relevant statements see: ?* For texts of relevant statements see: 
656th meet i rig: Acting President (New Zealand), paras. 13, 16, 690th meeting: President (Sew Zealand), paras. 135139; USSR, 

19; Leknon, paras. 17-18, 22; USSR, paras. 13, 20-21. paras. 132-134. See also, chapter IV, part 1~4.7, Case 15. 
El 3 !. n;eeting: para. 19. 2@ 690th meetink __ -1. ‘-s. 139, 133. 

b. Rule 31 

CASE 13 

At the 655th meeting on 21 January 1954, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the representative 
of Lebanon suggested that in case the Council did not 
accept the two draft resolutions** which were then 
under consideration, it was desirable that it agree to 
adopt a simple procedural text to refer the matter back 
to the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Super- 
vision Organization. On that understanding, he would 
not read out the text before the Council had voted on 
the two draft resolutions, and reserved the right to 
introduce his text formally at the appropriate time. 

The Acting President (Sew Zealand) stated that the 
Council could not be committed to a clear understand- 
ing of the course of action which the representative of 
Lebanon had proposed. If the representative of Leba- 
non wished to submit a draft resolution, he would, of 
course, pay attention to rule 31 of the rules of procedure. 

The representative of Lebanon replied that, if no l 

other member wished to initiate the procedure which 
he had suggested, he would formally submit his proposal 
in writing. 23 

Before the Council voted on the two draft resolutions, 
the representative of Lebanon submitted his draft 
resolution in writing. ** 

CASE 14 

At the 690th meeting on 31 January 1955, in con- 
nexion with the question of hostilities in the area of 
certain islands off the coast of the mainland of China, 
the President, as the representative of New Zealand, 
proposed to invite a representative of the Central Peo- 
ple’s Government of the People’s Republic of China to 
participate in the discussion. 

The representative of the USSR stated that a proposal 
of such importance was usually submitted in writing 
in accordance with rule 31 of the provisional rules of 
procedure. He therefore requested the President to 
submit his proposal in writing. 

The President, speaking as the representative of New 
Zealand, replied: 

CC 
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c. Rule 32 

CASE 15 

At the 653rd meeting on 22 December 1953, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine questiw, the President 
(Greece), summarizing the proceedings, stated that 
there were two proposals before the Council: one sub- 
mitted by the representative of Lebanon and supported 
by the representatives of the Cnited Kingdom and 
France that the Securitv Council should postpone its 
discussion and decision & the item until 29 December; 
and another submitted by the representative of Colom- 
bia and supported by the wpresentative of the United 
States that the Council shwld reconvene to consider 
the item on II J;UUIW 195-L He proposed to put the 
Colombian proposal to- the vote first. 

The representative of France disagreed with the Pre- 
sident’s proposal to give priority of voting to the Colom- 
bian proposal, on the ground that it had been submitted 
after his own proposal. 

The President pointed out that the representative of 
Colombia had formally moved his proposal before the 
Council recessed. At that time, the representative of 
France had only made a suggestion that the Council 
should meet either on 28 or 29 December 1953 or on 
4 or 5 Januarv 1954, the exact date to be determined w 
later. 

The representative of Colombia, expressing full agree- 
ment with the President’s interpretation of his motion, 
stated that he would repeat his motion for the Council 
to meet again on 11 January at 11.00 a.m. 

The representative of France replied that if the Pre- 
sident and the representative of Colombia considered 
that the Colombian proposal had precedence over his, 
he would not press the point. 2’ 

The President put the Colombian proposal to the vote 
first. *& __ 0-r 

CASE 16 l 

&4t the 655th meeting on 21 January 1934, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, while the Council 
was considering a joint draft resolution submitted by 
the representatives of France, United Kingdom and 
the United States, 2g the representative of Lebanon 
stated that should the joint draft resolution cwnc to 
a vote, he would, under rule 32 of tlw ;,rovisIrin;tl rules 
of procedure, request the PrwiAw !(! iw: 5’ f. + he vote 
in parts. 

At the 656th meeting on 22 January 1951, the Acting 
President (Sew Zealand) stated that, by \-irtue of rule 32, 
it was necessary for him to inquire whether the movers 
of the joint draft resolution objcctcd to its being voted 
on in parts. The reprewntat ii-e of Lebanon main- 
tained: 

LG The text of rule 3’1 does not say that parts of 
a n%ion or a draft resolution shall be voted on 
separately at the request of any representative unless 

9 For tests of rele\‘aM statement see: 
G53rd meeting: President (tirecce), paras. G-66, 71, 76; Colom- 

bia, para. 7-i; France, paras, 68-W, X. 
%* 633rd meeting, para, 76. 
2* S/3151 jRev.2, O.R., 6th yew, Sr,npl. for Ocf.-Dec. 193’3, 

pp. i9-80. 

the President. has already ascertained whether the 
original mover does or does not object thereto. It 
says ‘unless the original mover objects’. I under- 
stand this to mean that it muTt be left to t!,a initiative 
of the original movers, xho ;Ire all here x-A n-ho can 
themselves; express objections if thev -.+h to. For 
the President actuallv to initiate the &wess bv mak- 
ing them to express iheir opIr.ions seems to rn; to be 
unnecessarv.” c 
The Acting President observed that, having regard 

to the courSe of the &&ate on the particular subject, 
he still thou@t it right to put the matter in the wav he 
had done fop the convenience of the CounciL3* * 

The reprel;entatke of the United Kingdom having 
objected to a vote in parts, the Acting President put 
the joint draft resolution to the vote as a whole.31 

CASE 17 

At the 670th meeting on 4 hiay 1954, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the Council considered a 
joint Brazilian-Colombian proposal 32 da ted 22 April 1954 
concerning the method by which the Council ahotild 
deal with the two items appearing on the provisional 
agenda. 

In reply to the inquiry of the representative of the 
USSR, the sponsors of the proposal stated that they 
would not oppose a paragraph by paragraph vote on 
their joint proposal. 

After the vote in parts had been taken, the President 
(United Kingdbm) stated that each of the three para- 
graphs of the Brazilian-Colombian proposal had been 
adopted, and therefore, the Council could take it that 
the proposal as a whole had been adopted. The repre- 
sentative of the USSR maintained that this conclusion 
would have been justified had all the paragraphs been 
adopted unanimously. In fact, however, the repre- 
sentatives of Lebanon and the USSR had voted against 
paragraph 2. He, therefore, requested a vote 01 +lle 
draft resolution as a whole.33 

The President, stating that there was force in what 
the representative of the USSR had said, put to the 
vote the proposal as a whole? 

CASE 18 

At the 7Olst meeting on 10 December 1955, in con- 
nesion with the question of Admission of IICW Members, 
the Stcuritv Council had before it draft resolutions 
which had -I been submitted in the following order: 
~____ 

X0 hr tests (Jf reh*ant statermmts see: 

Gxh rnecti;1g* Acting President (Sew Zealand), paras. 38, 82; 
Lebanon, parx ’ ‘2; USSR, para. 106; United Kingdom, paras. 87- 
S8. 

t;5t;th meeting: .\ctir:g President !Scw Zealand), paras. 107, 
117; Lebanon. para~. 109, 118, lXM21 ; CGtcd i<i!@om, 
paras. 111-l lti; Cnited States, para. 123. 

31 GCdh meeting: para. 135. 
32 fji(jth meeting: par-a. 2. 
33 For texts of relevant statements see: 
6iClth meeting: President (United Kingdom), paras. 60, 69; 

Brazil, paras. 24-25; Colombia, paras. 34-53; USSR, paras. 20-21, 
70-71. 

31 670th meeting: para. 73. 
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thirteen draft resolutionQ5 submitted by the represen- 
tative of China, to recommend the admission of thirteen 
applicant States; eighteen draft resolutions, 38 submitted 
by the representative of the USSR, recommending the 
admission of eighteen applicant States; another USSR 
draft resolution 37 concerning the procedure to be fol- 
lowed in examining the applications of the eighteen 
States; and a joint draft resolution,% submitted by 
Brazil and New Zealand, to consider separately the 
applications of the eighteen States and to recommend 
to the General .4ssemblv their admission to the United d 
Nations. 

The representative of China, observing that voting 
on this matter had always been based on proposals for 
admission made by members of the Council and not on 
applications for admission submitted by the applicant 
State, maintained that the proposals before the Council 
should be voted on in the order of their submission in 
accordance with rule 32 of the provisional rules of 
procedure. 

The representative of New Zealand expressed the 
hope that the Council would give priority in voting to 
the joint draft resolution submitted by Brazil and New 
Zealand. At the 702nd meeting on 10 December 1955, 
the representative of Iran made a proposal to this 
effect. The representative of the USSR opposed this 
proposal and urged that priority be given to the USSR 
draft resolution concerning the procedure for examining 
the applications. 

At the 703rd meeting on 13 December 1955, the 
representative of the USSR, explaining his understand- 
ing of the joint draft resolution submitted by Brazil and 
New Zealand, stated that he would not insist that 
priority should be given to the procedure which had 
been proposed in the USSR draft resolution. 

The representative of China opposed the proposal to 
give- priority to the joint Brazil-New Zealand draft 
resoluti&80 - _- 

De&ion: At the 703rd meeting on 13 December 1955, 
the proposal submitted by the representative of Iran was 
put to the vote and adopted by 8 votes in favour to one 
against, with 2 abstentions.40 

CASE 19 

At the 706th meeting on 15 December 1955, in con- 
nexion with the question of Admission of new Members, 
the Council considered among others a USSR draft 
resolution u to recommend the admission of the Mon- 
golian People’s Republic and Japan to the United 

a‘ S/3468, S/3469, S/3470, S/3471, S/3472, S/3473, S/3474, 
S/3475, S/3476, S/3477, S/3478, S/3479, S/3480. 

” S/3484, S/3485, S/3486, S/3487, S/3488, S/3489, S/3490, 
S/3491, S/3492, S/3493, Sj3-194, S/3495, S/3496, S/3497, S/3498, 
s/3499, s/3500, s/3501. 

=‘I S/3483. 
a’ S 13502. 
8g For tests of relevant statements see: 
701st meeting: provisional record, President (Kew Zealand), 

pp. 18-22; China, pp. 33-34; 
702nd meeting: provisional record, Iran, p. 5; USSR, p. 17; 
703rd meeting: provisional record, China, p. 10; USSR, p. 3. 
‘O SIPV.703: p. 28. See also in chapter VII below, Case 16. 
‘I S/3512. 

Nations at the eleventh regular session of the General 
Assembly. 

The representative of France stated that the Council 
should take a separate vote on each of the countries 
named in the draft resolution submitted by the repre- 
sentative of the USSR. The representative of the USSR 
maintained that, under rule 32 of the provisional rules 
of procedure, a draft resolution could be voted upon 
in parts only with the consent of the sponsor of the 
draft resolution. He requested that the USSR draft 
resolution be put to the vote as a whole.42 

The USSR draft resolution was voted upon as a 
whole. 43 

d. Rule 33 

CASE 20 

At the 577th meeting on 18 June 1952, in connexion 
with the question of an appeal to States to accede to 
and ratify the Geneva Protocol of 1925 for the prohi- 
bition of the use of bacteriological weapons, the repre- l 

sentative of the United States moved that, pursuant 
to rule 33 (4) of the provisional rules of procedure, the 
USSR draft resolution, providing for such an appeal, 
be referred to the Disarmament Commission for consi- 
deration. 44 

At the 582nd meeting on 25 June 1952, the represen- 
tative of the USSR, noting that rule 33 (4) was derived 
directly from rule 28, maintained that the Disarmament 
Commission was not a commission or a committee 
established by the Security Council and that, conse- 
quently, neither rule 33 nor rule 28 applied to the 
case. 45 

At the 583rd meeting on 26 June 1952, the USSR 
draft resolution was put to a vote? 

CASE 21 

At the 590th meeting on 9 July 1952, in connexion 
with the question of Admission of new Members, when 
the Security Council considered resolution 506 (VI) of 
the General Assembly, the representative of Greece 
proposed, under rule 33 (5), to postpone the discussion 
of the question until 2 September 1952.*’ 

. At the 591st meeting on the same day, the represen- 
tative of Pakistan submitted a draft resolution48 to 
urge the permanent members of the Council to give 
their earnest attention to the request of the General 
Assembly embodied in resolution 506 (VI). The Presi- 
dent (United Kingdom) stated that since the Greek 
proposal was submitted under rule 33 (5), it would be 
put to the vote first. The representatives of Chile and 
Pakistan believed that the draft resolution could be 
considered as an amendment to the proposal submitted 

42 For texts of relevant statements see: 
706th meeting: provisional record, France, p. 41; USSR. pp. 430 

45. 
4s 706th meeting: provisional record, p. 50. 
44 577th meeting: para. 138. 
u 582nd meeting: paras. 96-98. 
4o 583rd meeting: para. 6. 
47 590th meeting: paras. 40, 56. 
4a S/2694, 591st meeting: para. 25. 
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by the representative of Greece. by the representative of Greece. The President stated The President stated 
that he could not interpret rule 33 as allowing him to that he could not interpret rule 33 as allowing him to 
regard the draft resolution as an amendment to the regard the draft resolution as an amendment to the 
proposal. proposal. 

The representative of Greece maintained that his 
proposal was purely procedural in character while the 
draft resoluti .on was one of substance, and that, under 
the circumstances, he hoped that the draft resolution 
would be withdrawnYQ - After further discussion on 
whether the draft resolution was procedural or sub- 
stantive in character, the proposal submitted by the 
representative of Greece was put to the vote first.50 

The representative of Greece maintained that his 
proposal was purely procedural in character while the 
draft resolution was one of substance, and that, under 
the circumstances, he hoped that the draft resolution 
would be withdrawn. 49 After further discussion on 
whether the draft resolution was procedural or sub- 
stantive in character, the proposal submitted by the 
representative of Greece was put to the vote firsL50 

At the 628th meeting on 20 October 1953, in connexion 
with the question of Appointment of a Governor of 
the Free Territory of Trieste, the representative of 
Colombia proposed, under rule 33 (5) of the provisional 
rules of procedure, to postpone the discussion of the 
item until 4 November 1953. 

CASE 3,Z CASE 3,Z 

At the 628th meeting on 20 October 1953, in connexion 
with the question of Appointment of a Governor of 
the Free Territory of Trieste, the representative of 
Colombia proposed, under rule 33 (5) of the provisional 
rules of procedure, to postpone the discussion of the 
item until 4 November 1953. 

The representative of the USSR maintained that 
rule 33 could not properly be held to apply in this case, 
since the proposal was not to suspend or adjourn a 
meeting, but to postpone the meeting of the Council 
to a later date. Moreover, the Council had not yet 
begun to discuss the item on the agenda and, therefore, 
there could be no question of a suspension. Even if 
rule 33 were interpreted to apply to the case, this should 
not, in justice, mean that the party which had initiated 
the question should be barred from stating its views 

The representative of the USSR maintained that 
rule 33 could not properly be held to apply in this case, 
since the proposal was not to suspend or adjourn a 
meeting, but to postpone the meeting of the Council 
to a later date. Moreover, the Council had not yet 
begun to discuss the item on the agenda and, therefore, 
there could be no question of a suspension. Even if 
rule 33 were interpreted to apply to the case, this should 
not, in justice, mean that the party which had initiated 
the question should be barred from stating its views 
on the possibility of postponing the discussion of a 
matter which it considered urgent. 

The representative of Colombia replied that, when 
he cited rule 33 (5), at no time did he hint at the pos- 
sibility of not commencing a debate. Furthermore, 
only paragraphs 1 and 2 of that rule provided for the 
suspension -or- adjournment of: a meeting without 
debate.61 

on the possibility of postponing the discussion of a 
matter which it considered urgent. 

The representative of Colombia replied that, when 
he cited rule 33 (5), at no time did he hint at the pos- 
sibility of not commencing a debate. Furthermore, 
only paragraphs 1 and 2 of that rule provided for the 
suspension -or- adjournment of: a meeting without 
debate.61 

After further discussion of the Colombian proposal, 
the President (Denmark) put it to the vote? 

After further discussion of the Colombian proposal, 
the President (Denmark) put it to the vote.62 

At the 651st meeting on 21 December 1953, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the representative 
of the USSR urged the Council to postpone a vote on 
the joint draft resolution 63 of 21 December 1953 sub- 
mitted by the representatives of France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States. 

CASE 23 CASE 23 

At the 651st meeting on 21 December 1953, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the representative 
of the USSR urged the Council to postpone a vote on 
the joint draft resolution 63 of 21 December 1953 sub- 
mitted by the representatives of France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States. 

The President (Greece) stated that he could not find 
in the rules of procedure any provision referring to the 
postponement of voting. 

The President (Greece) stated that he could not find 
in the rules of procedure any provision referring to the 
postponement of voting. 

*@ For texts of relevant statements see: 
5Yst meeting: President (Lnited Kingdom), paras. 27, 38, 40, 

87-88, 93; Chile, paras. 32-33, 84-86, 95; Greece, paras. 10, 13, 51; 
Pakistan, paras. 25, 31, 82-83. 

bo 591st meeting: para. 96. 
11 For texts of relevant statements see: 
628th meeting: President (Denmark), paras. 43, 131, 133; Co- 

lombia, paras. l-4, 32, 132; Greece, para. 80; USSR, para. 6. 
)* 628th meeting: para. 133. 
0 S/3151 jRev.1. 

*@ For texts of relevant statements see: 
5Yst meeting: President (Lnited Kingdom), paras. 27, 38, 40, 

87-88, 93; Chile, paras. 32-33, 84-86, 95; Greece, paras. 10, 13, 51; 
Pakistan, paras. 25, 31, 82-83. 

bo 591st meeting: para. 96. 
11 For texts of relevant statements see: 
628th meeting: President (Denmark), paras. 43, 131, 133; Co- 

lombia, paras. l-4, 32, 132; Greece, para. 80; USSR, para. 6. 
)* 628th meeting: para. 133. 
0 S/3151 jRev.1. 

The representative of the USSR observed: 

“So far as concerns the rules of procedure, the 
President is of course right in saying that there is no 
such rule . . . It cannot be held that if there is no 
applicable rule of procedure, we cannot find a way 
out of a situation. There is an analogy. Rule 33 
of the rules of procedure makes it possible to draw 
an analogy. This rule provides for the possibility 
of postponing the discussion of a question to a certain 
day or indefinitely. If, however, it is possible to 
postpone the discussion of a question, why should 
it be impossible to postpone the vote on a question? 
How can any logical objection be raised to the applica- 
tion of this analogy?” 

The representative of the USSR then proposed to 
postpone sine die a vote on the joint draft resolution. 

The representative of Pakistan, having proposed, 
under rule 33, that the meeting be adjourned until 
11.00 a.m. the next day, 64 the President put to the vote 
the motion of the representative of Pakistan, which 
was adopted/j5 

e. Rule 36 

. 

CASE 24 

At the 704th meeting on 13 December 1955, in con- 
nexion with the question of Admission of new Members, 
the Council considered a joint draft resolution66 sub- 
mitted by the representatives of Brazil and New Zealand 
to recommend the admission of eighteen applicant 
States to the United Nations, and an amendmenV7 
submitted by the representative of China to add the 
names of two States to the list of applicants. 

The President (New Zealand), in explaining that the 
joint draft resolution wotild be put to the vote parti- 
graph by paragraph, declared that the names listed in 
the amendment would be voted upon before those listed 
in the joint draft resolution. 

The representative of the USSR maintained that the 
procedure suggested by the President was incompatible 
with rule 36 which plainly stated that “when an amend- 
ment adds to or deletes from the text of a motion or 
draft resolution, that amendment shall be voted on 
first “. This meant that that amendment was to be 
voted on first in relation to the whole resolution. The 
representative of the USSR requested, therefore, that 
the amendment be put to the vote after the names of 
the eighteen States listed in the joint draft resolution5* 

The President replied that, when a draft resolution 
was put to the vote paragraph by paragraph, rule 36 
required an amendment to be voted on before the para- 
graph to which it related. The representative of the 
USSR then proposed that the President put the names 
listed in the amendment to the vote in the chronological 
order of their applications among the names listed in 

bd For texts of relevant statements see: 
651st meeting: President (Greece), paras. 66, 92; Chile, paras. 79- 

80; Pakistan, para. 107; USSR, paras. 29-30, 71-73. 
6I 651st meeting: para. 108. 
6‘ S 13502. 
“ S 13506. 
ao For texts of relevant statement see: 
704th meeting: provisional record, President (New Zealand), 

pp. 10-X; USSR, p. 11. 
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the draft resolution. The President observed that he After the USSR proposal had been rejected,59 the 
must adhere to his ruling and had no power to alter the President put to the-vote the joint draft resolution and 
arrangement in the draft resolution. The representa- the amendment in the manner ruled/O 
tke of the USSR asked that fA proposal be put to the Lg Xit h meeting: prclLional record, p. 17. 
vote. 

NOTE 

60 i0-U meeting: prcwsional record, pp. 16, 23-21. 

Part VI 

VOTISG (RULE 40) 

H\;k -10 does not set forth &tailed provisions regard- 
ing the mechanics of the vote u the majorities by which 
the decision of the Council should be taken. While 
material regarding certain aspects of the mechanics 
of yoting has already been presented in this chapter, 
the proceedings of the Council regarding the majorities 
by which the various decisions of the Council should 
be taken are included in chapter IV: Voting. 

As indicated in the previous volume of the Repertoire, 
the Council has taken maw decisions without vote, 
and the President has, in <he absence of objections, 
declared the proposal adopted. During the period 
under review, there have been occasions x-hen the con- 
clusions to be drawn in connexion with a question have 
been stated formally by the President without putting 
a proposal to the Council for adoption. Instances of 
this x? to be found in chapter VIII, part II (decisions 
of 31 January 1952, 11 November 1954, 13 January and 
19 April 1955). On one occasion, when a member had 
expressed disagreement with the conclusion stated by 
the President, that fact was noted in the Presidential 
statement of the consensus of the Council.61 

The case included in part VI (Case 25) constitutes an 
application of Article 109 (3) and not of Article 27 which 
has-beell. dealt with in chapter-IV. e . . 

-1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 

AMENDMENT OF RULE 40 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICA- 
TION OF RULE 40 

CASE 25 

from the Secretarv-General addressed to the President 
of the Security &wcil transmitting the test of the 
General Asscmblv rewlution of 21 Sovemlxr 195.3, 
concerning the proposal to call a General Conference 
of the Members of the United Sations for the purpose 
of reviewing the Charter. 

The representatives of Brazil, Iran, the United Iiing- 
dom and the United States submitted the following 
joint draft resolution:63 

“The Security Council, 
‘Windful that -1rticle 109, paragraph 3, of the 

Charter of the United Xations provides that if a 
General Conference of the Members of the United 
Nations for the purpose of reviewing the Charter has 
not been held before the tenth annual session of the 
General Assembly, such a Conference shall be held 
if so decided by a majority vote of the Members of 
the General Assembly and by a vote of any seven 
members of the Security Council, 

“Hauing considered resolution .4/RES/321 adopted 
by the General Assembly on 21 Sovember 1955 in 
which the Assembly decided that a conference to 
review the Charter of the United Sations shall be 
held at an appropriate time, 

“Expresses its concurrence in the .4ssembly’s deci- 
sion, as set forth in resolution A/RES/321 of the 
General .4ssemblv.” J 
After some discussion, the joint draft resolution was 

put to a vote? 

Decision: The joint draft resolution was adopted by 
9 votes in favour to I against (the vote against being that 
of a permaner,t member), lvith one abstention? 

At the 707th meeting on 16 December 1955, the 
agenda included a letter 62 dated 12 December 1955 

” s/3504. 
64 For texts of relevant statements see: 

u 572nd meeting: paras. 33-35.. 
‘* s/3503. 

70ith meeting: provisional record, Belgium, p. 58; C’SSR, 
pp. 51-53; United Kingdom, pp. 46-50; United States, pp. 55-57. 

(6 707th meeting: provisional record, p. 59. 

Part VII 

LANGUAGES (RULES 41-47) 

NOTE been omitted, by way of exception, in order not to 
Rules 42-43 regarding interpretation into the two protract a meeting or to expedite discussion of a ques- 

working languages have been consistently applied during tion (Cases 27, 28). On another occasion, the question 
the period under review, as in the period covered by the arcTe as to whether a meeting could be declared adjour- 
previous volume of the Repertoire. On two occasions neci before the interpretation of the President’s last 
consecutive interpretation into French or English has remarks had been given (Case 26). 
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-1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULES 41-47 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICh 
TION OF RULES 41-47 

Rules 42-43 

CASE 26 

At the 576th meeting on 14 April 1952, in connexion 
with the Tunisian question, the representative of France 
complained that toward the close of the previous meet- 
ing the President (Pakistan) had declared the meeting 
adjourned without having waited for the French inter- 
pretation of his remarks, had brought down the gavel 
and immediately left the Chair. He pointed out that 
the meeting could not have risen before the interpreta- 
tion of the President’s last remarks had been given. 
He further stated: 

“As for the law involved, it is indisputable that the 
consecutive interpretation of a statement is an inte- 
gral part of that statement, that a statement is not 
ended and ‘complete in the legal sense, until its 
consecutive interpretation into the other working 
language has been concluded, and, furthermore, that 
the right of every member of the Council to hear the 
interpretation of a statement, no matter how brief, 
cannot be denied him . . .” 

The President replied: 
C< the Chair held after the last meeting, and 

holds’now, that when it ws announced from the 
Chair that the meeting was adjourned and the Pre- 
sident rapped the gavel the meeting, to all intents 
and purposes, was adjourned. It is too subtle a 
point as to whether the meeting continues for the 
ten seconds during which the words ‘The meeting 
is adjourned’ are translated . . .” 

The representative of France stated: 

“According to what the President has just said, 
it would appear-that the President of the Security 
Council can close a meeting before the interpretation 
of his last speech. I wonder whether that is so; and 
I would ask the members of the Securitv Council if 
that is how they interpret the spirit an& the letter 
of the rules of procedure, since the result would be 
that a meeting could be closed before a delegation, 
which was not acquainted with the language used by 
the President in speaking the words preceding his 

statement that the meeting was closed, had been 
able to understand those words and to decide whether 
or not to oppose the closure . . . 

“Furthermore, . . . the gavel should properly be 
used at the end of the interpretation 3nd not at the 
conclusion of his own remarks. In this wav the 
signal is given for the interpretation cif those remarks, 
and the closure of the meeting indicated at the proper 
time.“6e 

CASE 27 

At the 680th meeting on 10 September 1954, in con- 
nexion with the question of a letter6’ dated 8 Septem- 
ber 1954 from the representative of the United States 
addressed to the President of the Security Council, the 
President (Colombia) indicated th3t, in view of the 
lateness of the hour, he had wnsulted the English- 
speaking and the French-speakir:g representatives who, 
by way of exception only, had agreed to dispense with 
the consecutive interpretations of the statements made 
by the representative of the USSR. The representative 
of France pointed out that the right of interpretation 
belonged equally to the speaker and the listener and 
he, as a listener, was prepared to dispense with r the 
interpretation into French, provided that the represen- 
tative of the USSR, as a speaker, was prepared to do 
likewise. The representative of the USSR replied in 
the affirmative. The same procedure was followed with 
regard to the next statement made by the representative 
of the United States.g8 

CASE 28 

At the 679th meeting on 10 September 1954, the 
President (Colombia) stated that the use of any of the 
official languages other than English or French in the 
Security Council necessitated two consecutive interpre- 
tations-into English and French. Since he was the 
only Spanish-speaking member of the Council, he would 
not unnecessarily lengthen the discussion and would 
confine himself to using one of the two working lan- 
guages. fg 

66 For tests of relevant statements see: 
XGth meeting: President (Pakistan), paras. lS-22; France, 

paras. 5-l 7, 23-2-L 
a 

6’ S /32%7, O.R., 9th year. Srcppl. for July-Sept. 1954, p. 35. 
6B Fbr tests of relevant statements see: 
GSOth meeting: France, para. lC@; USSR, para. 111; United 

States, para. 123. 
6) tii9th meeting: para. 1. 

Part VIII 

PUBLICITY OF MEETIXGS, RECORDS (RULES 48-57) 

NOTE writing, in duplicate, within two working tlavs, to be 
As indicated in the previous volume of the Reperioire, submitted in one of the two working languages@nglish, 

the verbatim records of each meeting are made available French), preftrablv in the s3me 13nguage as the text 
to the representatives on the Securitv Council, as well 
as to the representatives of any other States which 113~ 

to which they refer. These corrections are included, 
in the 3bscnce of any objtzction, in the Oflicial Record 

participated in the meeting, In mimeographed copies of tile meeting which is printed and distributed as soon 
of the record is incorporated a note showing the time as possible after the expiration of the time limit for 
and date of distribution. Corrections are requested in correction. 
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-1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
KMENDMENT OF RULES 48-57 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICA- 
TION OF RULES 48-57 

Rule 53 

CASE 29 

.4t the 576th meeting on 14 April 1952, in connexion 
with the Tunisian question, the representative of France 
complained that, toward the close of the last meeting, 
the President (Pakistan) had declared the meeting 
adjourned without waiting for the interpretation of his 
remarks. Despite the request made by the represen- 
tative of France on a point of order, the President had 
insisted that he was talking to the representative of 
France quite unofficially, as the meeting had already 
risen. The representative of France added: 

“No transcription of the various statements made 
at that point appears in the verbatim record of that 

meeting, as distributed to us; and it does not appear 
because you lodged an objection against its publica- 
tion with the Secretariat. Fortunately, however, 
it was not in your power to suppress the sound record- 
ings; and thanks to them we have been able to recon- 
struct the incident into its various stages. I wish to 
recall them in detail, not only to support my protest 
but also thereby to ensure that an account appears 
in the printed records of the Security Council.” 

The President replied: 
if the representative of France thought that 

the’meiting continued beyond the point at which I 
rapped the gavel he has now amply amended that 
position-to his own satisfaction at least-by reading 
from a recording by the Secretariat of what happened 
during what the Chair still regards as an informal 
discussion after the adjournment of the meeting. . .“‘O 

to For texts of relevant statements see: 
576th meeting: President (Pakistan), para. 22; France, paras. 5- 

10. 
. 

Part IX 

APPENDIX TO PROVISIONAL RULES OF PROCEDURE 

**CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMENDMENT OF THE PROCEDURE 



Chapter II 

AGENDA 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part I 

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

Part II 

THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA 

NOTE 

* 
The provisional agenda, prepared by the Secretary- 

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

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

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

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

CASE 1 

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

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

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

17 
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one subject to propose draft resolutions on another 
subject not yet included in the agenda. 

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

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

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

CASE 2 

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

“Admission of new Members: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

States. hams. 38-40. 43. 

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

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

by the representative of Pakistan was correct? 

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

CASE 3 

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

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

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

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

tan, paras. 17, 20; USSR, paras. 10-15; Secre!?riat, para. 19. 
4 S /Agenda 1657. 
6 Si3172. O.R.. 9th war. SUDD~. for Jan.-kfarch 1954. D. 5. 
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the Council may not put this item on its agenda; but 
at the same time Egypt regards it as urgent.” 

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

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

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

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

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

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

cc 

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

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

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

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

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

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

CASE 3A 

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

letter, 

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

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

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

Part III 

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA (RULE 9) 

NOTE 

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

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

between the case histories 
section C. 

in section A and those in 

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

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

. 
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A. PROCEDURE OF VOTING ON ADOPTION OF 
THE AGENDA 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CASE 4 

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

“The Security Council 

Wccides: 

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

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

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

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

At the 5Slst meeting on 2,5 June 1952, the SecuritL 
Council had before it a new provisional agenda in which 
the question figured as item 4. The representative of 
the United Kingdom having moved the adoption of the 
provisional agenda in its newiform, the President, speak- 
ing as the representative of the USSR, invoked rule 36 
and submitted an amendment26 to the ‘C’nited Kingdom 
proposal as follows: “and simultaneously to irwite a 
representative of the People’s Republic of China and 
a representative of the People’s Democratic Republic 
of Korea to take part in the discussion of this item of 
the agenda”. 

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

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

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

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

objection to the adoption without conditions, which 
the majority could not accept, of the present item4 . .” 

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

“Rule 9 of the rules of procedure of the Security 
Council provides that 6The first item of the provi- 
sional agenda for each meeting of the Security Council 
shall be the adoption of the agenda’. This rule does 
not preclude the submission of amendments to the 
proposal for the adoption of the provisional agenda; 
every delegation is legitimately entitled to submit 
such amendments. 

. 

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

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

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

CASE 5 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CASE 6 

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

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

. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

28. 

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

a revision of his original motion as follows: 

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

“2. That the Council vote second on the question 
whether to inscribe the Soviet Union item; 

“3. That the Council vote third on the question 
whether to conclude its consideration of the New 
Zealand item before taking up the Soviet Union item.” 
The representative of the USSR presented an amend- 

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

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

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

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

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

B. CONSIDERATION OF 

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

CASE 7 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

l 

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

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

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

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

tc 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3 

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

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

CASE 8 

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

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

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

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

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

. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The representative of the United Kingdom stated: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

66 . . . 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

question”. Decision: The Council adopted the ,qenda by 10 votes 

The representative of Chile observed: in favour and 1 against? 

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

CUE 113 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

sion of this item in the agenda. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Order of discussion of item on the agenda 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

21; I*nitetf States, para. ‘LX 
4j G’;?th rneetirlg: para. 25. 
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tion of a request for investigation of alleged bacterial 
warfare. ” 48 

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

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

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

The representative of the United States replied: 

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

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

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

. CASE 12 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The President then put to the vote the United States 
proposal. so 

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

CASE 13 

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

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

The representatives of Belgium, Brazil, Iran and Peru 
agreed with the views expressed by the representative 
of the United Kingdom. 

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

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

The representative of the USSR observed: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The representative of the United States declared: 

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

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

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

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

I agenda the item proposed by the Soviet Union. 

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

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

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

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

‘7 690th meeting: paras, 110-114. 

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

CASE 14 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(6 . . . 

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

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

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

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

CASE 15 
. . 

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

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

The President (USSR) replied: 

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

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

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

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

@I 637th meeting: para. 114. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The representative of China stated: 
cc . -As far as the precedents of the Security Council 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The representative of France observed: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

66 1. The provisional agenda is adopted. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3. Phrahg of items on the agenda 

CASE 16 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. 

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

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

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

a recommen- 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CASE 17 

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

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

CASE 18 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

-- k 

4. Poetponement of consideration of item 

CASE 19 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

could hamper negotiations between the parties concerned. 

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

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

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

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

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

‘* 576th meeting: para. 121. 

These States ask for the inclusion of the ques- 

Decidont The draft resolution submitted by the repre- 

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

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

Council to postpone the consideration of the question 

with 4 absfention~? 

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

Part IV 

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

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

. 

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

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

A. RULE 10 

CASE 20 

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

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

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

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

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

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

CASE 21 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The President declared: 

CASE 22 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. 

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

B. RULE 11 

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

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

Item 
Ffrst iwlusion 
in the agenda 

First entry in 
Summwg Statement 

Last action of the Council 
as of 31 December 1955 

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

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

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

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

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

23rd meeting, 
16 February 1946 

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

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

First inclusion 
in the agenda 

First cntrg in 
Summary Statement 

Last action of the Council 
as of 31 December I955 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement as 
of 31 December 1955 

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

28 February 1950 

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

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

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

--- 
-- w 

and 42 (I)) 

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

14 December 1953 

20. The Egyptian question 

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

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

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

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

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

7 March 1949 

159th meeting 
17 July 1947 

S/425 
18 J uly 1947 

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

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

Item 
F irsi inclusion 

In the agenda 

Applications for mem- 
bership e 

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

Reconsideration ( 
Italy 

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

public 
Portugal 
Romania 
Transjordan 

Ceylon 

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

Republic of Korea 

. 

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

26. The Palestine question 

27. The India-Pakistan ques- 
tion 0 

279th meeting 
10 April 1948 

279th meeting 
10 April 1948 

318th meeting 
11 June 1948 

381th meeting 
15 December 1948 

409th meeting 
15 February 1949 

409th meeting 
15 February 1949 

222nd meeting 
9 December 1947 

226th meeting 
6 January 1948 

First entry in 
Summary Statement 

Las1 aciion of ihe Council 
as of 31 December 1955 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement us 
of 31 December 1955 

See item 62 below 

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

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

s/719 
12 April 1948 

s/719 
12 April 1948 

S/843 
16 June 1948 

S/1184 
12 January 1949 

S/1244 
7 February 1949 

S/1257 
14 February 1949 

S 1623 
12 December 1947 

S/641 
9 January 1948 

Not recommended 
279th meeting, 
10 April 1948 

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

* 10 April 1948 

Not recommended 
351st meeting, 
18 August 1948 

Not recommended 
384th meeting, 
15 December 1948 

Not recommended 
423rd meeting, 
8 April 1949 

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

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

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

- - -  
- *  k 

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

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

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

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

Final entry in 
Summaq Statement as 
of 31 December 1952 

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

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

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

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

First inclusion 
Item in the agendct 

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

First entry in 
Summary Statement 

sj700 

22 March 1948 

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

S 1959 
10 August 1948 

31. The Hyderabad question 357th meeting 
16 September 1948 

s/1010 
22 September 1948 

33. Identic Notifications 
dated 29 September 
1948 

362nd meeting 
5 October 1948 

s/1029 
9 October 1948 

34. Applications for mem- 
bership 

Nepal 423rd meeting 
8 April 1949 

S 11306 
11 April 1949 

Not recommended 
439th meeting, 
1 September 1949 

See item 62 below 

0-0 -- w 

See item 62 below 36. Applications for mem- 
bership 

Reconsideration 1 
Portugal 
Jordan 
Italy 
Finland 
Ireland 
Austria 
Ceylon 

Albania 
Mongolian People’s 

Republic 
Bulgaria 
Roumania 
Hungary 

Reconsideration 
ic;epal 

i 
427th meeting 

f 16 Jllne 1949 
S 11336 

26 July 1949 
Not adopted 

443rd meeting, 
13 September 1949 

\ 

\ 
427th meeting 

16 June 1949 
S/1356 

26 July 1949 
Not adopted 

443th meeting (2 votes) 
15 September 1949 

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

444th meeting 
15 September 1949 

s/13941 
21 September 1933 

IXot adopted 
445th meeting, 
15 September 1949 

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

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

38. International Control of 
Atomic Enere h 

S/l7i4 
7 September 1939 

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

mosa) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

49. Application for member- 
ship 

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

application of Italy 

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

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

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

Consideration of General 
Assembly resolution 
506 (b-1) 

Kew applications for 
membership 

Libya (S 2467) 

Japan (S 2673) 

Viet-Sam (S /2446) 

Laos (S ,‘2706) 

Cambodia (S 12672) 

First inclusion First entry in 
in Zhe agenda Summary Statement 

493rd meeting 
31 August 1950 

s/1774 
7 September 1950 

559th meeting 
1 October 1951 

568th meeting 
18 December 1951 

568th meeting 
18 December 1951 

577th meeting 
18 June 1952 

577th meeting . 
18 June 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

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

S 12364 
2 October 1951 

S/2451 
22 December 1951 

S/2-151 
22 December 1951 

S 126i9 
23 June 1952 

S/2679 
23 June 1952 

S/27iO 
8 September 1952 

S /27iO 
8 September 1952 

S 127’70 
8 September 1952 

S 12770 
8 September 1952 

S 12770 
8 September 1952 

S/2770 
8 September 1952 

Last action of the Council 
as of 31 December 135.5 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement as 
of 31 December 195.5 

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

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

See item 62 below 

Sot recommended 
573rd meeting, -- 
6 February 1952 

Postponed indefinitel) 
569th meeting, 
19 December 1951 

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

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

See item 62 below 

Not recommended 
600th meeting, 
16 September 1952 

Sot recommended 
602nd meeting, 
18 September 1952 

Not recommended 
603rd meeting, 
19 September 1952 

Not recommended 
603rd meeting, 
19 September 1952 

Not recommended 
603rd meeting, 
19 September 1952 

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

Last actton of the Council 
as of 31 December 1955 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement as 
of 31 December 1955 

First inclusion 
in Ihe agenda Item 

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

57 7th mee ting 
18 June 1952 

S/2679 
23 June 1952 

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

581st meeting 
23 June 1952 

S 12687 
1 July 

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

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

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

52. Question of request for 
investigation of alleged 
bacterial Karfare 

1952 

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

612th meeting 
(private) 
11 March 1953 

s 12957 
16 March 

Recommended 
617th meeting 
31 March 1952 

S/2981 
6 April 1953 

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

618 lth meeting 
1 2 August 1 

S 13083 
17 August 1953 

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

953 

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

Japan 631st meeting 
23 November 

s/3149 
8 December 1953 

Recommended 
645th meeting, 
3 December 1953 

Recommended 
645th meeting, 
3 December 1953 

s/3149 
8 December 1953 1953 

641st meeting 
23 November 

s/31 .49 
8 December 

San M&no s/3149 
8 December 1953 

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

672nd meeting 
3 June 1954 

S 13224 
8 June 1954 

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

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

675th meeting 
20 June 1954 

S 13257 
29 June 

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

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

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

677th meeting 
28 July 1954 

S 13277 
2 August 1954 

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

S/32X 
2 August 1954 

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

679th meeting 
10 September 

S 13289 
13 September 1954 

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

1954 

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

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

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

62. Applications for mem- 701st meeting 
bership n 

Reconsideration 
Republic of Korea 
Viet-Nam 

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

Spain 

Reconsideration 
Mongolian People’s 

Republic 
Japan 

10 December 1955 

703rd meeting 
13 December 1955 

’ 701st meeting 
10 December 1955 

701st meeting 
10 December 1955 

’ 701st meeting 
! 
\ 

10 December 1955 

First entry in 
Summary Statement 

Lust action of the Council 
as of 31 December 1955 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement as 
of 31 December 1955 

s 13303 
11 October 1954 

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

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

s 13359 
7 February 1955 

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

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

--- 
-* v 

s 13507 
13 December 1955 

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

13 December 1955 

s 13507 Recommended 
13 December 1955 705th meeting, 

14 December 1955 

S 13507 Recommendeded 
13 December 1955 705th meeting, 

14 December 1955 

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

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

s/3515 
15 December 1955 

S/3515 
15 December 1955 

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

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

Proposal to call a General 
Conference of the Mem- 

First in&s ion 
in the agenda 

707th meeting 
16 December 1955 

First en@ in 
Summary Statement 

Last action of the Council 
as of 31 December 1955 

Final entry in 
Summary Statement a3 
of 31 December 1965 

s/3515 
19 December 

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

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

CASE 23 

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

. 

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

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

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

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

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

Adopted joint draft 
(S/3504) 

resolution s/3515 
19 December 1955 

707th meeting, 
16 De Bcember 1 955 

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

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

The representative of France shared the view expres- 
sed by the representative of the United Kingdom. He 
added: .- 

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

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

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

adoption of the agenda, declared: 

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

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

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

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

statements see: 
para. 27; China, 

, paras. 129430; 
para. 123; France, 
United Kingdom, 
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CASE 24 The representative of the United Kingdom, in oppos- 
ing the motion made bv representative of the USSR 
declared that the latter &rued At the 691st meeting on 14 Februarv 1955, the agenda 

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

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

cc 
. . . I consider that the Security Council cannot 

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

cc th 
something 

at inactive mea 
positive, that 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

at 691st meeting: para. 134. 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

As indicated-in the previous volume of the Repertoire, 
Articles 31 and 32 of the Charter and rules 37 and 39 
of the provisional rules of procedure provide for invita- 
tions to non-members of the Security Council in the 
following circumstances: (1) where a Member of the 
United Nations brings a dispute or a situation to the 
attention of the Security Council in accordance with 
Article 35 (1) (rule 37); (2) where a Member of the United 
Nations, or a State which is not a Member of tile United 
Nations, is a party to a dispute (Article 32); (3) where 
the interests of a Member of the United Nations are 
specially affected (Article 31 and rule 37); and (4) where 
members of the Secretariat or other persons are invited 
to supply information or give other assistance (rule 39). 

The classification of the material relevant to partici- 
pation in the proceedings of the Security Council is 
designed to facilitate the presentation of the varieties 

of practice to which the Council has had recourse. The 
reasons why the material is not entirely arranged within 
a classification derived directly from the texts of Arti- 
cles 31 and 32 and rules 37 and 39, have been set forth 
in the previous volume of the Repertoire. 

Part I comprises summary accounts of the proceed- 
ings wherein proposals to e&end an invitation to par- 
ticipate in the discussion have been made, with special 
emphasis on consideration of the basis on which the 
invitation might be deemed to rest. Part II includes 
discussion relating to the terms and provisions of Arti- 
cle 32. Part III is concerned with procedures relating 
to the participation of invited representatives once the 
Council has decided to extend an invitation, and with 
business of the Council in connexion with which it has 
been deemed inappropriate to extend invitations to 
participate. 

Part I 

BASIS OF INVITATIONS TO PARTICIPATE 

NOTE 

Part I includes all cases in which proposals to extend 
an invitation to participate in the discussion have been 
put forward in the Security Council. The general 
features of each case are shown, together with the deci- 
sions of the Council and the main positions taken in the 
course of debate. The instances are grouped to dis- 
tinguish between invitations to persons invited in an 
individual capacity in section A; invitations to repre- 
sentatives of subsidiary organs or other United Nations 
organs in section B; invitations to Members of the 

* United Nations in section C; ;ind invitations to non- 
member States, together with rather invitations, in sec- 
tion D. The grouping is so arranged in order to bring 
together in section D a range of invitations within which 
the Official Records reveal no clear distinctions based 
on differentiation of status. 

IN THE CASE OFMEMBERS OFTHE UNITED NATIONS 

The arrangement of section C is derived from rule 37 
of the provisional rules of procedure which provides 
for extension of an invitation when the Security Council 
considers that the interests of a Member are specially 
affected (Article 31), or when a Member brings a matter 
to the attention of the Council under Article 35 (1). 

Section C.1.a covers the occasions on which Members 
submitting matters in accordance with Article 35 (1) 
have been invited to participate without vote in the 
discussion. During the period under review, there have 
been no instances of submission of matters falling out- 
side the provisions of Article 35 (1). In none of the 
instances classified in section C.l .a was Article 31 

referred to in the submission by the party or in the deci- 
sion by the Council. Rule 37 was invoked in only one 
instance and the invitation was extended under the 
same rule. l In another case, the invitation to the 
complainant State referred explicitly to Article 32Y 
In connexion with the Palestine question and with the 
Guatemalan question, invitations were extended to 
more than one Member.” Only the invitation to the 
complainant State has been recorded in section C.l.a, 
while the invitations to the other States involved are 
found in section C.2. In two cases involving complaints 
and counter-complaints, invitations were extended to 
both complainant States. * 

Section ‘C.2 includes instances of invitation, under 
.4rticle 31, and one instance of an invitation under 
Article 32 (Case 13), to a Member of the United Kations 
to participate in the discussion of a question when the 
interests of that Member were considered by the Council 
to be specially affected. In extending these invitatkJns 

the Council has made no distinction as to whether ‘the 
complaint involved a dispute within the meaning of 
Article 32, or a situation, or a matter not of such nature. 
Section C.2, therefore, also includes all cases of invita- 
tions to alember States against which a complaint was 
brought before the Council. In five of the seven cases 
invitations were extended to one 11ember,5 and in two 
instances to two Member States? 

l Case 5. 
t Case 6. 
S Cases 2, 4, 3, 6 and 7. 
4 Cases 3 and 4. 
4 Cases 10, 11, 12, 13 and 15. 
a Cases 14 and 16. 
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Section C.3 includes two instances of invitations 
denied to Members who had brought a matter to the 
attention of the Security Council in accordance with 
Article 35 (1). In both cases discussion of the invita- 
tions took place at the stage of consideration of the 
provisional agenda. In one case the basis of the pro- 
posal to invite was, in accordance with the terms of the 
request from the sponsors of the complaint, the right 
of reply to remarks made about them by the represen- 
tative of a member of the Council during the procedural 
debate on the item? In the second case the proposal 
was to invite the sponsors of the complaint to participate 
in the discussion of the inclusion of the item in the 
agenda. The proposal was ‘rested on rule 37 which 
was interpreted as authorizing an invitation to partici- 
pate in clarifying the scope of the item to the Council 
and the reasons why its inclusion in the agenda was 
appropriate. 8 The bases for the denials of the invita- 
tions in the two instances mentioned are to be distin- 
guished from a presidential ruling dealt with in part II, 
section C below,@ that the Council was not engaged in a 
discussion within the meaning of Article 32 and rule 37. 
Comparison may also be made with the instance’* of 
denial of an invitation set forth in section D.4 wherein 
the proposal to invite was made at the stage of conside- 
ration of the provisional agenda, but was voted upon 
only after the agenda had been adopted. 

IN THE CASE OF NON-MEMBER STATES AND OTHER INVI- 

TATIONS 

Article 32 provides for the invitation of any non- 
member State when it is a party to a dispute under 
consideration by the Council. Section D includes an 
invitation extended under Article 32 to a non-member 
State party to a dispute. Section D also includes an 
invitation which was extended without the invocation 
of Article 32 or rule 39. In section D.4 is entered an 
instance in which a proposal to invite was rejected by 
the Council. 

The discussion bearing on the text of Article 32 is 
presented separately in part II. The significance of 
Article 31 in the practice of the Council is fully represen- 
ted by the decisions recorded in the case histories of 
part I. 

+*A. IN THE CASE OF PERSONS INVITED IN 
AN INDIVIDUAL CAPACITY 

B. IN THE CASE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF 
UNITED NATIONS ORGANS OR SUBSIDIARY 
ORGANS 

CASE 1 

On the following occasions the Security Council 
invited the Chairman, the Rapporteur, or members of 
one of its subsidiary organs to the table in order that 
they might give anv information which the Council 
might require when Considering a report from the sub- 
sidiary organ: 

1 Case 18. 
o Case 19. 
@ Cases 23 and 28. , 
lo Case 22. 

1. Committee of Experts of the Security Council 

At the 645th meeting on 3 December 195311 

2. Chief of Staff, Truce Supervision Organization in 
Palestine 

At the 630th meeting on 27 October 195312 

At the 632nd meeting on 29 October 195313 
At the 635th meeting on 9 November 195314 
At the 636th meeting on 10 November 1953’5 
At the 637th meeting on 12 November 195316 
At the 638th meeting on 16 November 195317 

At the 639th meeting on 18 November 195318 
At the 640th meeting on 20 November 1953” 
At the 642nd meeting on 24 November 195320 
At the 643rd meeting on 25 November 195321 
At the 645th meeting on 3 December 195322 
At the 646th meeting on 11 December 195323 
At the 648th meeting on 16 December 195324 
At the 649th meeting on 17 December 195325 
At the 650th meeting on 18 December 195326 

At the 651st meet@ on 21 December 1953*7-, 
At the 652nd meeting on 22 December 1953w 
At the 653rd meeting on 22 December 1953s 
At the 693rd meeting on 17 March 195530 
At the 694th meeting on 23 March 1955u 
At the 695th.meeting on 29 March 195582 
At the 696th meeting on 30 March 195583 

3. The United Nations representative for India and 
Pakistan 

At the 570th meeting on 17 January 195234 
At the 571st meeting on 30 January 195235 
At the 572nd meeting on 31 January 195236 
At the 605th meeting on 10 October 195287 

. 
11 645th mesting: para. 5. 
l* 630th meeting: preceding para. 2. 
1s 632nd meeting: preceding para. 1. 
14 635th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
1‘ 636th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
10 637th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
1’ 638th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
18 639th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
I@ 640th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
10 642nd meeting: preceding pka. 3. 
*l 643rd meeting: preceding para. 1. 
** 645th meeting: preceding para. 15. 
18 646th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
*( 648th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
*l 649th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
‘0 650th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
*’ 651st meeting: preceding para. 1. 
** 652nd meeting: preceding para. 1. 
*@ 653rd meeting: preceding para. 1. 
10 693rd meeting: preceding para. 18. 
81 694th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
** 695th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
$a 696th meeting: preceding para. 1. 
*a 570th meeting: preceding para. 18. 
)‘ 571st meeting: preceding para. 5. 
8@ 572nd meeting: preceding para. 1. 
*‘I 605th meeting: preceding para. 5. 
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C. IN THE CASE OF MEMBERS OF THE UNITED 
NATIONS 

1. InVi ta tion when the hlem her brought 
atten tion of the Security Council 

a. A matter in accordance with Article 35 ( 1) of the 
Chartel 

CASE 2 

At the 629th meeting on 27 October 1953, in con- 
nexion nith the Palestine question, the Security Council 
considered a complaint by Syria against Israel concern- 
ing work on the west bank of the River Jordan in the 
demilitarized zone. The President (Denmark) stated 
that as the complaint had been raised by Syria, he 
would invite the representative of Syria to the Council 
table. 3s 

Decision: The President invited, without objection, the 
representative of Syria to the Council table. 39 

CASE 3 

CASE 6 

At. the 673th meeting on 20 June 1951, in connexion 
with the Guatcm;~lan clutstion, the Security Council 
had on its agenda a cal)legranl,44 dated 19 *June 1953, 
from the Minister for Esttrnal Relations of Guatemala, 
requesting the Council, under Articltzs 31, 35 and 39, 
to take the necessarF7 measures to prcvcnt the disrup- 
tion of peace and international sccuritv in that part of 
Central America and, also, t6 put a st;l’ to the aggres- 
sion in progress against Guatemala. 

Decision: The President (United States), invoking 
Article 32, invited, without objection, the representative of 
Guatemala to the Council table.45 

CASE 7 

At the 682nd meeting on 14 October 1954, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the Security Council 
considered a complaint by Israel against Egypt concern- 
ing restrictions on the passage of ships through the Suez 
Canal. 

At the 658th meeting on 5 February 1951, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the Security Council had 

Decision: The President (Denmark) invited, without 

on its agenda two complaints brought respectively by 
objection, the representative of Israel to the Council table. 46 . L -- k 

Israel and Egypt, which were to be considered con- 
secutivelv. c 

CASE 8 

Decision: The President (New Zealand) invited, with- 
out objection, the representatives of Israel and Egypt to 
the Council table. *O 

CASE 4 

At the 670th meeting on 4 May 1954, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the agenda contained items 
in which complaints were made by Lebanon, on behalf 
of the Hashemite Kingdom of the Jordan, against Israel 
(item a) and by Israel against Jordan (item b). The 
President (United Kingdom) proposed to invite the 
representative of Israel to the Council table. 

. 
Decision: The proposal of the President (United King- 

dom) was accepted, without vote, and the representative of 
Israel took his seat at the Council table? 

At the 692nd meeting on 4 March 1955, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the Council considered 
complaints by Egypt against Israel and by Israel 
against Egypt concerning incidents in the Gaza area? 

Decision: The President (Turkey) invited, without 
objection, the representatives of Egypt and Israel to the 
Council table. 48 

CASE 9 

At the 697th meeting on 7 April 1955, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the Council considered a 
complaint by Israel against Egypt concerning attacks 
by Egyptian armed forces.dg 

Decision: The President (USSR) invited, without 
objection, the representative of Israel to the Council table? 

CASE 5 l *b. A matter not being either a dispute or a situation 

At the 672nd meeting on 3 June 1954, in connexion 
with the Thailand question, the Security Council con- 

2. Intitatiom when the intereete of a Member were 

sidered the letter dated 29 May 1954,** from the repre- 
comidered specially affected 

sentative of Thailand, bringing to the attention of the 
Council, under Article 35 (l), a situation in Thailand CASE 10 

and requesting the Council, under rule 37, for permission 
to participate in the discussion of the question. 

At the 50th meeting on 17 January 1952, in con- 
- nexion with the India-Pakistan question, the Security 

Decision: The President (United States) invited, with- 
out objection, the representative of Thailand to the Council 44 S ,X32, O.R., 9th year, . Suppl. for April-June 195d, pp. U-13. 

table. d3 
4i 673th meeting: para. 2. For invitation to Honduras and 

Xcaraguz, see Case 1-I. 

*a 629th meeting: para. 1. 
‘a 662nd meeting: paras. 1, 7. For invitation to Egypt, see 

Case 15. 
I0 629th meeting: para. 1. For invitation to Israel, see Case 12. 
4o 658th meeting: para. 1. 

u S/3365, S ‘3367, S/3368, 0. R., 10th year, Suppl. for Jan.- 

*l 670th meeting: paras. 74, 82. For incitation to Jordan, 
March 195.5, pp. 32-34. 

*’ 692nd meeting: para. 6. See also Case 16. 
see Case 20. 

‘* S/3220, 0. R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 195-1, p, 10. 
4s 672nd meeting: para. 21. 

(@ S/3376, O.R., 10th year, Suppl. for Jan.-March 1955, pp. 94-95. 
S ‘3385, S133S6, O.R., 10th year, Suppl. for April-June 1955, pp. l-4. 

6o 697th meeting: para. 3. See also Case 17. 
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Council considered the second interim reports1 of the 
United Nations representative for India and Pakistan. 

Decision: The President 
objection, the representative of 

CASE 

(France) invited, without 
India to the Council table. b3 

11 

At the 605th meeting on 10 October 1952, in con- 
nexion with the India-Pakistan question, the Security 
Council considered the fourth interim reportb3 of the 
United Nations representative for India and Pakistan. 

Decision: The President (Chile) invited, without objec- 
tion, the representative of India to the Council table.64 

CASE 12 

At the 629th meeting on 27 October 1953, in con: 
nexion with the Palestine question, with special reference 
to a complaint by Syria against Israel concerning work 
on the west bank of the River Jordan in the demili- 
tarized zone, the Security Council considered the letterb5 
dated 26 October 1953 from the representative of Israel 
requesting permission to participate in the discussion 
regarding the item. 

Decision: The President (Denmark) invited, without 
objection, the representative of Israel to the Council table? 

CASE 13 

At the 630th meeting on 27 October 1953, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the Security Council 
considered the letter dated 21 October 1953,67 from the 
representative of Israel requesting permission to take 
part in the discussions of the Council regarding the item 
on the agenda. 

Decision: The President (Denmark) invited, without 
objection, the representative of Israel to the Council table? 

CASE 14 

At the 675th meeting on 20 June 1954, in connexion 
with the Guatemalan question, the Security Council 
had on its agenda a cablegram,69 dated 19 June 1954, 
from the Minister for External Relations of Guatemala. 

De&ion: The President (United States), invoking 
Article 32, invited, without objection, the representatives 
of Honduras and Nicaragua to the Council table.*0 

CASE 15 

At the 682nd meeting on 14 October 1954, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the Security Council 

51 S/2448, O.R., 7th year, Special Suppl. So. 1. 
I2 570th meeting: preceding para. 18. 
6s S/2783 and Corr.1, O.R., 7th year, Special Suppl. Xo. 2, 

pp. 19-48. 
*’ 605th meeting: para. 4. 
6L S/3123. 
)@ 629th meeting: para. 2. For invitation to Syria, see Case 2. 
I7 S/3118. 
I* 630th meeting: para. 2. 
I@ S/3232, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 1954, pp. 11-13. 
O” 675th meeting: para. 2. For invitation to Guatemala, see 

Case 6. 

considered a complaint by Israel against Egypt concern- 
ing restrictions on the passage of ships through the Suez 
Canal. 

Decision: The President (Denmark) invited, without 
objection, the representative of Egypt to the Council table. 61 

CASE 16 

At the 692nd meeting on 4 March 1955, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the Security Council con- 
sidered complaints by Egypt against Israel and by 
Israel against Egypt concerning incidents in the Gaza 
area. 62 

Decision: The President (Turkey) invited, without 
objection, the representatives of Egypt and Israel to the 
Council table. 63 

CASE 17 

At the 697th meeting on 6 April 1955, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the Council considered a 
complaint by Israel against Egypt concerning attacks 
by Egyptian armed forces.u4 

Decision: The President (USSR) invited, without 
objection, the representafive of Egypt to #he Gouncil table? 0-0 -* w 

3. Invitation3 denied 

CASE 18 

At the 574th meeting on 4 April 1952, the provisional 
agenda included letters, 66 dated 2 April 1952, from the 
representatives of eleven Asian-African Member States, 
bringing, under Article 35 (l), the situation in Tunisia 
to the attention of the Council. Nine of the represen- 
tatives requested permission, under rule 37, to partici- 
pate in the discussion.*7 

At the 575th meeting on 10 April 1952, the President 
(Pakistan) informed the Council that he had received 
letters from the representatives of ten of the eleven 
Member States which had brought the question to the 
attention of the Council, rejecting the allegations made 
by the representative of France, during the discussion 
on the adoption of the agenda at the 574th meeting on 
4 April 1952, concerning the intentions and motives of 
the delegations which had sponsored the Tunisian case, 
and that all had expressed the hope that the Council 
would provide them with a suitable opportunity to 
reply to those charges.a8 As the representative of 
Pakistan, he proposed that the Council, before coming 
to any decision on the item, should invite the ten Mem- 

01 682nd meeting: paras. 1, 7. For invitation to Israel, see 
Case 7. 

8a S/3365, S/3367, S/3368, O.R., 10th year, Suppl. for Jan.- 
March 1955, pp. 32-34. 

@a 692nd meeting: para. 6. See also Case 8. 
I4 S/3376, O.R., 10th year, Suppl. for Jan,-..Varch 1955, pp. 94-95. 

S/3385, S/3386, O.R., 10th year, Suppl. for April-June 1955, 
pp. l-4. 

8s 697th meeting: para. 3. See also Case 9. 
O” Of the eleven Member States, Pakistan was a member of the 

Security Council. 
at For consideration of the question of invitation in relation 

to the inclusion of the item in the agenda, see chapter II, Agenda, 
Case 7. 

a* 575th meeting: para. 1. 
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ber States to come to the table and “exercise their moral should be allowed, but on the ground that the reprcsen- 
right of reply to the allegations made against them by tative of France had made allegations against their good 
the representative of France”. *g faith and sense of responsibility as Members of the 

At the 576th meeting on 1:i April 1952, the delegation United Nations. 

of Pakistan submitted a draft resolution which read, 
in part, as follows:70 

The representative of the Netherlands was of the 
opinion that the adoption of the draft resolution sub- 

“The Security Council, mitted by Pakistan, and the participation of the ten 
66 Member States in the debate before a decision had been 

“Noting the subsequent communications addressed 
by the above-mentioned representatives to the Pre- 
sident of the Security Council which were read out to 
the Council by the President in the 575th meeting 
of the Councilheld on 10 April 1952, 

“Decides to invite those of the above-mentioned 
representatives who have expressed the hope that the 
Council will provide them with a suitable opportunity 
to answer certain remarks made about them bv the 
representative of France in the 57-M meeting of the 
Council held on 4 April 1952, to take part in the pro- 
ceedings of the Council for that purpose.” 
In reply to possible contentions that the request 

would be inadmissible if the item were not included in 
the agenda, the representative of Pakistan stated that 
the remarks to which the ten delegations had taken 
exception had been made by the representative of 
France during the course of the procedural debate, and 
that, therefore, it was only in the procedural debate 
that these ten delegations could be invited to the 
Council table “for the strict purpose of exercising their 
moral inalienable right of reply”? 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated 
that though the rules of procedure of various United 
Nations organs contained provisions dealing with the 
right of reply, none of these was applicable to the present 
case and there was no corresponding rule for the Secu- 
rity Council. The first move in the exchange of reply 
and counter-reply had been made by the eleven Member 
States in their letters addressed to the Council, and the 
representative of France, in his statement before the 
Council, had himself exercised the right of reply. Irres- 
pective of the question of the inclusion of the item in 

. 

hinder direct reached on the provisional agenda, would 
discussions between the parties concerned. 

The representative of Chile maintained that the rules 
of procedure would allojv the Security Council, even 
during the procedural debate, to invite the represen- 
tatives of the ten Member States to the Council table. 

The representative of the USSR observed that there 
was nothing in the rules of procedure which would 
prevent the ten Member States from being heard during 
the procedural debate. The Council was not entitled 
to deprive the ten Member States of the opportunitv 
to state their views on the attacks made against the& 
by the representative of France. 

The representative of China, while reserving the atti- 
tude of his delegation on the applicability of rule 37, 
supported the draft resolution submitted by Pakistan 
and maintained that the ten applicant States shouI?i%e 
given an opportunity to replv on grounds of equity? ” 

Decision: At the 576th meeting on 14 April 1952, the 
draft resolution submitted by Pakistan was rejected by 
5 votes in favour, to 2 against with 4 abstentions.73 

CASE 19 

the agenda, however, the process of exchange of replies 
could not continue indefinitely. This was in fact a case 
in which the Council ought to adhere to its normal 
practice, for it would seem quite wrong to adopt some 
device which would in fact enable a debate to be con- 
tinued on a subject which the Council as a whole did not 
consider suitable for inclusion in its agenda. 

At the 619th meeting on 26 August 1953, the provi- 
sional agenda included a letter,71 dated 21 August 1953, 
from the representatives of fifteen Member States 
requesting, under Article 35 (l), an urgent meeting of 
the Council to investigate the “international friction” 
in Morocco. In another communication,75 thirteen 
sponsors of the complaint, who were not already mem- 
bers of the Council, requested, under rule 37 of the 
provisional rules of procedure, permission to participate 
in the discussion of the inscription of the item in the 
agenda. Two proposals were made in support of this 
request: one by the representative of Pakistan to invite 
the thirteen Member States, and the second by the 
representative of Lebanon to invite the Member States 
in question to appoint two representatives to make a 
brief statement on their behalf before the Council.7s 
The second proposal was amended by the representative 
of Greece to read: “The Securitv Council would agree 
to listen to the representatives if thev so requested”.77 rr 

‘* For texti of relevant statements see: 
373th mectiq President (Pakistan), paras. 1, ‘i2, 119: 
5Xth meeting: President (Pakistan), paras. 1, 43-11, 72-81.: 

Brazil, paras 53-S; Chile, paras. 66-70; China, paras. 98-102; 
Netherlands, paras. 3S, 65: CSSR, par:\s. 93-94; United Kingdom, 
paras. 48-52. 

73 5Xth meeting: parx 1X3. 
74 S/3085, OX., 8th ytw, Suppi. for July-Sept. 13.53, p. 51. 
's S/3088, O.R., 8th y ear, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1953, pp. 51-52. 
‘0 619th meeting: para. 65. 
7’ For texts of relevant statements see: 
621th meeting: President (Colombia), paras. 35, 40; Greece, 

para. 42; Lebanon, para. 43. 

The President, speaking as the representative of 
Pakistan, observed that the representative of the United 
Kingdom had not argued that an invitation to the ten 
Member States to participate in the procedural debate 
would contravene the rules of procedure. He main- 
tained that the Council was the master of its own rules 
of procedure and could, under rule 37, take such a deci- 
sion. The ten Member States had made a request to 
be heard not because the representative of France had 
touched upon the substance of the complaint during 
the procedural debate, for in such matters much latitude 

a@ 575th meeting: para. 119. 
‘O S/2598, 576th meeting: paras. 3, 103. 
71 576th meeting: para. 4-i. 
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Decision: The proposal submitted by the representative 
of Pakistan was rejected by 4 votes in iavour, to 5 against, 
with 2 abstentions. 78 The proposal submitted by the 
representative of Lebanon, as amended, was rejected by 
5 votes in favour, to 5 against, with I abstention.70 

D. IN THE CASE OF NON-MEMBER STATES 
AND OTHER INVITATIONS 

1. Invitation expressly under Article 32 

CASE 20 

At the 670th meeting on 4 May 1954, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the agenda contained items 
in which complaints were made by Lebanon, on behalf 
of the Hashemite Kingdom of the Jordan, against Israel 
(item a) and by Israel against Jordan (item b). The 
President (United Kingdom) proposed to invite the 
representative of Jordan to the Council table. 

Decision: The proposal of the President was accepted 
without vote and the representative of Jordan took his seat 
at the Council table. 80 

**2. Invitations expresely under rule 39 of the 
provisional rules of procedure 

3. Invitation not expressly under Article 32 or 
rule 39 

CASE 21 

. 

At the 689th meeting on 31 January 1955, the provi- 
sional agenda included: as item 2, letter dated 28 Jan- 
uary 1955, from the representative of New Zealand 
concerning the question of hostilities in the area of cer- 
tain islands off the coast of the mainland of China; and, 
as item 3, letter dated 30 January 1955, from the repre- 
sentative of the USSR concerning the question of acts 
of aggression by the United States of America against 
the People’s Republic of China in the area of Taiwan 
(Formosa) and other islands of China. 

By letter dated 31 January 1955, addressed to the 
President of the Council, the representative of the 
USSR transmitted a draft resolution which read as 
follows: 81 

“The Security CounciZ 

“Decides to invite a representative of the Central 
People’s Government of the People’s Republic of 
China to attend the meetings of the Security Council 
in order to participate in the discussion of the item 
‘United States acts of aggression against the People’s 
Republic of China in the area of Taiwan and other 
islands of China’.” 

At the same meeting, the representative of New 
Zealand stated that, once the Council had adopted its 
agenda, he would propose that an invitation be extended 

‘a 624th meeting: para. 39. 
‘@ 624th meeting: para. 44. For the discussion of the proposals, 

see in this chapter, Case 36. 
*O 670th meeting: paras. 74, 82. For invitation to Israel, see 

Case 4. 
‘I S/3356,0. R., 10th gear, Suppl. for Jan.-March 1955, pp. 28-29. 

to the Central People’s Government of the People’s 
Republic of China to send a representative to participate 
in the discussion of the item submitted by New Zealand. 

At the 690th meeting on 31 January 1955, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom stated that the Council 
should include both items in the agenda. In that case, 
he would propose that the Council give prior considera- 
tion to the item submitted by New Zealand and reach 
a conclusion on it before taking up the item submitted 
by the USSR. He agreed with the representative of 
New Zealand concerning the extension of an invitation 
to the People’s Republic of China. 

The representative of the USSR proposed that the 
Council consider first the item submitted by the USSR 
and, in that connexion, he referred to the draft resolu- 
tion submitted by his delegation to invite a represen- 
tative of the People’s Repubhc of China to participate 
in the discussion of the item. 

At the 690th meeting, the item submitted by New 
Zealand was included in the agenda by 9 votes in favour, 
to 1 against with 1 abstention. The item submitted 
by the USSR was included in the agenda by 10 votes 
in favour to 1 against. The proposal to consider first 
the item submitted by the USSR was rejected b 1 vote 
in favour to 10 against. Then the Council- 3 ecided, 
by 10 votes in favour to 1 against, to conclude its con- 
sideration of the item submitted by New Zealand before 
taking up the USSR item.82 

After the adoption of the agenda, the President, 
speaking as the representative of New Zealand, pro- 
posed that the Council invite a representative of the 
Central People’s Government of the People’s Republic 
of China to participate in the discussion of the item 
submitted by New Zealand, and that the Secretary- 
General be requested to convey this invitation to that 
Government. This proposal was supported by the 
representatives of France and the United States and 
opposed by the representative of China.83 

Decision: At the 690th meeting, the proposal of the 
representative of New Zealand that the Council invite a 
representative of the People’s Republic of China to par- 
ticipate in the discussion of the item submitted by New 
Zealand and that the Secretary-General be requested to 
convey that invitation to that Government, was adopted 
by 9 votes in favour to 1 against with 1 abstention.84 

4. Invitation denied 

CASE 22 

At the 581st meeting on 25 June 1952, after the Coun- 
cil had included in its agenda the item, “Question of a 
request for investigation of alleged bacterial warfare”, 
submitted by the United States, the President, as the 

8’ 690th meeting: paras. 110-114. 
** For texts of relevant statements see: 
689th meeting: President (biew Zealand), paras. 38-39. 
690th meeting: President (Xew Zealand), paras. 115-116, 143, 

147; China, paras. 127-131; France, paras. 122-124; USSR, 
paras. 70-71, 132-134; United Kingdom, paras. 26-27, 34-35; 
United States, paras. 140-142. 

‘4 690th meeting: paras. 143, 147. 



Part II. Consideration of Article 32 51 -P-P_-_ 

representative of the USSR, submitted the following The President replied that, in view of the remarks 
draft resolution: 85 made by the representative of Chile that the USSR 

“The Securify Council 
“Decides: 
“To invite to the meetings of the Security Council 

at which the question submitted by the delegation 
of the United States of America is discussed represen- 
tatives of the People’s Republic of China and a repre- 
sentative of the People’s Democratic Republic of 
Korea.” 

He considered that the Council had on previous occa- 
sions decided to invite representatives to take part in 
the discussion of certain items before that discussion 
had in fact begun. That was all the more necessary 

proposal should not be put to the vote until the item 
to which it related was taken up by the Council, he 
would not press for a vote at that time? 

At the 584th meeting on 1 Julv 1952, after the Council 
had adopted the United Stat& proposal to consider 
first item 3 on the agenda, namely, “Question of a 
request for investigation of alleged bacterial warfare”, 
the representative of the USSR declared that the Council, 
before discussing the substance of the item submitted 
by the United States, should consider and put to the 
vote the draft resolution which the USSR delegation 
had submitted at the 5&t meeting?’ 

in the present case because of the great distances in- 

proposed that its draft resolution be put to the” vote 
volved. On these considerations the Soviet delegation 

immediately. 
The representative of Chile observed that while the 

Council had on occasions decided to extend an invitation 
before entering into actual discussion of the item in 
question, it had never done so when that item was not 
under consideration. 

** S/2674/Rev.l, 581st meeting: para. 53, note 1. 

USSR draft resolution was rejected by I vote in favour 
Decision: At the 585th meeting on I July 1952, the 

to 10 against? 

Ia For texts of relevant statements see: 
381st meeting: President (USSR), paras. 32-34, 60-62, 72; Chile, 

para 6-i 
*’ ‘Fo; consideration of proceedings at the 584th and 585th meet- 

ings, see Case 26. .- -*- 
8s 585th meeting: para. 58. * -- b 

Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE TERMS AND PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 32 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE CASE 23 
Part II presents separately discussion which has 

taken place in the Council relating to the terms of Arti- 
cle 32,-which provide the separate headings of this part 
of the chapter. In section C is set forth an occasion on 
which the Council considered whether it was engaged 
in “discussion” within the meaning of Article 32 and 
rule 37. Section D.l includes an instance in which 
the question arose, for the first time, of the conditions 
to be laid down for the participation of a non-member 
State on whose behalf a Member State had brought a 
complaint to the Council.8g The Official Records relat- 
ing to this case contain a review, by the President of 
the Council, of the historical development of the question 
of invitation to non-member States as well as a discus- 
sion of possible alternatives available to the Council, 
under Article 32 or 35 (Z), for laying down requisite 
conditions for the participation of a non-member State 
in such a case. 

+*A. “ANY MEMBER OF THE UNITED NATIONS 
WHICH IS NOT A MEMBER OF THE SE&JR- 
ITY COUNCIL OR ANY STATE WHICH IS 
NOT A MELMBER OF THE UNITED NA- 
TIONS . . .” 

l *B. “. . . IF IT IS A PARTY TO A DISPUTE 
UNDER CONSIDERATION BY THE SECUR- 
ITY COUNCIL . . .” 

c. “... SHALL BE INVITED TO PARTICIPATE, 
WITHOUT VOTE, IN THE DISCUSSION 
RELATING TO THE DISPUTE.” 

At the 6’76th meeting on 25 June 1954, the Security 
Council had on its provisional agenda communications 
dated 19 and 22 June 1954w from the Government of 
Guatemala, bringing to the attention of the Council, 
under Articles 34, 35 and 39, “the aggression in progress 
against Guatemala” and requesting an urgent meeting 
of the Council. 

The representative of Brazil, opposing the inclusion 
of the item on the agenda, stated that the Council 
should not proceed with the discussion of the question 
and should wait for the report of the committee of 
inquiry which was being established by the Inter- 
American Peace Committee for the purpose of proceed- 
ing to Guatemala in order to obtain the necessary infor- 
mation. 

The representative of the USSR declared that the 
representative of Brazil had already entered into the 
substantive discussion of the question before the Coun- 
cil had adopted its agenda. He maintained that, there- 
fore, it was the dutv of the Council, under Article 32, rr 
to invite the re prese ntative of Guatemala to participate 
in the discussion. He submitted a proposal to this 
effect and urged that the Council should not take a 
decision on the postponement of t.he consideration of 
the question without the participation of the represen- 
tativk of Guatemala. 

a0 Case 24. 
O” S 13232, S ,(32-U, 0. R., 9th year, Suppl. for April- June 19%, 

pp. 11-13, 14-E. 
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The President (United States) maintained that the 
statement made by the representative of Brazil was 
within the limitations imposed by the fact that the 
Council was discussing the adoption of the agenda, and 
that, in accordance with the established practice, it was 
not customary to invite non-members of the Council 
to come to the Council table until the agenda had been 
adopted. 

The representative of the USSR challenged the Pre- 
sident’s ruling. 

The President replied: 
tt The ruling is that the Security Council is not 

i&livid in a discussion relating to the dispute within 
the meaning of Article 32 and rule 37 of the rules of 
procedure until the agenda is adopted. The repre- 
sentative of the Soviet Union has challenged the 
ruling of the President . . .“Ql 

Decision: The President put the challenge ;I) his ruling 
to the vote. There was 1 vote in favour, to 70 against. 

President’s ruling was maintained.g2 The 

D. “THE SECURITY COUNCIL SHALL LAY DOWN 
SUCH CONDITIOXS AS XT DEEMS JUST FOR 
THE PARTICIPATION OF A STATE WHICH 
IS NOT A MEMBER OF THE UNITED NA- 
TIOXS.” 

CASE 24 

. 

At the 670th meeting on 4 May 1954, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the Council considered 
complaints submitted by Lebanon on behalf of the 
Hashemite Kingdom of the Jordan* against Israel* and 
by Israel against Jordan.93 After the President (United 
Kingdom) had invited the representatives of Israel and 
JordanQ4 to participate in the discussion and the repre- 
sentative of Jordan had been heard, the representative 
of Israel inquired whether the Security Council, in invit- 
ing the representative of Jordan for the purpose of 
presenting a complaint against Israel, had satisfied 
itself that the Government of Jordan would accept in 
advance the obligations of pacific settlement envisaged 
in the Charter. He recalled that at the 51 lth meeting 
on 16 October 1950, when Jordan had brought a com- 
plaint against Israel, the President of the Council had 

@l For texts of relevant statements see: 
676th meeting: President (Cnited States), paras. 32-34, 61, 63; 

Brazil, paras. 7, 12, 15-16, 19, 27; USSR, paras. 31, 45-49, 57-58, 
60. 

O2 676th meeting: para. 63. 
OS S/3180, S/3180/Add.l and 2, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for Jan.- 

March 1954, pp. 8-22. 
S/3195, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 1954, p. 1. 
@’ For invitation to Israel and Jordan, see Cases 4 and 20. 

stated that an appropriate document had been filed bl 
Jordan, in conformitv with .%rticles 32 and 35 (2), under- 
taking the obligatiohs of pacific settlement, and that 
the filing of such a document was an indispensable con- 
dition for the admission of a complaint by Jordan against 
Israel. The representative of Israel requested, and 
subsequently repeated that request in a letter, dated 
5 May 1954, addressed to the President of the Council,Q” 
that the representative of Jordan should be invited to 
fulfil the conditions referred to in Article 35 (2). 

At the 671st meeting on 12 May 1954, the President 
(United Kingdom) stated that, before inviting the 
representatives of Israel and Jordan to the table, the 
Council should consider the request made by the repre- 
sentative of Israel. He observed that the Council had 
not previously dealt with a complaint brought to its 
attention by a Member State on behalf of a non-member 
Government. He enumerated a number of instances 
wherein non-member States had volunteered or had 
been invited to assume obligations under Article 35 (2) 
because they had either brought disputes to the atten- 
tion of the Council or had been parties to disputes under 
consideration by the Council. The President further 
observed that if theXounci1 were to hold that para- 
graph 1, and not paragraph 2, of Article 35 ai$ied in 
the present case, since the representative of Lebanon 
and not the representative of Jordan had brought the 
complaint to the attention of the Council, the Council 
might wish to consider whether or not conditions should 
be laid down for the participation of the representative 
of Jordan under Article 32. On the other hand, it 
could be argued that Article 35 (2) was applicable, since 
a complaint could hardly be brought on behalf of a 
sovereign State, whether or not it was a Member of the 
United Nations, without the authority and consent of 
that State. This line of argument would lead to the 
conclusion that the particular complaint on the agenda 
was, in substance, a complaint by Jordan, and that, 
therefore, the Council should have regard to provisions 
of Article 35 (2)? Upon the conclusion of the Presi- 
dent’s statement, a proposal to adjourn was adopted?’ 

By letter dated 26 May 1954, the Ambassador of the 
Hashemite Kingdom of the Jordan to the United States 
notified the President of the Security Council that, 
upon the instructions of his Government, he was not 
empowered to represent his Government before the 
Council, or “to take part in its present discussion”?* 
The question was not further pursued by the Council. 

D5 s/3210, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 1954, p- 9. 
S@ For texts of relevant statements see: 
670th meeting: Israel, paras. 115-153. 
671st meeting: President (United Kingdom) paras. 6-17. 
a7 6ilst meeting: para. 20. 
‘@ s/3219. 

Part III 

PROCEDURES RELATING TO PARTICIPATION OF INVITED REPRESENTATIVES 

NOTE cipation by Members and non-members of the United 
Part III, concerned with procedures relating to the Nations. 

participation of invited representatives after an invita- 
It includes cases illustrating limitations of a 

tion has been extended, comprises material on parti- 
procedural nature applicable throughout the process 
of participation, and limitations connected with aspects 
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of the business of the Council in which it has been 
deemed inappropriate that representatives should be 
invited t 0 participate. 

Section A includes proceedings concerned with the 
related questions of the opportune moment for the 
Council to invite representatives and the timing of the 
initial hearing of the invited representatives. Several 
cases relate to proceedings in which the question arose 
of not inviting a representative before the inclusion of 
the particular item in the agenda,gs or before the pre- 
sentation of the case by a member of the Council which 
had submitted the item? Two other instances are 
concerned with discussion of the question whether it 
would be in order for a member of the Council to make 
a statement before or after representatives had been 
invited to the Council table? 

NO quest io n concern ing the duration of participation 
(secti on B) h as arisen during the period under review. 
it has been the practice of the President when considera- 
tion of a question has extended over several meetings 
to renew the invitation immediately after the adoption 
of the agenda.102 

Section C is concerned with limitations of a procedural 
nature applicable throughout the process of participa- 
tion. The instances concerned with the order in which 
the invited representatives are called upon to speak 
relate to the Palestine question. On one occasion, a 
question arose of whether a member of the Council 
should speak before an invited representative had made 
his statement.103 In three instances the invited repre- 
sentatives were permitted to speak after the Council 
had taken a vote at the conclusion of its consideration 
of the item.104 Section C.3 includes two cases in which 
the Council has taken action, at the request of a member 
of the Council, on a proposal or a drait resolution sub- 
mitted by invited representatives?06 

Section D is related to limitations connected with 
those aspects of the proceedings in which it has been 
deemed inappropriate that the invited representatives 
should participate. The discussion in the cases included 

. in section D.l has turned principally on the question 
whether invitations should be extended before the 
adoption of the agenda.‘08 

Under section D.3 is included an instance wherein 
the President of the Council called upon an invited 
representative to speak on the clear understanding that 
the latter would not touch upon the procedural question 
of postponement which was then being debated in the 
Council. lo7 In this connexion, it may be noted that 
during an earlier period the Council had on two occa- 
sions permitted the invited representatives to parti- 
cipate in the discussion of the postponement of a -ques- 
tion. l* 

@@ Cases 25 and 28. 
loo Case 26. 
lo1 Cases 27 and 29. 
lo2 In this connexion, see part II, Case 23. 
lo2 Case 30. 
lo4 Cases 31 and 32. 
lo) Cases 33 and 3-L 
lo1 Cases 35 and 36. 
lo7 Case 38. 

The representative of the United Kingdom, noting 
that the remarks made by the President related to 
item 4 on the provisional agenda, stated that it would 
not be in order to consider the USSR draft resolution, 
submitted at the 580th meeting, until the Council had 
put the item on the agenda and heard the case that was 
to be submitted by the representative of the United 
States. 

The President announced that he would put the 
amendment to the vote before the proposal to adopt 
the agenda. 

lob Repertoire of the Practtce of the Security Council, 19464951, loo S/2674, 580th meeting: 
Chapter III, Part III.D.3, Cases 118 and 119, p. 138. 11* 581st meeting: pasa. 8. 

A. THE STAGE AT WHICH INVITED STATES 
ARE HEARD 

CASE 25 

At the 580th meeting on 23 June 1952, the represen- 
tative of the United States moved the adoption of the 
provisional agenda, item 2 of which read as follows: 
“Question of a request for investigation of alleged bac- 
terial warfare”. 

The President, as the representative of the USSR, 
submitted a draft resolution109 to decide, simultane- 
ously with the inclusion in the agenda of the item 
proposed by the United States, 

“To invite to the meetings of the Security Council 
at which this question is discussed, representatives 
of the People’s Republic of China and a representative 
of the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea.” 

He stated that the item could not be discussed object- 
ively without the participation of the representatives 
of the other parties to the dispute, and that his delega- 
tion would agree to the inclusion of the item in the 
agenda and to its discussion provi 
were he ard, as envi saged .in Article 

.ded that 
32 ofthe 

both sides 
Charter. - 

The representative of the United States m&nt&ed 
that the -Council had never considered the possibility 
of deciding whether to invite persons to participate in 
connexion with the question of the adoption of the 
agenda, and that it would be impossible for the Council 
to make that decision intelligently before it had adopted 
its agenda. 

At the 581st meeting on 25 June 1952, when the item 
submitted by the United States was listed as item 4 on 
the provisional agenda, the representative of the United 
Kingdom proposed the adoption of the provisional 
agenda. 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
USSR, submitted, under rule 36 of the provisional rules 
of procedure, the following amendmentllo to the pro- 
posal to adopt the provisional agenda: 

cc and simultaneously to invite a representative 
of the People’s Republic of China and a representative 
of the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea to take 
part in the discussion of this item of the agenda.” 

He insisted that the amendment be put to the vote 
before the proposal submitted by the United Kingdom 
delegation. 

para. 6. 
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The representative of the United Kingdom challenged 
the President’s ruling. 111 

At the 581st meeting, the Council upheld, bv 10 votes 
to 1, the challenge to the President’s ruling that the 
USSR amendment to the President’s proposal to adopt 
the provisional agenda should be put to the vote first. 
The Council adopted the United States proposal to 
include item 4 in the agenda by 10 votes in favour to 
1 against. 112 

CASE 26 

At the 584th meeting on 1 July 1952, after the Council 
had adopted the United States proposal to consider 
first item 3 on the agenda, namely, “Question of a 
request for investigation of alleged bacterial warfare”, 
the representative of the USSR declared that the Coun- 
cil, before discussing the substance of the item submitted 
by the United States, should consider and put to the 
vote the draft resolution which the USSR delegation 
had submitted at the 581st meeting: The draft reso- 
lution 113 read as follows: 

“The Security Council 

“Decides: 

“To invite to the meetings of the Security Council 
at which the question submitted by the delegation 
of the United States of America is discussed represen- 
tatives of the People’s Republic of China and a 
representative of the People’s Democratic Republic 
of Korea.” 

. 

The representative of the USSR declared that the ques- 
tion could not be discussed with the participation of 
only one of the parties concerned. He maintained it 
to be the established practice of the Council that when, 
in accordance with Article 32, the question of inviting 
the parties concerned arose, that question was usually 
decided before the party which had submitted the item 
made its main statement on the matter. He insisted 
that the Council ought to decide the question of inviting 
the other party before proceeding to consider the sub- 
stance of the matter. 

The President (United Kingdom) believed that the 
correct procedure for the Council would be to hear the 
representative of the United States first and, immedia- 
tely after that, to discuss the USSR draft resolution. 

The representative of Chile recalled that at the 
581st meeting when the USSR draft resolution had been 
submitted, he had pointed out that there had been no 
precedent for the discussion of such a proposal when 
the related item was not yet under consideration. In 
view of this the representative of the USSR had stated 
that he would not then press for a vote on the USSR 
draft resolution. No delegation had made any com- 
ment in that connexion at the time. The representative 
of Chile thought it might be difficult for some members 

111 For texts of relevant statements see: 
580th meeting: President (L’SSR), paras. 5-l-1, 27-42, 52-60, 83; 

United Kingdom, para. 71; C’nited States, paras. 4, 16-22, 62-66. 
581st meeting: President (USSR), paras. 2, ‘i-10, 15-22, 24-26, 

32, 34, 37; United Kingdom, paras. 4, 6, 11-l-1, 23, 31. 
11* 581st meeting: paras. 33-3-L 
11‘ S/267-1/Rev.l, 581st meeting, para. 53, note 1. 

of the Council to adopt a position regarding the invita- 
tion proposed by the USSR without knowing the form 
in which the representative of the United States was 
to present his case. He did not feel, however, that 
the representative of the USSR could be denied the 
right to request a discussion and a vote on his draft 
resolution before the United States representative made 
his statement. 

After the President had proposed to put to the vote 
his view that the Council should allow the representative 
of the United States to present his case and then proceed 
to debate the USSR motion, the representative of the 
United States declared that he had no objection to the 
USSR draft resolution being voted upon first. 

At the 585th meeting on 1 July 1952, the President, 
having withdrawn his proposal, declared that he would 
put the USSR draft resolution to the vote before the 
representative of the United States made his statement 
of the case. 

The representative of France stated that he opposed 
the USSR draft resolution because the question of invi- 
tation, at the present stage of the discussion, was pre- 
mature and irrelevant l to the issue. He declared that 
what the Council was &bout to do was not -to <o?iduct 
an investigation, but to take a decision on whether 
such an investigation was to be conducted and by whom, 
a decision for which the Council already had sufficient 
basis in the documents submitted by the Peking and 
Pyongyang Governments. Only at a later stage, when 
the international investigation commission had been 
established and was ready to function, would the ques- 
tion of an invitation, as well as the obligation of the 
Council to hear both parties, arise. 

The representative of Pakistan, supporting the views 
expressed by the representative of France, stated: 

“My delegation considers it sound in principle that 
when a dispute is before the Security Council, the 
parties to that dispute should be here to state their 
case. But in applying this principle we should be 
careful to determine what the dispute is, what the 
stage of the dispute is, and what action is likely to 
be proposed under it. So far as we know, we are 
discussing this item with a view to deciding whether 
an investigation should or should not be undertaken, 
as impartially as possible. 

“The situation is that certain charges have been 
made. They also have been stoutly denied. So far 
as my delegation is concerned, there is little else it 
wants to know, not only from one side, but also, if 
I may say so, from the other . . . For that purpose 
it is not quite essential at this stage to ask either the 
representatives of the People’s Republic of China or 
a representative of the Sorth Korean authorities to 
state their case. Their case has already been stated, 
namely, that certain charges have been made by 
them. The other case has also been stated, namely, 
that they have been denied.” 

The representatives of Brazil, Chile, the Netherlands 
and Turkey, as well as the President, speaking as the 
representative of the United Kingdom, also took the 
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view that it was not necessary to hear the parties at 
that stage. 114 

CASE 29 

The President put the USSR draft resolution to the At the 682nd meeting on 14 October 1954, in con- 
vote before the representative of the United States nexion with the Palcstine question, with special reference 
made his statement-of the case. 115 

CASE 27 

At the 670th meeting on 4 May 1954, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, after the Security Council 
had adopted the agenda by taking a vote, the President 
(United Kingdom) proposed to invite the representatives 
of Israel and Jordan to the Council table. 

The representative of Lebanon inquired if it would 
be in order for him to make a statement in explanation 
of his vote before or after the representatives of Israel 
and Jordan had been invited to the Council table. 

The President stated that if the representative of 
Lebanon were to confine himself to an explanation of 
the vote, he should speak before the two representatives 

to the complaint by Israel against Egypt regarding 
restrictions on the passage of ships through the Suez 
Canal, after the President (Denmark) had proposed to 
invite the representatives of Egypt and Israel to the 
Council table, the representative of Lebanon inquired 
if it would be in order for him to make a brief statement 
before they had taKen their seats at the Council table. 
There was some discussion on whether the statement of 
the representative of Lebanon would be on the substance 
or on procedural aspects of the matter. After the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon indicated that it did not matter 
to him whether he made his statement before or after 
the representatives were invited, the President invited 
the representatives of Egypt and Israel to the Council 
table. l19 

were invited to the Council table. However, if his l *B. THE DURATION OF PARTICIPATION 
statement were to go beyond an explanation in the 
accepted sense, it should be made during the general C. LIMITATIONS OF A PROCEDURAL NATURE 

debate. 

The representative of Lebanon agreed with the view 
1. Concerning the order ~JI which the representatives 

are called upon to speak *- --‘4 
of the President. 116 

CASE 28 
At the 676th meeting on 25 June 1954, when the pro- 

visional agenda included communications dated 19 and 
22 June 1954 from the Government of Guatemala,ll’ 
the representative of Brazil, in opposing the inclusion 
of the item in the agenda, proposed that, since a com- 
mittee of inquiry was being established by the Inter- 
American Peace Committee for the purpose of proceed- 
ing to Guatemala in order to obtain the necessary infor- 
mation, the Council should await the report of that 
committee and not proceed with the discussion of the 
question. 

The representative of the USSR observed that in 

CASE 30 

At the 639th meeting on 18 November 1953, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, after the represen- 
tatives of Israel and Syria and the Chief of Staff of the 
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization had 
been invited to the Council table, the President (France) 
indicated that, as had been decided at the end of the 
last meeting, the first speaker on his list of speakers was 
the representative of Israel. 

The representative of Lebanon, a member of the 
Council, asked permission to speak before the represen- 
tative of Israel. 

view of the statement by the representative of Brazil, 
discussion of the substance of the question appeared 

The President did not think that the representative 
. 

already to have begun. He therefore proposed that the 
of Lebanon had an absolute right to speak before the 

representative of Guatemala be invited to the Council 
representative of Israel, who had submitted his name 

table. 
before the representative of Lebanon and had said, at 
the end of the last meeting, that he wished to reply to 

After further discussion, the President (United the statement made by the representative of Syria. 
States) ruled that it was not in order to call the repre- The representative of Lebanon stated that he had 

requested to speak for two reasons: first, he did not 
remember that the Council had taken a decision as to 
who would be the first speaker at the meeting; second, 
he believed that it was time for members of the Council 
to present their own ideas on the matter before them 
and not to leave it to the two litigating parties. 

The Prcyident stated: 

sentatives of 
the Council 
adopted. 118 

Guatemala, Honduras and Xcaragua to 
table until after the agenda had been 

-- 
11’ For texts of relevant statements see: 
584th meeting: President (United Kingdom), paras. 72-73, 82, 

88; Chile, paras. 8-I-86; CSSR, paras. X-X, 77-80; United States, 
paras. 90-92; 

585th meeting: President (C’nited Kingdom), paras. 17, 32, 
55-56; Brazil, paras. 51-53; Chile, paras. 49-50; France, paras. 35- 
3i; Setherlands, paras. 45-46; Pakistan, paras. 3940; Turkey, 
para. 54; CSSR, paras. 19-23. 

115 For the decision taken by the Council, see Case 22. 
118 For texts of relevant statements see: 
670th meeting: President (United Kingdom), paras. 74, 76, 78- 

79; Lebanon, paras. 75, 77, 80. 
117 S/3232, S/3241, O.R., 9th year, Sllppl. for April-June 19Z4, 

pp. 11-15. 
11’ 676th meeting: para. 34. For texts of relevant statements 

cc I cannot stop Mr. Malik [the represenfative of 
Lebioh] as a member of the Council, from using 
what is not in fact a right-because it is nowhere 
written in the rules-but has become a custom . . .” 

11) For texts of relevant statements see: 
682 nd meetin g: President (Denmark), paras. 1, 3, 5, 7; Lebanon, 

and the decision of the Council, see Case 23. paras. 2, 4, 6. 
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The representative of Lebanon preceded the repre- The representative of the USSR, noting that the item 
sentative of Israel in making a statement before the had been concluded and the vote had been taken, 
Council. l** declared that he would not object to statements by the 

CASE 31 representatives of Israel and Egypt provided that they 
did not speak in resumption of the debate or in explana- 

At the 613rd meeting on 25 November 1953, in con- tion of the votes which they had not cast. 
nexion with the Palestine question, after the Security 
Council had adopted a resolution,12L the President 
(France) stated that the representative of Israel desired 
to make a short statement to the Council and that if 
there were no objection, he would invite the represen- 
tative of Israel to the Council table. The President 
further remarked that should the representative of 
Jordan so desire, he would be granted the same privilege. 

The President stated that, in asking the permission 
of the Council to call on the representative of Israel, he 
had acted in accordance with the precedent established 
at the 558th meeting on 1 September 1951, when the 
representative of Israel, in connexion with the Palestine 
question, had been permitted to speak after the Council 
had adopted a resolution on the item.125 

The representative of Lebanon stated that, should 
The representative of Pakistan recalled that, in con- either or -both of the representatives make statements 

nexion with the India-Pakistan question, he had been before the Council, he would reserve to himself the right 
invited to the Council table to participate in the dis- to present his own comments on those statements.126 
cussion, and that, after a resolution had been adopted, 
he had requested permission to make a statement before 

The President called upon the representative of Israel, 

the Council. Then, however, it was ruled that after a 
and then upon the representative of Egypt, to speak.127 

resolution had been adopted, only the members of the 
Council could speak in explanation of their votes and 

**2. Concerning the raising of points of order by 

that no other person was entitled to speak on the sub- 
invited representative0 

ject matter. l** 3. Concerning the mbmission of proposals or draft 

The President, observing that there were often two 
resolution&by invited rephseiitivea, 

contradictory precedents on a particular matter, pointed 
out that at the 558th meeting on 1 September 1951, in 
connexion with the Palestine question, the Council had 
heard the representative of Israel in a short statement 
after the resolution had been adopted. 

The representative of Lebanon stated that while he 
had no objection to hearing the representative of Israel 
again, he wished to observe that the only other precedent 
which the President had been able to cite was the one 
related to the representative of Israel in connexion with 
the Palestine question. 123 

The President then called upon the representative of 
Israel who made a statement.‘** 

CASE 33 

At the 633rd meeting on 30 October 1953, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, when the Security 
Council considered the complaint by Syria against 
Israel, the representative of Syria*, who had been 
invited to participate in the discussion of the item, 
proposed, under rule 38 of the provisional rules of pro- 
cedure, that General Bennike, Chief of Staff of the 
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization in 
Palestine, appear before the Council in order to answer 
some questions and elucidate certain points at issue. 
The representative of Lebanon, as a member of the 
Council, supported the proposal. lm 

CASE 32 Decieion: The President (Denmark) put to the Council 
the proposal made by the representative of Syria and sup- 

At the 664th meeting on 29 March 195/l, in connexion ported by the representative of Lebanon, and, as there was 
with the Palestine question, after the Security Council no objection, the proposal was accepted without vote? 
had voted in conclusion of the consideration of the item, 
the representative of Israel* requested permission to CASE 34 
speak. The President (Turkey) stated that if there 
were no objections, he would call on the representative At the 673rd meeting on 16 June 1954, in connexion 

of Israel to make a statement. 
with the Thailand question, the representative of Thai- 

The representative of Lebanon expressed his confi- 
land*, having been invited to participate without vote 

dence that both the representatives of Israel and Egypt, 
in the discussion, submitted a draft resolution to request 
the Peace Observation Commission to establish a sub- 

who had been invited to participate in the discussion 
without vote, would be accorded equal rights before 

commission with authority to dispatch observers to 
Thailand for study and report? The President, 

the Council. 
1~ 558th meeting: paras. 7-11. 

1~ For texts of relevant statements see: 1~ For texts of relevant statements see: 
639th meeting: President (France), paras. l-2, 4, 6; Lebanon, 664th meeting: President (Turkey), paras. 117, 126; Lebanon, 

paras. 3, 5. 
121 S131391Rev.2, O.R., 8th year, Suppk Oct.-Dec. 1953, pp. 57-58. 

paras. 118, 131; USSR, paras. 120, 127. 
I*’ 664th meeting: paras. 137, 147. In another instance, ir 

I** For texts of relevant statements see: connexion with the Thailand question, an invited representative 
540th meeting: President (Setherlands), paras. 3-4, 22; Pakis- was permitted to make a statement after the Council had voted. 

tan, paras. 5-9. 671th meeting: paras. 78-84. 
~8 For texts of relevant statements see: I29 For texts of relevant statements see: 
643rd meeting: President (France), paras. 1, 5; Lebanon, pa- 633rd meeting: Syria, paras. 173, 187; Lebanon, paras. 188-189. 

ras. 7-11; Pakistan, paras. 3-4, 12-13. It9 633rd meeting: para. 190. 
124 6-W-d meeting: para. 13. Ia0 S/3229, 673rc ,necting: para. 10. 
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speaking as the representative of the United States, He insisted that the amendment be voted upon before 
requested, under rule 38 of the provisional rules of the substantive proposal submitted by the United 
procedure, that the draft resolution be put to the Kingdom delegation. 135 
vote. 131 Decision: At the 581st meeting on 25 June 1952, the 

Decision: ,4t the 674th meeting on 18 June 1954, the Council upheld, by 10 votes in favour, to 1 against, the 
draft resolution submitted by the representative of Thailand challenge to the Piesident’s ruling that the II’SSR amend- 
was not adopted. There were 9 votes in favour and 1 ment to the proposal to adopt the provisional agenda shouZd 
against, with 1 ab’stention (the vote against being that of be put to the vote first. 130 
a permanent member). 132 

CASE 36 

D. LIMITATIONS ON MATTERS TO BE DISCUSS- 
ED BY INVITED REPRESENTATIVES 

1. Adoption of the agenda 

CASE 35 

At the 580th meeting on 23 June 1952, the represen- 
tative of the United States moved the adoption of the 
provisional agenda, item 2 of which read as follows: 
“Question of a request for investigation of alleged bac- 
terial jvarfare”. 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
USSR, submitted a draft resolution133 to decide, simul- 
taneously with the inclusion in the agenda of that item 
which had been proposed by the United States, 

“To invite to the meetings of the Security Council 
at which this question is discussed, representatives 
of the People’s Republic of China and a representative 
of the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea.” 

He stated that the item could not be discussed objec- 
tively without the participation of the representatives 
of the other parties to the dispute, and that his delega- 
tion would agree to the inclusion of the item in the 
agenda and to its discussion provided that both sides 
were heard, as envisaged in Article 32 of the Charter. 

The representative of the United States maintained 
that the Council had never considered the possibility 
of deciding whether to invite persons to participate in 
connexion with the question of the adoption of the 

. agenda, and that it would be impossible for the Council 
to make that decision intelligently before it had adopted 
its agenda. 

At the 581st meeting on 25 June 1952, the item sub- 
mitted by the United States was listed as item 4 of the 
provisional agenda. 

The representative of the United Kingdom considered 
that no vote should be taken on the USSR draft resolu- 
tion until the Council had decided, in principle, to include 
item 4 in the agenda. 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
USSR, submitted, under rule 36 of the provisional rules 
of procedure, the following amendmentlM to the United 
Kingdom proposal to adopt the agenda: 

<< . . . and simultaneously to invite a representative 
of the People’s Republic of China and a representative 
of the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea to take 
part in the discussion of this item of the agend a.” 

la1 673rd meeting: paras. 53, 57. 
I** 674th meeting: para. 71. 
10 S/2674, 580th meeting: 
184 581st meeting: para. 8. 

para. 6. 

At the 619th meeting on 26 August 1953, the provi- 
sional agenda of the Council included a letter,la’ dated 
21 August 1953, from the representatives of Afghan- 
istan, Burma, Egvpt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, 
Syria, Thailand and Yemen, requesting, under Arti- 
cle 35 (l), the President to call an urgent meeting of the 
Council to investigate the “internaiional friction” in 
Morocco. By another letter, 138 dai+-1 25 August 1953, 
those sponsors of the complaint whc ivere not members 
of the Security Council requested, under rule 37 of the 
provisional rules of procedure, that thev be allowed to 
participate in the discussion of the inicription of the 
item in the agenda, and- a motion to that- effect *as 
made by the representative of Lebanon, during the dis- 
cussion on the adoption of the agenda.133 

At the 620th meeting on 27 August 1953, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom, opposing the motion 
by the representative of Lebanon, maintained that it 
would be contrary to all precedent to extend invitations 
to non-members of the Council before a decision had 
been taken on the preliminary question of the adoption 
of the agenda. On at least three previous occasions- 
Ukrainian complaint against Greece (59th meeting), 
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company Case (559th meeting), the 
Tunisian question (576th meeting)-the Council had 
not accepted the suggestion that a State or States should 
be invited to participate before the adoption of the 
agenda. He had no doubt that, if the representatives 
of the thirteen Member States were invited to the C...tn- 
cil table to make statements, the debate would inevitably 
be extended far beyond the immediate question of the 
adoption of the agenda. He found it hard to believe 
that additional statements by thirteen delegations 
would produce further substantive arguments, since 
exhaustive statements had already been made by two 
of the original fifteen applicant States which were 
members of the Council. 

The representative of Pakistan, in support of the 
motion put forward by the representative of Lebanon, 
observed that the States Members which had shown 
such deep concern in the grave situation in Morocco had 
a right to convey their points of view to the Security 

115 For texts of relevant statements see: 
5i9th meeting: United States, paras. 38-40; 
530th meeting: President (USSR~, paras. 7, 2F-12, 52-60, 83; 

Greece, para. 92; I‘nited Kingdom, para. 71; United States, 
paras. -1, 16, 63-66; 

581st meeting: President (USSR), paras. 2, 7-10, 15-22, 21-26, 
32, 3-1, 37; United Kingdom, paras. 4, 6, 11, 23, 31. 

13( 581st meeting: paras. 33-34, 36-37. 
13’ S,WM, O.R., 8th year, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1953, p. 31. 
Ia0 S/3088, O.R., 8th year, Suppl. for July-Sept. Ig.jZ, pp. 51-52. 
lw 619th meeting: para. 6.5. 
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Council. In his opinion, the surest way to vitiate the 
usefulness of the Council would be for its members, 
especially the permanent members, to allow extraneous. 
circumstances to influence their judgment rather than 
to decide on the basis of the discussion of a matter in 
the Council. As to the question of the inclusion of the 
item in the agenda, oh;iously a discussion ought to 
take place before the members made up their minds. 
He considered this to be one of the fundamental prin- 
ciples of the United Nations, constituting the only 
realistic and honest approach to the problem. He 
inquired why the Council should not make the discus- 
sion as comprehensive as possible and allow the thirteen 
Member States to participate in it. 

At the 621st meeting on 31 August 1953, the represen- 
tative of the USSR, in support of the motion presented 
by the representative of Lebanon, stated that the parti- 
cipation of the representatives of the applicant States 
in the discussion of the question in the Security Council 
would undoubtedly help to clarify the true situation 
in blorocco. The representative of the USSR, counter- 
ing the argument of the representative of the United 
Kingdom chat non-members should be invited to par- 
ticipate only in the discussion of the substance of the 

uestion, recalled that in connexion with th e Iranian 
uestion, in 1946, the representative of Iran had been 

permitted to participate in the discussion on procedure 
before the Council had commenced a review of the sub- 
stance of the Iranian complaint. He considered that 
the representatives of the thirteen Member States should 
be invited, under rule 37, to participate in the discussion 
to enable the Council, before deciding on the question 
of the inclusion of the item in the agenda, to acquaint 
itself with all the necessary facts which they could 
impart to it. 

Speaking as the representative of China, the President, 
who supported the inclusion of t.he item in the agenda, 
observed that the application of the States to participate 
was 

. 

to I . did 
the 

based on r tule Y7, , which could not be cnterprited 
lermit part icipatic 3n in a procedur bal d ebate. He 
not believe that t he Council would in a .ny way do 
sponsoring States a gross injustice if it I refused to 

make-an exception to the rule. The representatives of 
Lebanon and Pakistan, as members of the Council, had 
already spoken freely and substantively for the sponsors 
of the complaint. He did not feel justified in sacrificing 
rule 37 for an objective which in fact had been partly 
achieved and which would be achieved without violation 
of that rule. 

At the 624th meeting on 3 September 1953, the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon, suggesting that his first proposal 
to invite the thirteen hlember States be considered as a 
proposal by Pakistan, submitted a second proposal that, 
in the event the original request was not granted, the 
Council invite the thirteen hlember States to appoint 
two representatives to make a brief statement before 
the Council. Through an amendment submitted by the 
representative of Greece the wording of the Lebanese 
proposal was changed to read: “the Security Council 
would agree to listen to the representatives if they so 
requested”. The representative of Pakistan moved 
that the thirteen delegations submitting the request be 
invited to appear before the Council to explain their case. 

The representative of the United States, in explana- 
tion of his vote, declared that rule 37 never contemplated 
the participation of non-members in the Council’s con- 
sideration of its own procedure. The representative of 
Greece, while agreeing in principle with that interpre- 
tation of rule 37, felt that it was more important to 
assist in establishing good understanding than to adhere 
strictly to the roles of procedure? 

Decision: Ai the 624th meeting on 3 September 1953, 
the proposal submitted by the representative of Pakisian 
was rejected by 4 votes in favour, to 5 against, wifh 2 ab- 
stentions. l*l The proposal submitted by the representative 
of Lebanon, as amended, was rejected b,i 5 votes in favour, 
to 5 against, with I abstention.‘41 

2. Extension of invitations 

CASE 37 

At the 670th meeting on 4 May 1954, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, after the President (United 
Kingdom) had invited to the table the representatives 
of Israel and Jordan and after the latter had been heard, 
the representative of Israel raised the question of the 
conditions for the participation of Jordan,- as envisaged 
in Articles 32 and 35 (2) of the Charter.l43 --b 

3. Poetponement of consideration of a queetion 

CASE 38 

At the 653rd meeting on 22 December 1953, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the President 
(Greece) informed the Security Council that the repre- 
sentative of Israel, who had been invited to participate 
without vote in the discussion, had asked for permission 
to speak. The President indicated that he would call 
upon the representative of Israel on the clear under- 
standing that the representative would not touch upon 
the procedural question of the postponement of the 
discussion which was being debated in the Council. 

The representative of Israel replied that he fully 
understood the limitation and that, should the Council 
wish to discuss the procedural question further, he would 
delay making his observations. 

The representative of Pakistan suggested that the 
Council should first take a decision on the procedural 
question and then give the representative of Israel an 
opportunity to make his statement. 

After the Council had voted on the question of post- 
ponement, the President called upon the representative 
of Israel to speak.‘*4 

Ido For texts of relevant statements see: 
620th meeting: Pakistan, paras. 36-41; United Kingdom, 

paras. 28-32; 
621st meeting: President (China), paras. 95, 97-99; USSR, 

paras. 46, 71, 78-82; 
622nd meeting: Lebanon, paras. 10-M; 
624th meeting: President (Colombia), paras. 26-27, 31-32, 36, 

39-40, 44-45; Greece, paras. 42, 55; Lebanon, paras. 19-21, 29-30, 
33-35; Pakistan, para. 38; United States, paras. 49-50. 

~1 624th meeting: para. 39. 
H* 624th meeting: para. 44. 
1(s For further consideration of proceedings, see Case 24. 
I(4 For texts of relevant statements see: 
653rd meeting: President (Greece), paras. 45, 47, 51, 101; 

Pakistan, paras. 48, 50; Israel, para. 102. 
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4. Other matters 

CASE 39 

At the 632nd meeting on 29 October 1953, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, when General Ben- 
nike, Chief of Staff of the United Kations Truce Super- 
vision Organization in Palestine was at the Council 
table, the representative of Lebanon observed that the 
representative of Israel had already asked of General 
Bennike certain questions, and that the Council ought 
to invite the representative of Jordan as well because 
the proceedings affected Jordan. He reserved the right 
of the Government of Jordan to put its own questions 
to General Bennike at the next meeting of the Council. 

The President (Denmark) observed that the Council 
would have invited the representative of Jordan to the 
table had the latter submitted a written request in 
accordance with the regular procedure. 

The representatives of France, Lebanon and the 
United Kingdom suggested that the representative of 
Jordan should be asked to submit to the Chief of Staff 

in writing any questions he might have before the next 
meeting of the Council. 

The representative of Greece inquired if he correctly 
understood that the President was applying rule 14 of 
the provisional rules of procedure and that the Council 
was inviting the representative of Jordan to the Council 
table while that representative had not vet submitted CI 
a request to that effect.145 

Decision: The President declared that it was the sense 
of the Council that the representative of Jordan would be 
at the Council table at the next meeting, and that in the 
meantime the representative of Jordan would submit 
written questions to General Bennike. At the 635th meet- 
ing on 9 h70vember 1.953, the representative of the Hashe- 
mite Kingdom of the Jordan took his seat at the Council 
table. lJ6 

1’s For texts of relevant statements see: 
632nd meeting: President (Denmark), paras. 61, 65, 73; France, 

para. 69; Greece, para. 71; Lebanon, paras. 59, 62-61, 70; United 
Kingdom, para. 67. 

14@ 632nd meeting: para. 73. 
635th meeting: p. 1. 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

This chapter contains material from the Oficial 
Records relating to the practice of the Council under 
Article 27. Part I presents evidence relating to the 
distinction between procedural and non-procedural 
matters. No material requiring treatment in part II 
relating to the practice of the Council in voting upon 
the question whether the matter is procedural within 
the meaning of Article 27 (2) has been found for the 
period under review. Part III is concerned with the 
abstention or absence of a member in relation to the ’ 
requirements of Article 27 (3). . 

Certain questions of procedure in connexion with 
voting are dealt with in chapter I, part VI. bIateria1 
relating to voting in connexion with the election of 
judges under Article 10 of the Statute of the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice is included in chapter VI, part I, 
section D. Chapter VII, parts I and V include material 
on the voting procedure employed by the Council in 
connexion with applications for admission to member- 
ship in the United Nations. 

As noted previously, the majority of occasions on 
which the Council has voted afford no indication as to 
the attitude of the Council regarding the procedural or 
non-procedural character of the matter voted upon. 
Where a decision has been arrived at by a unanimous 
vote, or with all permanent members voting in favour 
of the proposal, no indication of the view of the Council 
as to the procedural or non-procedural nature of the 
matter can be obtained from the vote in such a case. 
Nor can any indication be obtained from the cases where 

the proposal, having been put to the vote, has failed 
to obtain seven votes in its favour. 

Part I, section A, comprises those instances wherein 
the adoption of a proposal, obtained through seven or 
more votes, with one or more permanent members cast- 
ing a negative vote, indicated the procedural character 
of the decision. While cases in this section have been 
grouped under headings derived from the subject matter 
dealt with in the decisions, the headings do not consti- 
tute general propositions as to the procedural character 
of future proposals which might be deemed to fall under 
them. 

Part I, section B, comprises those instances where 
the rejection of a proposal, while obtaining seven or 
more votes with one or more permanent members cast- 
ing a negative vote, indicated the non-procedural 
character of the decision. During the period under 
review there has been ‘no discussion in the. Selmity 
Council of the procedural or non-procedural character 
of the decisions to be taken; the entries in this section 
are thereiore restricted to a reference whereby the draft 
resolution or proposal and the vote thereon may be 
identified in the record of decisions in other parts of this 
Supplement. 

Part III, section B, comprises those occasions on 
which a permanent member has abstained voluntarily 
considering that no affirmative decision could have 
been taken had the permanent member voted against 
the proposal. 

Part I 

PROCEDURAL AND NON-PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

A. CASES IN WHICH THE VOTE INDICATED THE of Thailand to the United Nations addressed to the 
PROCEDURAL CHARACTER OF THE MATTER President of the Security Council;* 

1. Inclusion of item in the agenda 
Case 3 

CASES l-5 
At the 679th meeting on 10 September 1954-a ‘letter 

On the following occasions items have been included dated 8 September 1954 from the representative of the 
in the agenda by vote of the Security Council, notwith- United States of America to the President of the Se- 
standing the negative vote of a permanent member: curity Council; 8 

Case I Case 4 

At the 581st meeting on 25 June 1952-the question At the 690th meeting on 31 January 1955-a letter 

of a request for investigation of alleged bacterial war- dated 28 January 1955 from the representative of New 

fare; l Zealand to the President of the Security Council concern- 
Case 2 ing the question of hostilities in the area of certain 

islands off the coast of the mainland of China;’ 
At the 672nd meeting on 3 June 1954-a letter dated 

29 May 1954 from the acting permanent representative 

l 581st meeting: para. 36. 

* 672nd meeting: para. 17. 
D 679th meeting: para. 25: 680th meeting: para. 4. 
4 690th meeting: para. 111; 691st meeting: para. 10. 
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Case 5 

At the 690th meeting on 31 January 1955-a letter 
dated 30 January 1955 from the representative of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to the President of 
the Security Council concerning the question of acts of 
aggression by the United States of America against the 
People’s Republic of China in the area of Taiwan (For- 
mosa) and other islands of China.6 

2. Order of itp.me on the agenda 

CASE 6 

On the following occasion a proposal relating to the 
order of items on the agenda was adopted by vote of the 
Security Council, notwithstanding the negative vote of 
a permanent member: 

At the 584th meeting on 1 July 1952, in connexion 
with the order of discussion of the items of the agenda, 
when the Council adopted a United States proposal 
to discuss item 3, the question of a request for investiga- 
tion of alleged bacterial warfare, before item 2, the ques- 
tion of admission of new Members.* 

3. Deferment of consideration of items on the agenda 

CASES 7-10 

On the following occasions the consideration of items 
on the agenda was deferred by vote of the Security 
Council, notwithstanding the negative vote of a per- 
manent member: 

Case 7 

At the 591st meeting on 9 July 1952, in connexion 
with the question of the admission of new Members, 
when the Greek proposal to postpone consideration of 
this item until 2 September 1952 was adopted.’ 

Case 8 

At the 628th meeting on 20 October 1953, in con- 
nexion with the question of the appointment of a gover- 
nor of the Free Territory of Trieste, when the motion 
of the representative of Colombia to postpone the dis- 
cussion of this question was adopted.8 

Case 9 

At the 641st meeting on 23 November 1953, in con- 
nexion with the question of the appointment of a gover- 
nor of the Free Territory of Trieste, when the United 
States proposal to postpone the discussion of this item 
until another meeting, to be held between 8 and 15 De- 
cember 1953, was adopted? 

Case 10 

At the 647th meeting on 14 December 1953, in con- 
nexion with the question of the appointment of a gover- 
nor of the Free Territory of Trieste, when the United 

‘ 690th meeting: para. 112; 691st meeting: para. 13. 
@ 584th meeting: para. 68. 
t 591st meeting: para. 96. 
o 628th meeting: para 133. 
) 641st meeting: para. 101. 

States proposal to postpone the discussion of this item 
“pending the outcome of the current efforts to find a 
solution” was adopted. 10 

f*4. Removal of an item from the liet of matters of 
which the Security Council is seized 

5. Rulings of the President of the Security Council 

CASES 11-12 

On the following occasions rulings of the President 
were challenged and put to the vote, and either upheld 
or overruled, notwithstanding the negative vote of a 
permanent member: 

Case 21 

At the 581st meeting on 25 June 1952, the President 
(USSR) ruled that he would put to the vote first the 
USSR amendment to the President’s proposal relating 
to the adoption of the agenda. The ruling was chal- 
lenged. The President put the challenge to the vote 
and was overruled notwithstanding the negative vote 
of a permanent member? 

CCase 12 

At the 676th meeting on 25 June 1954, when the 
Council had on its provisional agenda communications 
dated 19 and 22 June 1954 from the Government of 
Guatemala, the President (United States) ruled that 
the Council was not engaged in a discussion within the 
meaning of Article 32 and rule 37 until the agenda had 
been adopted. The ruling was challenged and was put 
to the vote. The President’s ruling was upheld not- 
withstanding the negative vote of a permanent member. 12 

6 a Adjournment of a meeting 

CASES 13-14 

On the following occasions, motions to adjourn were 
adopted by vote of the Security Council, notwithstand- 
ing the negative vote of a permanent member: 

Case 13 

At the 690th meeting on 31 January 1955, in con- 
nexion with the discussion of the item submitted by the 
representative of New Zealand concerning the question 
of hostilities in the area of certain islands off the .coast 
of the mainland of China, when the motion by the 
representative of Belgium to adjourn the meeting was 
adopted. l3 

Case 14 

At the 703rd meeting on 13 December 1955, in con- 
nexion with the question of admission of new Members, 
when the proposal by the representative of Turkey to 
adjourn and meet again the same afternoon was adop 
ted. I4 

lo 647th meeting: paras. 42-43. 
I1 581st meeting: para. 33. 
la 676th meeting: para. 63. 
la 690th meeting: paras. 148-149. 
l* 703rd meeting: provisional record, p. 28. 
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7. Invitation to participate in the proceedings representative of the Government of the Republic of 
China, or to seat representatives of the Central People’s 

CASE 15 Government of the People’s Republic of China.21 

On the following occasion an invitation to participate 
in the proceedings was extended by vote of the Security 
Council, notwithstanding the negative vote of a per- 
manent member: 

At the 690th meeting on 31 January 1955, in con- 
nexion with the discussion of the item submitted by the 
representative of New Zealand15 concerning the question 
of hostilities in the area of certain islands off the coast 
of the mainland of China, when the Council adopted16 
a formal motion made by the representative of New 
Zealand to invite a representative of the Central Peo- 
ple’s Government of the People’s Republic of China to 
participate in the discussion of that item and to ask 
the Secretary-General to convey the invitation to that 
Government. 1’ 

Case 20 

At the 703rd meeting on 13 December 1955, in con- 
nexion with the question of admission of new Members, 
when the Council decided, on the proposal of Iran, to 
give priority to the draft resolution submitted by the 
representatives of Brazil and Xew Zealand? 

B. CASES IN WHICH THE VOTE INDICATED THE 
NON-PROCEDURAL CHARACTER OF THE 
MATTER 

1. In connexion with matters considered by the 
Security Coudl under ib responsibility for the 
maintenance of international peace and security 

CASE 21 
8. Conduct of b&new 

Decision of 3 July 1952 (587th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the representafive of the 
United States in connexion with the question of a request 
for investigation of alleged bacterial warfare. *3 

CAKE 22 
-.- -0 

CASES 16-20 

On the following occasions proposals with regard to 
the conduct of business were adopted bv vote of the 
Security Counci;, notwithstanding tk negative vote 
of a permanent member: 

Decision of 9 July 1952 (590th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the representative of the 
United States in connezion with the question of a request 
for investigation of alleged bacterial warfare. 24 

Case 16 

At the 599th meeting on 12 September 1952, in con- 
nexion with the question of admission of new Members, 
when the Council decided, on the proposal of the United 
States, to consider Japan’s application without reference 
to the Committee on Admission of new Members. l8 

CASE 23 

De&ion of 22 January 1954 (656th meeting): Rejec- 
tion of draft resolution submitted by the representatives 
of France, the United Kingdom and the United States in 
connexion with the Palestine question. *5 

Case 17 

At the 599th meeting on 12 September 1952, in 
connexion with the question of admission of new Mem- 
bers, when the Council decided, on the proposal of 
France, to consider the applications of Laos, Cambodia 
and Viet-Nam without reference to the Committee on 
Admission of new Members? 

CASE 24 

Decision of 29 March 1954 (664th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the representative of New 
Zealand in connexion with the Palestine question? 

CASE 25 
Case 18 

Decision of 18 June 1954 (674th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the representative of Thai- 
land in connexion with letter dated 29 May 1954 from the 
acting permanent representative of Thailand. 2’ 

At the 689th meeting on 31 January 1955, in con- 
nexion with the question of the representation of China, 
when the Council decided to give priority to the motion 
of the representative of the United States over that of 
the representative of the USSR.*O CASE 26 

Case 19 De&ion of 20 June 1954 (675th meeting): Rejection 
of draft resolution submitted by the representatives of 
Brazil and Colombia in connexion with the question of 
Guatemala. a 

At the 689th meeting on 31 January 1955, in .con- 
nexion with the question of the representation of China, 
when the Council decided, on the motion of the United 
States, not to consider any proposals to exclude the 

ls S/3351, O.R., 10th vcar, Suppl. for Jan.-March 1955, p. 27. 
l@ 690th meeting: para. 143. 
I7 For the proceedings in connexion with this question, see 

chapter III, Case 21. 
I‘ 599th meeting: para. 185. See chapter VII, Case 3. 
l* 599th meeting: para. 187. See chapter VII, Case 3. 
*O 689th meeting: para. 25. See chapter I, Case 3. 

:1 689th meeting: para. 26. See chapter I, Case 5. 
22 703rd meeting: provision al record, p. 28. See chapter I, 

Case 
ta 

18. 
meeting: para. 16. See chapter VIII, p. 17. 
meeting: para. 17. See chapter VIII, p. 17. 
meeting: para. 135. , See chapter VIII, pp. 26-30. 
meeting: para. 69. See chapter VIII, pp. 30-32. 
meeting: para. 71. See chapter VIII, pp. 43-44. 
meeting: para. 195. See chapter VIII, p. 48. 
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2 0 In connexion 

In connexion 

with other matters 
security council: 

with admi ssion of 
the United Nations 

considered by the 

new Members to 

CASE 27 

Decision of 6 February 1952 (573rd meeting): The 
draft resolution submitted by the representative of France 
to recommend Italy for membership was not adopted. 2g 

CASE 28 

Decision of 16 September 1952 (600th meeting): The 
draft resolution submitted by the representative of Pakistan 
to recommend Libya for membership was not adopted.30 

CASE 29 

Decision of 18 September 1952 (602nd meeting): The 
draft resolution submitted by the representative of the 
United States to recommend Japan for membership was 
not adopted. 31 

CASE 30 

Decision of 19 September 1952 (603rd meeting): The 
draft resolution submitted by the representative of France 
to recommend Viet-Nam for membership was not adopted.a2 

CASE 31 

Decision of 19 September 19.52 (603rd meeting): The 
draft resolution submitted by the representative of France 
to recommend Laos for membership was not adopted. 93 

CASE 32 

Decision of 19 September 1952 (603rd meeting): The 
draft resolution submitted by the representative of France 
to recommend Cambodia for membership was not adopted.a4 

CASES 33-48 

, 

At the 701st meeting on 10 December 1955, the agenda 
of the Security Council included, among other items, 
a request from the General Assembly that the Council 
“consider, in the light of the general opinion in favour 
of the widest possible membership of the United Nations, 
the pending applications for membership of all those 
eighteen countries about which no problem of unifka- 
tion arises”. a5 

The representatives of Brazil and New Zealand, in 
connexion with the above request of the General Assem- 
bly, submitted a joint draft resolutionSg which provided 
that the Council, having considered separately the ap- 
plications for membership of eighteen countries enu- 
merated, recommended to the General Assembly the 
admission of those countries. The President, speaking 
as the representative of New Zealand, stated that the 
joint draft resolution would be voted on in parts, with 

8# 

80 

81 

88 

88 

84 

88 

80 

573rd meeting: para. 10 
600th meeting: para. 97. 
602nd meeting: para. 73. 
603rd meeting: para. 64. 
603rd meeting: para. 65. 
603rd meeting: para. 66. 
Resolution 357 (X). 
S/3502, 701st meeting: p 

5. - 

lrovisional record, p. 38. 

separate votes on each of the countries listed, prior to 
the vote on the paragraph containing the list as a whole 
and on the draft resolution as a whole. 

At the 703rd meeting on 13 December 1955, the repre- 
sentative of China submitted an amendment to add the 
names of Korea and Viet-Yam to the list of applications 
for membership in the second paragraph of the joint 
draft resolution. 3’ 

Case 33 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (701th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of the Republic of 
Korea in the joint draft resolution (Chinese amendment)?a 

Case 34 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of the Republic of 
Viet-Xam in the joint draft resolution (Chinese amend- 
ment).3g 

Case 35 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of the Mongolian 
People’s Republic in the joint draft resolution? 

c --- c 
Case 36 

-- 4 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Jordan in the 
joint drafr resolution.” 

Case 37 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Ireland in the 
joint draft resolution. 42 

Case 38 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Portugal in the 
joint draft resolution.43 

Case 39 

De&ion of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Italy in the joint 
draft resolution. 44 

Case 40 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of fhe name of Austria in the 
joint draft resolution.4S 

Case 41 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Finland in the 
joint draft reSolufion.40 

*’ S/3506, 703rd meeting: provisional record, pp. 7-9. 
*( 704th meeting: provisional record, pp. 23-2-1. 
Irn 704th meeting: provisional record, p. 24. 
(1o 704th meeting: provisional record, pp. 24-25. 
(1 704th meeting: provisional record, p. 25. 
a8 704th meeting: provisional record, pp. 25-27. 
a8 704th meeting: provisional record, pp. 26-27. 
4d 704th meeting: provisional record, p. 28. 
U 704th meeting: provisional record, p. 28. 
‘@ 704th meeting: provisional record, p. 29. 
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Case 42 CASE 49 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Ceylon in the 
joint draft resolution. 47 

Case 43 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Nepal in the joint 
draff resolution. aa 

Case 44 

At the 705th meeting on 14 December 1955, in con- 
nesion with the question of Admission of new Members, 
the representative of the USSR submitted to the Coun- 
cil for consideration a draft resolution w recommending 
the admission of sixteen States to the United Nations. 
The representative of the United States proposeds3 to 
include the application of Japan as an amendment to 
the USSR draft resolution. 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Libya in the 
joint draft resolution. 49 

Decision: The amendment submitted by the represen- 
tative of the United States was not adopted. There were 
10 votes in favour und 1 ugainst (the vote against being 
that of a permanent member). s6 

Cme 45 
CASE 50 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Cambodia in the 
joint draft resolution. 50 

Case 46 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Japan in the 
joint draft resolution. 61 

Case 47 

,4t the 706th meeting on 15 December 1955, in con- 
nesion with the question of *%dmission of new Members, 
the representative of the United States proposed to 
adopt the draft resolutions7 recommending the admis- 
sion of Japan to the United Xations which had been 
submitted at the 705th meeting on the previous day. 

Decision: The draft resolution to recommend the admis- 
sion of Japan was not adopted. There weM 10 ygtes in 
favour and 1 against (the vote against being thht 07% 
permanent member). se 

Decision of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Laos in fhe joint 
draff resolution. b2 

Case 48 

b. In connexion with appointment of the Secretary- 
General 

CASE 51 

De&ion of 13 December 1955 (704th meeting): 
Rejection of the inclusion of the name of Spain in the joint 
draft resolution. s3 

Decision of 13 March 1953 (613th meeting): Rejection 
of proposal by the representative of Denmark concerning 
the recommendation for fhe appointment of the Secretary- 
General. 69 

d7 704th meeting: provisional record, pp. 29-30. 
a3 704th meeting: provisional record, p. 30. 
u 704th meeting: provisional record, p. 30. 
‘O 704th meeting: provisional record, p. 31. 
‘l 704th meeting: provisional record, p. 31. 
6* 704th meeting: provisional record, p. 31. 
‘* 704th meeting: provisional record, pp. 31-32. 

I 

)’ S 13508. 
)I 703th meeting: provisional record, pp. 4-7. 
1’ 705th meeting: provisional record, p. 12. 
6’ s/3510. 
1’ 706th meeting: provisional record, p. 30. 
1g 613th meeting: p. 1. 

Part II 

**PROCEEDINGS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL REGARDING VOTING UPON THE QUESTION 
WHETHER THE MATTER WAS PROCEDURAL WITHIN THE MEANING OF ARTICLE 27 (2) 
OF THE CHARTER 

Part III 

ABSTENTION AND ABSENCE IN RELATION TO ARTICLE 27 (3) OF THE CHARTER 

A. OBLIGATORY ABSTENTION to the vote, the representative of Pakistan did not par- 

1. Cases in which member have abstained in 
ticipate in the voce.81 

accordance with the proviso of Article 27 (3) **2. Consideration of abstention in accordance with 
the proviso of Article 27 (3) 

CASE 53 B. VOLUNTARY ABSTENTIOX IS RELATION 

At the 611th meeting on 23 December 1952, in con- 
nexion with the India-Pakistan question, when a joint 1. 

TO ARTICLE 27 (3) 

draft resolution 6o submitted by the representatives of 
the United Kingdom and the United States was put 

Certain CAMS in which pennan ent members have 
abstained otherwise 6 in accordance with the 
protio of Article 27 (3) 

ao S/2883, O.R., 7th year, Sllppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1952, p. 66. (1 611th meeting: para. 111. 
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INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION CASE 57 

CASE 53 
De&&on of 14 December 1955 (705th meeting): 

Romania:- USSR draft resolution. a0 

Decision of 23 December 1952 (611th meeting): 
United Kingdom-United States joint draft resolution as 

CASE 58 

amended by the Netherlands. 62 De&ion of 14 December 1955 (705th meeting): 
Bulgaria:- USSR drafr resolution. 67 

PALESTINE QUESTION APPLICATION OF JAPAX TO BECOME A PARTY 
TO STATUTE OF INTERNATIONAL COURT OF 

CASE 54 JUSTICE 
CASE 59 

Decision of 24 November 1953 (642nd meeting): 
French-United Kingdom-United States joint draft reso- 

Decision of 3 December 1953 (645th meeting): Pro- 

lution. 63 
posal contained in the Report of the Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of Experts. 88 

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS TO THE UNITED APPLICATION OF SAN MARINO TO BECOME A 

NATIONS PARTY TO STATUTE OF INTERNATIONAL 
COURT OF JUSTICE . 

CASE 55 CASE 60 

Decision of 14 December 1955 (705th meeting): De&ion of 3 December 1953 (645th meeting): Pro- 
Albania:- USSR draft resolution?4 posal contained in the:Report of the Chairman of’tbe Com- 

mittee of Experts. 69 

CASE 56 *+2. Consideration of the practice of voluntary 

Decision of 114 December 1955 (705th meeting): 
abstention in relation to Article 2’7 (3) 

Hungary:- USSR draft resolution. a6 l *c. ABSENCE OF A PERMANENT MEMBER IN 
RELATION TO ARTICLE 27 (3) 

** 611th meeting: para. 111. See chapter VIII, pp. 10-14. a‘ 703th meeting: provisional record, p. 14. 
O1 642nd meeting: para. 128. 

See chapter VII, 
See chapter VIII, pp. 19-24. part I.F., p. 10. 

O* 705th meeting: provisional record, p. 12. See chapter VII, w 705th meeting: provisional record, p. 14. See chapter VII, 
part I.F., p. 10. part I.F., p. 10. 

Is 705th meeting: provisional record, p. 13. See chapter VII, @( 645th meeting: paras. 10-11. See chapter VI, Case 3. 
part I.F., p. 10. Ia 645th meeting: paras. 13-14. See chapter VI, Case 3. 
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NOTE 

The Security Council has, during the period under 
review, established no new subsidiary organs; nor have 
proposals for the establishment of subsidiary organs 
been submitted for the consideration of the Council 
by its members. l Proceedings of the Council in which 
there has been discussion relating to subsidiary organs 
have concerned previously established bodies. 

In the category of subsidiary organs meeting at places 
away from the seat of the Organization, only the United 
Nations Representative for India-Pakistan and the 
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization for 
Palestine have continued to function during the period 
under review. The United Nations Representative for 
India-Pakistan and the Chief of Staff of the Truce 
Supervision Organization have been invited to the 
Council table at various meetings when questions which 
were their respective concern were being discussed.2 
In accordance with the directives contained in the 
original decisions establishing them, both these organs 
have continued to report to the Security Council during 
the period under review; in addition, particular requests 
to report have been addressed to them in subsequent 
decisions of the Council falling within the span of this 
Supplemen 1. 3 

Much of the activity of the Council in the discharge 
of its responsibilities for the maintenance of international 
peace and security in the India-Pakistan and Palestine 
questions has taken place through the instrumentality 

l For proceedings of the Security Council involving considera- 
tion of a proposal for the employment by the Council of a subsi- 
diary organ established by the General Assembly, see in chapter VI, 
Case 6. 

8 The occasions on which such invitations have been extended 
are enumerated in chapter I II of this Supplement. 

. * These requests will be found in the decisions recorded in 
chapter VIII below, under the Palestine question and the India- 
Pakistan question. 

of its subsidiary organs. As with other aspects of prac- 
tice which arise in the consideration of the substance of 
questions placed Ln,fore the Council, the employment 
of subsidiary organs as instruments for the discharge 
of the Council’s primary responsibility does not admit 
of presentation in isolation from the decisions and 
debates of the Council dealing with the actual issues 
before it and the relative merits of measures proposed. 
The practice of the Council in the substantive employ- 
ment of subsidiary organs must be sought therefore 
within the framework of the chain of proceedings on 
the relevant agenda items presented in chapter VIII. 

While there has been no discussion of the establish- 
ment or composition of subsidiary organs of the Council 
during the period under review, note may be taken of 
the manner of prolongation of the mission of the Repre- 
sentative of India-Pakistan through presidehtlal fa- 
mulation of the sense of the Security Council.* 

In the category of subsidiary organs meeting at the 
seat of the Organization, only the Committee of Experts 
has been employed by the Council during this period. 
For an account of the occasion on which a question was 
referred to the Committee for report, see chapter VI, 
Case 3. The other standing committee of the Council, 
the Committee on the Admission of New Members, has 
not been employed during the period under review in 
connexion with the examination of applications for 
membership in the United Nations. The decisions of 
the Council in connexion with the question of reference 
of applications for membership to the Committee will 
be found in chapter VII, part IV. 

.kistan question deci- 
The mission of the 

*Pakist .an was again 
which it adopted at 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The present chapter, concerned with the relations of 
the Security Council with all the other organs of the 
United Nations, is, as indicated in the previous volume 
of the Heperloire, broader in scope than chapter XI of 
the provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council 
(rule 61) which governs certain procedures to be fol- 
lowed by the Council for the election of members of the 
International Court of Justice. 

The present chapter presents material bearing on the 
relations of the Security Council with the General 
Assembly (part I) and brings UJ) to date the account 
given in the previous volume of the Ileperloire of the 
transmission by the Trusteeship Council to the Security 

Council of questionnaires and reports (part III). No 
material has been found for the period under review 
which would require entry in parts II, IV and V rrlating 
respectively to relations with tbc Ilconornic and Social 
Council, the International Court of Justice and the 
Military Staff Committee. 

The functions of the Secretariat in relation to the 
Security Council, to the extent that they are governed 
by the provisional rules of procedure of the Council, 
are covered in chapter I, part IV. Proceedings regard- 
ing the appointment of the Sccrclnry-General under 
Articlc 97 arc treated in part I of this chapter. 

Part I 

RELATIONS WITH THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

NOTE 

Part I concerns the relations of the Security Council 
with the General Assembly in instances where the res- 
ponsibility of the two organs is, under the provisions 
of the Charter or the Statute of theCourt, eitherexclusive 
or mutual; that is, where a final decision is or is not to 
be taken by one organ without a decision to be taken 
in the same matter by tbc otllcr.1 The proceedings 
in these instances fall into three broad categories. 

The first group includes proceedings where the rela- 
tions between the two organs are governed by provisions 
of the Charter (Article 12, paragraph I) limiting the 
authority of the General Assembly in respect of any 
dispute or situation while the Security Council is cxcr- 
cising the functions assigned to it by the Charter. The 
second group comprises instances where the decision 
by the Council must be taken before that of the General 
Assembly; e.g., appointment of the Secretary-General, 
and conditions of accession to the Statute of the Inter- 
national Court of Justice. The third group includes 
cases where the final decision depends upon action to 
be taken by both the organs concurrently, such as the 
election of members of the International Court of Justice. 

Part I comprises, in addition, material relating to 
subsidiary organs established by the General Assembly 
and placed by the latter in special relation to the Security 
Council. This part concludes wilh a chronological 
tabulation of recommendations to the Security Council 
adopted by the General Assembly in the form of reso- 
lutions. 

1 A case sul gene& Is presented by Article 109 (3) of the Charter. 
For the decision taken by the Security Council at its 707th meet- 
ing on 16 December 1955, doncurring In the General Assembly 
de&Ion under Article 109 (3), as set forth in resolution 992 (X), 
see chapter I, Case 25. 

A. PRACTICES AND PROCEEDINGS IN RELA- 
TION TO ARTICLE 12 OF THE CHARTER 

“Arlicle 12 of Ihe Charler 

“1. While the Security Council is exercising in 
respect of any dispute or situation the functions 
assign4 to it in the. presrnt Charter, the General 
Assembly shall not make any rccommcndation with 
regard to that dispute or situation unless the Security 
Council so requests. 

“2. The Secretary-General, with the consent of 
the Security Council, shall notify the General Assem- 
bly at each session of any mattrrs relative to the 
maintenance of international peace and security 
which arc being dealt with by the Security Council 
and shall similarly notify the General Assembly, or 
thr Members of the United Nations if the General 
Assembly is not in session, immediately the Security 
Council ceases to deal with such matters.” 
[‘vole: Section A includes an instanrc of discussion 

in the Council on the nature of the limitation placed by 

Article 12 (1) upon the authority of the General Assem- 
bly.~ 

Notifications to the Grneral Assembly under Arti- 
cle 12 (2) by the Secretary-General, with the consent of 
the Security Council, of “matters relative to the main- 
trn:rncc~ of intt~rnational peace and security which are 
being tlcnlt with I)y tlir! Security Council”, and of mat- 
ters with which the Council has ceased to deal, have 
bcrn drafled on the basis of the “Summary Statement 
by the Secret;rry-General on matters of which the 
Security Council is seized and on the stage reached in 
their consideration” which is circulated each week by 
the Secretary-General in accordance with rule 11 of the 
provisional rules of procedure. 

’ Case 1. 
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The notification issued before each session of the 
General Assembly contains the same agenda items as 
those in the current Summary Statement, except that 
certain items in the Statement which arc not considered 
as “matters relative to the maintenance of international 
peace and security” for the purpose of Article 12 (2) 
are excluded from the notification; e.g., rules of pro- 
cedure of the Council, applications for membership, and 
the application of Articles 87 and 88 wifh regard to 
strategic areas. In addition, the notification contains 
a list of any items with which the Council has ceased 
to deal since the previous session of the General Assem- 
bly. 

Matters bring dealt with by the Security Council have 
been listed in Lhc notification, since 19.51, in two catc- 
gories: (1) matters which are being dealt with by the 
Council and which have been discuss4 during the period 
since the last notiliralion; and (2) matters of which the 
Council remains seized but which have not been dis- 
cussed since the Iasl notification. 

Since 19.17, the consent of the Council requirrt! by 
Article 12 (2) has tweet obtained through the circulation 
by the Sccrrtary-(;t,nrra! Lo the members of the Council 
of copies of draft notifications.] 

CASE 1 

At the 62lst meeting on 31 August 1953, during the 
course of the Council’s tlrbate on the question of includ- 
ing in the agenda an item concerning events in Morocco, 
the I “1 rcscntativc~ of (;IWW stated:3 

“ . . . were Lhc Security Council . . . to place on its 
agenda the item con~crning the cvcnts in Mororco, 
those who -like us- -arc o!)en-minded as regards 
the consiclrmtion of the Moroccan question at the 
forthc~oming session of the Genera! Assembly would 
be confrontct! with an aclditiona! diflirulty tleriving 
from Arlirlc 12 of the Charter. That Artirk. as we 
all know, provides that Ihc General Assrmbly shall 
not make any rcc~ornrIlrndatiorls with regard to any 
t!is!)uLr or situation while the Security Council is 
exercising in respect of that dis!)uLe or situation the 
functions assigned Lo it in the Charter. 

L‘ . . * 
“ . . . the application of the open-door principle to 

the present case in the Security Council, while not 
bringing the case an inch nearer to a settlement, 
definitely compromises the chances of applying the 
same principle to the same case under the more 
promising auspices of t hr. General Assembly.” 

At the A22nd meeting on 1 September 1953, the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon, in reply to the statement matle 
by the representative of Greece at the previous meeting, 
commented: 

“ . . . certainly Article 12 does not prevent any item 
which is being discussed by the Security Council from 
being examined also by Lhe General Assembly. \Vhat 
Article 12 does is to prevent the General Assembly 
from making positive recommendations about any 
item if, at the s;mc time, the Security Council is 
seized of that item. According to the Charter, the 

* For the de&on, see chnpter II, Cuse 8. 

General Asscmhly is not prevented in any way from 
conridering any subject which it decides to place on 
the agenda. It is preventet! by Article 12 from mak- 
ing recommendations on matters which happen to 
be under consideration by the Security Council.” 

He added: 
“ . . . So far as the admissibility or inadmissibility 

of any items to the agenda of the General Assembly 
is concerned, the matter is governed by Article 10 
and Article 11, paragraph 2, and in neither case is 
there any limitation whatever provided the question 
is within the scope of the Charter itself.“’ 

l *B. PRACTICES AND PROCEEDINGS IN RELA- 
TION TO THE CONVOCATION OF A SPE- 
CIAL SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEM- 
BLY 

C. PRACTICES AND PROCEEDINGS IN RELA- 
TION TO ARTICLES OF THE CHARTER 
INVOLVING RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE 
SECUHITY COUNCIL TO THE GENERAL AS- 
SEMBLY 

1. Appointment of the Secretary-General 

“Article 97 of fhe Chnrfer 

“The Srcrctariat sllall comprise :I Secretary-General 
nrid such sLalT as the Organization may rcquirr. Thr 
Secretary-General shall be ap!)ointetl by thr (ieneral 
Assembly upon the recommendation of tile Security 
Council. I Ie sllall bc the chief aclrninistrntive officer 
of the Organization.” 
1 NofP: The meetings of the Security Council at 

which recomment!;iLions regarding Lhc a!)!)oinLnient of 
Lhcl Secretary-(;cncraI ‘have brrrl c*onsitlt~rrd, have 
been held in private in accordance with rule 18 of the 
provisional rules of procrtlure. ‘1’11~ Couric~il has votcac! 
by sccrct ballot. Communic!uds, c*ircul:lLc4 afttar rach 
!)rivntr meeting in accor(!:inct~ with rtllcb 55. have 
conL;rinc*t! information as to tlic st;rjiks r~a~hrt! in the 

considcaration of Lhc rc,~oInnit,ntl:lLiolis. ‘l’hr Gl3th ant! 
Gl.lth mcctings on 13 :in(! 19 March 19X$, rrsprctivcly, 
were tlcvotec! to the ronsitlcmtion of pro!)osals Lo rrcom- 
mend various persons to the Gcncral Assembly for. 
apljointment as Secretary-General. None of Lhc !)ro- 
posals made was adopted by the Council. The com- 
muniquCs issued aftrr each of the foregoing meetings 
indirnted the author of the proposal considered, the 
person proposed for rcrommcntlaLion, ant! the decision.] 

CASI: % 

At the 617th meeting on 31 March 1953, hrld in 
private, the Security Council :i!)!>roved by 10 votes in 
favour, none against, with 1 abstcnlion, a !)ro!)osaI sub- 
mittrt! by the reprcscntntive of France to rc~commcnd 
to the General Assembly the a!)poinLmcnt of Mr. Dag 
I Iammarskjold as Sccrct ;lry-(;rnc~ral.6 On Lllc same 
tlnte the Presitlent (I’akistan) informc~tl Mr. I Inrnm:~rsk- 
jold by ca!)le of lhe Council’s decision to this elfrct. 

a l:nr texts of relevant stntrments see: 
(i2lst meeting: Greece, pnros. 9, 12. 
ti:?hd mcetlng: I.cbanon, para. 5. 
@ 617tti~meetlng: p. 1. 
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2. Conditions of ecawion to the Statute of the 
International Court of Justice 

**3. Conditions under which a non-Member State, 
party to the Statute, may participate in electing 
members of the International Court of Juaticel* - 

“Article 93 (2) o/ the Charfer 

“A state which is not a Member of the United 
Nations may become a party to the Statute of the 
International Court of Justice on conditions to be 
determined in each case by the General Assembly 
upon the recommendation of the Security Council.” 

D. PRACTICES AND PROCEEDINGS IN RELA- 
TION TO THE ELECTION OF MEMBERS OF 
THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE 

STATUTE OF ,rlIE INTERNATIONAL Covn.r OF JUSTICE 

“Article 4 

CASE 3 

On 26 October 1953, the permanent observer of Japan 
to the United Nations transmitted lo the Secrelary- 
General a cablegram dated 24 October 1953 from the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Japan6 expressing the 
desire of his Government to ascertain the conditions 
on which Japan could become a party lo the Statute 
of the International Court of Justice. 

“1. The members of the Court shall be elected by 
the Genrral Assrmbly and by the Security Council 
from a list of persons nominatrd by the national 
groups in the I’ermarlcnl Court of Arbitration . . .” 

“Arficle 8 

“The General Assembly and the Security Council 
shall procrcd indepcndcntly of one anolhcr to elect 
the mcmbcrs of the Court.” 

On 6 November 19.53, the Secretary of Slate for 
Foreign Affairs of the Rrpuhlic of San Marino addressed 
a letter to the Secretary-General7 requesting to be 
informed of the conditions required to become a party 
to the Statute of the International Court of Justice. 

“11 rlicle 10 

At the 641st meeting on 23 November 1953, the 
Security Council referred both applications to the Com- 
mittee of Experts for study and report.n 

At the 645th meeting on 3 December 1953, the Council 
had before it two reports from the Committee of Ex- 

- perts, @ containing texts of the recommendation which 
Che Committee advised the Council to send to the 
Genera1 Assembly concerning the conditions upon which 
Japan and the Nepublic of San Marino might become 
parties to the Statute of the International Court of 
Justice. The Chairman of the Committee of Experts, 
in submitting the reports, stated that in its considern- 
tion of the applications of Japan and the Rqublic of 
San Marino, the Committee had been guided to a large 
extent by the exhaustive and dclailed examination of 
two previous applications-those of Switzerland and 
Liechtenstein, although, as had been made abundantly 
clear, those cases had not been intended to constitute a 
precedent. He further pointed out that the conditions 
proposed for the accession of Japan and the Republic 
of San Marino were the same as those determined for 
the accession of Switzerland and Liechtenstein and, as 
in the latter cases, were not intended to constitute a 
precedent. 10 

“1. Those candidates who obtain an absolute 
majority of votes in the General Assembly and in the 
Security Council shall he considered as elected. 

“2. Any vote of the Sc*curity Council, whelhcr 
for lhc election of judges or for lhc appointment of 
members of the conference envisa@ in Article 12, 
shall be taken without any distinction l~tw~~~rr per- 
manent and non-permanent members of the St,r,urity 
Council. 

“3. In the event of more than one national of the 
same state obtaining an absolute majority of the votes 
both of the General Assembly and of the Security 
Council, the eldest of these only shall be considered 
as elected.” 

“Arlicle II 

“If, after the first mrcling hrl~l for the purpose of 
the election, one or more seals rcmnin lo be lillcd. a 
second and, if necessary, a third meeting shall take 
place.” 

“Article 12 

De&ion: The Council adopted both the proposals of 
the Committee of Experts bg 10 ootes in lavour, none 
against, with 1 abstention. I1 

“1. If, after the third meeting, one or more seats 
still remain unfilled, a joint conference consisting of 
six members, three appointed by the General Assembly 
and three by the Security Council, may I,P formed at 
any time, at. the requtbst of either the Gcsnrrnl Assembly 
or the Security Council, for 11~. yrI)osl~ of choosing 
by the vole of an absc)lult majority onr name for 
each seat still vacant, to submit lo the (&et-al 
Assembly and the Security Council for thrir rrspcctivc 
acceptance. 

( S/3126, O.R., 8th ycor, Suppl. /or Oct.-Dec. 19.53, p. 37. 
’ S/3137, O.R., 8th yeor, Suppl. /or Orl.-kc. 1953. [,p. 56-57. 
* 641st meeting: paras. 1-3. 
* S/3146 and S/3147, O.R., 81h year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dee. 19J3, 

pp. 72-73. 

“2. If the joint conference is unanimously agreed 
upon any person who fulfils the required rontlitions, 
he may be included in its list, c8vc.n though IW was not 
included in the list of nominations referred to in 
Article 7. 

___- .- 
I* 645th meeting: pams. 6-8. 
*I 645th meeting: paras. 11-14. chapter VI, purt I, C.3, Cuse 10, 1’11. 21%220. 
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“3. If the joint conference is satisfied that it will 
not be successful in procuring an election, those 
members of the Court who have already hrcn elected 
shall, wilhin a period to be lixrtl by t hr Security 
Council, proceed to fill the vacant scats by sc~lrction 
from among those candidates who have obtained 
votes rithrr in the General Assembly or in the Srcurity 
Council. 

“4. In the c’vent of an equality of votes among 
the judges, the eldest judge shall have a casting vote.” 

“Article I4 

“Vacancies shall be filled by the same method as 
that laid down for the first election, subject to the 
following provision: the Secretary-General shall, 
within one month of the occurrence of the vacancy, 
proceed to issue the invitations provided for in Arti- 
cle 5, and the date of the election shall be fixed by 
the Security Council. ” 

PROVISIONAL RULES OF PROCEDURE 

Rule 61 

Relations with ofher Uniled Nafions Organs 

“Any meeting of the Security Council held in pur- 
suance of the Statute of the International Court of 
Justice for the purpose of the election of members 
of the Court shall continue until as many candidates 
as arc required for all the seats to be filled have 
obtained in one or more ballots an absolute majority 
of votes.” 

CASE 4 

At the 618th meeting on 12 August 1953, the Security 
Council noted with regret the resignation of Judge 
Golumsky and decided, under Article 14 of the Statute, 
that the election to fill the vacancy for the remainder 
of the term of Judge Golumsky should take place during 
the eighth session of the General Assembly.13 At the 
644th meeting on 27 November 1953, the Council 
elected a candidate to fill the vacancy, who also received 
3n absolute majority of votes in the General Assembly. I4 

CASE 5 

At the 677th meeting on 28 .July 1954, the Security 
Council noted with regret the death of Judge Sir Benegal 
Narsing Rau and decided, under Article 14 of the Sta- 
tute, that an election to fill the vacancy for the remainder 
of the term of Judge Rau should take place during the 
ninth session of the General Assembly,lK prior to the 
regular election to be held at that session. 

At the 681st meeting on 7 October 1954, the Council 
elected a candidate to fill the vacancy and the candidate 
received the required majority of votes in the General 
Assembly. le 

At the same meeting, the Council proceeded to fill 
five regular vacancies which were to occur on 5 Feb- 

I* S/3078, 618th meeting: para. 1. 
I’ 644th meeting: paras. 5-6, 8. 
*I S/3226. 677th meeting : para. 12. 
‘* 681st meeting: paras. 10-12. 

ruary 1955. Hefore the commencement of balloting, 
the President (IMmark) stated that if more than five 
candi(l:~tes obtnincd the rrquircd majority, he would 
consult thr Council as to the procedure to be followed. 
After six c~tndidatcs had ohtainrtl t hc rcaquired majority 
on the lirst ballot. the President requested that, since 
there wrrr only five vacancies to be lilled, the members 
vote only for lhat number of candidates. He declared 
that ballot papers containing the names of more than 
five cantlidatcs WOIII~ be regarded as invalid, and that 
lhc mrmbrrs would be frc~~ to vast their votes for any 
one on tlic list of candidates. Six candidates ohtained 
the required majority on the second and third ballots. 

After four candidates had received the required 
majority on the fourth ballot, the President declared: 

‘L . . . Those four candidates have received the ne- 
cessary numljcr of votes in the Council; thta Assembly 
is voting at the same time, and must elcrt the same 
candidates. If thta elected candidates are the same, 
the President of the General Assembly will declare 
them elected. I am sure that the President of the 
Assembly will declare those four elected. 

“As there are five vacancies to be filled and as we 
have elected only four candidates, WC shall have to 
vote again for one more candidate. 

“If the name of any of the four candidates who 
have just been elected is placed on the next ballot, 
that ballot will be considered invalid.” 

The representative of Colombia expressed some doubt 
as to the procedure which had been followed, since under 
Arlicle 10 of the Statute candidates who had obtained 
ao absolute majority in the General Assembly and the 
Council were to be considered elected. It was possible 
that when six candidates had obtained thr required 
majority in the Council, live of them might already have 
obtained an absolute majority in the Assembly. Theore- 
tically, those five candidates should have btten declared 
elected. Furthermore, the fifth canditl:rte whom the 
Council had yet to elect might fail to obtain the required 
majority which he had obtained on the earlier ballots 
in the Council. 

The President, noting that Article 8 of the Statute 
required the General Assembly and the Security Council 
to proceed independently of one another to elect the 
members of the Court, declared: 

“ . . . In my view we have to vote in the Security 
Council until we have elected five candidates with 
the necessary majority of six votes. We now have 
four candidates elected, and therefore one more ballot 
is necessary in order to elect the lifth candidate. 
When we have obtained that result, then, indepen- 
dently of the General Assembly, we shall have ful- 
lilled what is required of us by the Statute of the 
International Court of Justice, that is, electing five 
judges with the necessary majority. If the two 
organs of the United Nations do not elect the same 
number, there are special rules which apply in that 
case.” 
The representative of France stated: 

“ . . . I support the interpretation just given by the 
President. I might add that at the time when six 
candidates had obtained an absolute majority in the 
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Security Council, none of them could be elected, 
because, since the number of seats to be filled was 
five, only live or fewer randidates could be elected. 
Consequently, at the time when six candidates had 
received an absolute majority here, neither five nor 
six persons had been elected, and there could there- 
fore have been no concordance between our vote and 
any vote which might have taken place in the Assem- 
bly.” 

The representative of Colombia, indicating his dis- 
agreement with the interpretation which had been given 
by the President, stated: 

“ . . . It is nowhere provided that only live candi- 
dates may obtain a majority in the Security Council 
and the General Assembly. On the contrary, the 
rules seem to me to indicate that if, at any given 
time, six candidates have obtained a majority, it 
would be quite in order for the Council to communicate 
that result to the Assembly. These candidates will 
not have been elected. Only if five of the six candi- 
dates also obtain a majority in the Assembly will they 
be elected. But I do not see why the Security Council 
should not inform the General Assembly-and there 
is nothing in the Statute to stop it from doing so- 
that, in an election which has just taken place, such- 
and-such candidates have obtained an absolute 
majority. Article 10 of the Statute of the Court does 
not require anything else.” 

He therefore suggested that in future, consideration 
should be given to the possibility of asking the Presi- 
dents of the General Assembly and of the Security Coun- 
cil to exchange letters after each bal1ot.i’ 

On the fifth ballot, the Council elected the fifth 
member. The President of the General Assembly noti- 
fied the President of the Security Council that the same 
five candidates had received an absolute majority in 
the Assembly. i* 

E. RELATIONS WITH SUBSIDIARY ORGANS 
ESTABLISHED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

[Nofe: Certain subsidiary organs established by the 
General Assembly have figured in the proceedings of the 
Security Council, either when they have been placed in 
special relation to the Council by resolution of the 
General Assembly, or when the Council has decided to 
utilize the services of a subsidiary organ without such 
provision having been made by the Assembly. This 
section includes an instance of proceedings involving 
the relations of the Council with the Peace Observation 
Commission, a subsidiary organ established by the Ge- 
neral Assembly, on 3 November 1950, with authority 
to observe and report and to establish sub-commissions 
for the performance of its functions. The General 
Assembly, by the resolution establishing the Peace 
Observation Commission, provided that the Security 
Council might utilize the Commission in accordance 
with its authority under the Charter.] lo 

1’ For texts of relevant statements see: 
681st meeting: President (Denmark), pares. 16, 18. 21-22. 27; 

Colombia, paras. 24-25, 30, 32-33; France, para. 28. 
1’ 681st mcetlng: pams. 36-37. 
1) Resolution 377 B (V). 

CASE 6 

At the 672nd meeting on 3 *June 1954, the Security 
Council had before it a letter dated 29 May 1954 from 
the acting Permanent Representative of Thailand,W 
bringing a situation threatening that country’s security 
to the attention of the Council and requesting the latter 
to provide for observation under the Peace Observation 
Commission. 

At the 673rd meeting on 16 June 1954, the represen- 
tative of Thailand* submitted, under rule 38, a draft 
resolution which read in part as follows:11 

“The Securily Council, 
“ . . . 

“Recalling General Assembly resolution 377 (V) 
(Uniting for peace), part A, section R, establishing a 
Peace Observation Commission . . . 

“ . . . 

“Requesfs the Peace Observation Commission to 
establish a sub-commission . . . with authority: 

“(a) To dispatch as soon as possible . . . such 
observers as it may deem necessary to Thailand; 

“(b) To visit Thailand if it deems necessary; 

“(c) To consider such data as may be submitted 
to it by its members or observers and to make such 
reports and recommendations as it deems necessary 
to the Peace Observation Commission and to the 
Security Council. If the sub-commission is of the 
opinion that it cannot adequately accomplish its 
mission without observation or visit also in States 
contiguous to Thailand, it shall report to the Peace 
Observation Commission or to the Security Council 
for the necessary instructions.” 

The representatives of Brazil, China, New Zealand 
and Turkey made statements in support of the draft 
resolution. 

The representative of the United Kingdom, in support 

of the Thailand draft resolution, stated: 

“In section B of the ‘Uniting for peace’ resolution, 
the General Assembly set up machinery expressly 
designed to deal with such a situation. Under it, a 
Peace Observation Commission is authorized to 
establish a sub-commission and to utilize the services 
of observers to assist in the performance of its func- 
tions. That is what is now proposed in the draft 
resolution before the Council. 

“I also note that the draft resolution makes provi- 
sion for the sub-commission to seek instructions if it 
is of the opinion that it cannot adequately accomplish 
its mission without observation or visit also in States 
contiguous to Thailand. This seems to me a wise 
provision. It allows for the possibility that reports 
may be received from the observers or from the 
members of the sub-commission who, having visited 
Thailand, find that they cannot fullll their mission of 
observing the degree of international tension threaten- 

‘0 S/3220. 
*I 673rd meeting: para. 10. 
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ing the security of Thailand without also visiting 
States contiguous to Thailand.” 
At the 674th meeting on 18 June 1954, the represen- 

tative of the USSR opposed the adoption of the draft 
resolution submitted by the representative of Thailands’ 
on the ground that it would aggravate the situation. 

Decision: Al fhe 674th meefing on 18 June 1954, the 
Council rejecled the Thailand dralf resolution by 9 votes 
in /avour, 1 against, with 1 absfenfion (the vote against 
being ihaf 01 a permanent member).aa 

I* For texts of relevant statements see: 
673rd meeting: Hrazll, poras. 35-39; Chlna, pare, 45; New 

Zealand, paras. 21, 23; Turkey, para. 26; Thailand*, para. 10. 
674th meeting: USSR, paras. 58-59. 
*I 674th meeting: para. 71. 

F. RECEPTION OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO 
THE SECURITY COUNCIL ADOPTED BY THE 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN THE FORM OF RESO- 
LUTIONS 

[Note: The Security Council, in agreeing to consider 
General Assembly recommendations during the period 
under review has done so by placing the recommendation 
on the agenda. The omission of such inclusion on the 
agenda has not been a mark of refusal on the part of the 
Council to consider. The recommendations are pre- 
sented below in the form of a tabulation, chronolo- 
gically arranged, indicating the initial proceedings of 
the Council prior to the adoption, or non-adoption, of 
the item on the agenda of the Council.]” 

I’ For an earlier tabulation see Repcrfoirc o/ Ihe Pracficr o/ Ihe 
Sccurifp Councif 1946-1951, p. 225. 

TABULATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 . . . . . . . 506 (VI) 
1 February 1952 

2 . ...*... 703 (VII) 
17 March 1953 

3 . . . 

4. . . 

5 . . . 

,... 715 (VIII) 
28 November 1953 

, . . . 718 (VIII) 
23 October 1953 

. . . . 808 (IX) 
4 November 1954 

6 . . . . . . . . 809 (IX) 

4 November 1954 

7. . . . . . . . 816(1X) 
23 November 1954 

8 ..*..... 917 (X) 
8 December 1955 

Admlssion of new Members, including the right of 
candldate States to present proof of the condi- 
tions required under Article 4 of the Charter 

Methods which might be used to malntaln and 
strengthen international pence and security in 
accordance with the Purposes and Prlnclples 
of the Charter: report of the Collective Measures 
Committee 

Regulation, llmitntlon and balanced reduction ol 
all armed forces and all armaments: report of 
the Disnrmament Commission 

AdmIssIon of new Members 

Regulation. limltatlon and balanced reduction o! 
all armed forces and all armnments: report of 
the Disarmament Commlsslon; Conclusion of 
an international convention (treaty) on the 
reduction of armaments and the prohlbltlon 
oi atomic, hydrogen and other weapons 01 mass 
destruction 

Methods which might be used to maintain and 
strengthen International peace and secudty In 
accordance with the Purposes and Principles 
of the Charter: report of the Collective Measures 
Committee 

Admlsslon of new Members to the Unlted Nations 

Admlssion of new Members to the United Natlons 

Included as sub-paragraph (b) under the heed- 
Ing of Admission of new Members in the 
agenda at the 577th meeting on 18 June 
1952. 

Not placed on the provlslonal agendab 

Not placed on the provlslonal agendac 

Not placed on the provlsionnl agendad 

Not placed on the provIsiona agenda* 

Not placed on the provlslonal agenda’ 

Included In the agenda at the 701st meetlng 
on 10 December 1955s 

Included in the agenda at the 701st meetlng 
on 10 December 1955” 

. 577th meeting: pnra 89. 
b 703 (VII), S/3283. 
0 715 (VIII), S/3276. 
* 718 (VIII), S/3131. 

l 808 (IX), S/3316. 
’ 809 (IX), S/3317. 
1 817 (IX), S/3224. 
b 918 (X), S/3467. 
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“Arficle 24 (3) of the Charter 

“The Security Council shall submit annual and, when necessary, special 
reports of the General Assembly for its consideration.” 
[Note: In accordance with Article 24 (3) the Security Council has continued, 

during the period under review, to submit annual reports to the General Assembly.s8 
It has submitted one special report during this period. At the 604th meeting on 
19 September 1952, in connexion with the question of admission of new Members, 
the Security Council decided to submit a special report to the General Assembly in 
accordance with rule 60 of the provisional rules of procedure.]*” 

*I Annual Ileports approved by the Security Council at the followlng meetings held ln pri- 
vate: 7th Report, 593rd meeting, 26 August 1952; 8th Heport, 618th meeting, 12 August 1953; 
9th Report, 678th meeting, 18 August 1954; and 10th Ileport, 699th mretlng, 11 August 1955. 

‘* S/2208, 604th meetlng: paras. 4-35. 

Part II 

**RELATIONS WITH THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL 

Part III 

RELATIONS WITH THE TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL 

'.A. PROCEDURE UNDER ARTICLE 83 (3) IN 
APPLICATION OF ARTICLES 87 AND 88 OF 
THE CHARTER WITH REGARD TO STRA- 
TEGIC AREAS UNDER TRUSTEESHIP 

B. TRANSMISSION TO THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
BY THE TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL OF QUES- 
TIONNAIRE, AND REPORTS 

On 24 July 1953, the Secretary-General, upon the 
request of the Trusteeship Council, transmitted to the 
Security Council a questionnaire approved by the 
Trusteeship Council at its 414th meeting on 6 June 
1952.” 

the following reports of the Trusteeship Council on the 
exercise of its functions in respect of strategic areas 
under trusteeship: 

Fourth Report adopted during the tenth session of 
the Trusteeship Council, 1 April 1952.aa 

Fiflh I<eport adopted during the twelfth session of 
the Trusteeship Council, 13 July 1953.‘O 

Sixth Report adopted during the fourteenth session 
of the Trusteeship Council, 16 July 1954.W 

Seventh Report adopted during the sixteenth session 
of the Trusteeship Council, 19 July 1955.“’ 

Between 1 January 1952 and 31 December 1955, the 
Secretary-General transmitted to the Security Council 

9’ S/3065. 

** SI’LSW. 
‘9 s/3066. 
I0 S/3272. 
” S/3416. 

Part IV 

**RELATIONS WITH THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE 

Part v 

**RELATIONS WITH THE MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE 



Chapter VII 

PRACTICES RELATIVE TO RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE GENERAL 

ASSEMBLY REGARDING THE ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

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

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

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

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

Part1 

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

NOTE 

. 

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

A. APPLICATIONS RECOMMENDED BY THE 

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

SECURITY COUNCIL 

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

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

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

bY 

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

(vii) The candidature of Austria was approved 
unanimously. 

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

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

(x) The candidature of Finland was approved 
unanimously. 

(xii) The candidature of Nepal was approved 
unanimously. 

(xi) The candidature of Ceylon was approved 
unanimously. 

(xiii) The candidature of Libya was approved 
unanimously. 

(xiv) The candidature of Cambodia was approved 
unanimously. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

a Failed to obtain recommendation 
of a permanent member. 

0-g to the negative vote 



86 Chapter VII. Practices cegarding the admission of new members 

(ii) Republic of Korea.’ 
(iii) Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.5 
(iv) Viet-Nam. 6 
(v) Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam. 7 

(vi) Japan. 8 

C. DISCUSSION OF THE QUESTION IN THE 
COUNCIL FROM 19524955 

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

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

Debate XIV 

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

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

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

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

It concerned: (i) reconsideration of pending applica- 

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

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

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

D. APPLICATIONS PENDING ON 1 JANUARY 1952 

Applicant Dale of Application Document 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

24 June 1946 

2 August 1946 

22 April 1947 
7 May 1947 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(S Pm 

Democratic Re- 
public of Viet- 

I 

(i) 22 November 1948. S/2780 

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

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



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

Applicant Dale of Appliccrtion DocumenP 

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

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

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

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

l Includes the formal declaration in ewh case. 

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

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

Debate XIII Feb. 1952 

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

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

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

Debnie XI V .Jwze-Sept. 1952 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(S /2773) recommending its admission 

Same 10 1 
573rd Not adopted 

0 6.2.52 Neither 

Same 2 6 0 99 

Same 2 5 -1 507th 8.9.52 

Same 10 1 0 600th lG.9.52 

Same 10 1 0 c,O2M! 18.9.52 

Same 10 1 0 603rd 19.9.52 

Same 10 1 0 99 

Same 10 1 0 99 

Same 1 10 0 99 

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

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

9* 99 0 

!  

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

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



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

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

Nature o 
I G.A. decis on 

Debate X V Dec. 1955 b 

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

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

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

them to list in S/3302 

1st para. 
2nd para. 

1st clause 

Inclusion of Rep. of 
Korea (Chinese 
amend.) 

Inclusion of Viet- 
Nam (Chinese 
amend.) 

Inclusion of Albania 

Inclusion of Mongo- 

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

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

8 

9 

9 

9 
7 

8 
10 
10 
10 

9 
10 
10 

9 
9 

10 
10 
10 
10 

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

as mod1 fled 0 1 

0 

0 

1 

1 
0 

1 
1 
1 
1 

0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

4 

3 704th 13.12.55 Adopted 

2 JJ JJ 

1 JJ Not included 

1 
4 

JJ 

Included 

2 
0 
0 
0 

Included 
Not included 

JJ 

Included 
9) 

Not included 
*v 
99 
9) 

6 Not adopted 

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

JJ 

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

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

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

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

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

Nature oj 
Subject of vole for ag. a bst. and date of vote or Spec. Rept. to G.A. Action G.A . deck ion 

--__ --_ - --- --~ 

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

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

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

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

bly 

1st parn. 
2nd para. 

1st clause 
U.S. amendment 

Candidature of 
Japan 

Candidature of 
Albania 

Candidature of 
Jordan 

Candidature of 
Ireland 

Candidature of 
Portugal 

Candidature of 
Hungary 

Candidature of 
of Italy 

Candidature of 
Austria 

Candidature of 
Romania 

Candidature of 
Bulgaria 

Candidature of 
Finland 

Candidature of 
Ceylon 

Candidature of 
Nepal 

Candidature of 
Libya 

Candidature of 
Cambodia 

Candidature of 
Laos 

Candidature of 
Spain 

2nd para. as a whole 
Draft resolution as 

a whole 

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

gular session”d 

8 

9 

10 

8 

11 

11 

11 

9 

11 

11 

9 

9 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

10 
8 

8 

10 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

3 

2 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
3 

3 

705th 14.12.55 Adopted A /SO99 

?P 
(recommendation) 

PP 

Not adopted 

Approved 

9) 

Adopted 

,b 
t  

0’ 706th 15.12.55 NPt adopted Neither 



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

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

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

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

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

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

Same 

(Consideration post- 
poned following 
vote on USSR 
amendment) 

1 0 10 706th 1512.55 

1 0 10 708th 21.12.55 

Not adopted Neither 

Not adopted Neither 

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

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

Part III 

PRESENTATION OF APPLICATIONS 

NOTE 

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

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

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

(No applications were submitted in 1953 or 1954.) 

(viii) In 1955 l1 

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

CASE 1 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

lf 603rd meeting: para. 86. 

Part IV 

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

NOTE 

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

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

“1. Applications referred to the Committee by the 
President 

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

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

CASE 2 

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

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

. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CASE 3 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. 
The President (Brazil) stated that: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CASE 4 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CASE 5 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

counciI 

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

Part v 

PROCEDURES IN THE CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS WITHIN THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

NOTE 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

-A. DISCUSSION OF APPLICATIONS 

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

**2. Documentation submitted to the Security 
COUIlCil 

B. VOTING ON APPLICATIONS 

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

2. Time and order of voting on applications 

CASE 6 

Debate XIV 

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

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

The representative of Greece, pointing out that there 
were other applications besides the fourteen enumerated 
in the USSR draft resolution under sub-item (a), sug- 
gested that the Council make “ a close examination of 
all the applications pending . . . at a date closer to the 
next session of the General Assembly”. He moved 
that the debate be adjourned until 2 September 1952. 
The motion was supported by a number of members 
of the Council. The representative of the USSR op- 
posed the motion, declaring that the applications listed 
in the USSR resolution did not give rise “to any internal 
arguments or controversy”. The other applications 
were more controversial and should therefore be post- 
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poned. He also noted the possibility that the Council 
would have new problems to attend to by September, 
with the possible consequence of a further postponement, 
as well as the possibility of a special session which would 
consider the question of admission if the Council were 
to recommend the admission of the applicants listed in 
the USSR draft resolution. *5 

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

CASE 7 

Debate XV 

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

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

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

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

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

67, 70, 77-78. 

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

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

: CASE 8 - - --- -- w 

Debate XIII 

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

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

CASE 9 

Debate XIV 

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

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

‘I s/3509. 
” s/3510. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CASE 10 

Debate XV 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

what remained of the paragraph 
all meaning. 64 

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

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

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

**5. contlict 
admidon 

between a proposal to 
and a proposal to postpone 

recommend 
voting 

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

6 l Consi 

w 

dera tion 
.fiCdOIl8 

of a 
of an 

draft resolution to note 
applicant for membership 

the 

CASE 11 

Debate XV 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3; Iran, P- 5; 

. 7-9. 
and), 

P* 

3. 
.F’( 

China, pp 
New Zeal 

m, p. 33. I. 706th meeting: provisional record, p. 50. 
” s/3513. 
‘O s/3517. 
‘1 708th meeting: provisional record, p. 35. 

“ s/3510. 
” S/3512. 

Part VI 

THE ROLE OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY Ah3 THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

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

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

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

CASE 12 CASE 13 

Debate XIV Debate XIV 

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

At the 604th meeting on 19 September 1952, the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Special Report submitted by the Council stated 
in part? 

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

CASE 14 

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

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

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

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

CASE 15 

Debate XV 

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

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

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

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

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

@' S/3468-S 13480. 
'0 S 13484-S 13501. 
7e S 13483. 
'1 S/3502. 
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on the group. If, after the separate voting on indi- 
vidual States, the group comprises fewer than eigh- 
teen States, we shall then have disregarded the views 
of an overwhelming majority of Members of the 
United Nations. This is a fact which my delegation 
cannot fail to take into account. It follows also that 
our chances of success would be destroyed as soon as 
one applicant failed to secure the necessary votes. . . . 

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

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

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

. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

l’ s/3500. 



Part VI. Role of General Assembly and Security Council 101 

The representative of France declared that the Council Council is not permitted by the Charter to attach condi- 

was entitled to receive amendments to the draft resolu- tions of any kind to its recommendations” in the matter 

tions before it, and to vote upon them, even though of admission. The representative of Brazil likewise 
such resolutions had not been previously accepted by did not regard “the form of the draft resolution” as 
the Assembly. suitable. 

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

The re prese ntative of Peru e xpressed the view that 

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

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

CASE 16 

Debate XV 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

l’ s/3510. 
‘) s/3512. 

. . 
The representative of Trance supported th; Un2ed 

Stat 
way 

es proposal, 
contrary to 

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

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

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

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

The principles underlying the organization and pre- 
sentation of the material presented in chapters VI I I-X I I 
of the supplement are the same as for the previous 
volume of the Repertoire. That volume should be 
consulted for a full statement of those principles. 

This chapter indicates the chain of proc4ings on 
the substance of each question included within the 
Heport of the Srrurity Council to I he (;cncral Assembly 
under the heading: “Questions Consicleretl by 11~ Sc- 
curily Council under its I~esponsibility for thcb Main- 
tenance of International I’rarc ilIlt Srcurity”. The 
range of questions covers broadly those which may bc 
deemed to fall under Chapters VI and VII of the Charter. 
In chapters S, XI, XII of thcb Ihptdoirc is prescntetl 
ancillary material from ttub Oflicial Ilrcortls bearing 
on relevant Artirlt5 of thtb Ch:rrttbr. I~rfcrcnccs to the 
ancillary material arr given ilt lht* appropriate points 
in the entries for each question in this c*hal)lrr. 

Chapter VIII, as an outline of the proc&ings of the 
Council in respect of the questions included in its agenda, 
constitutes a framework within which the ancillary 
1egaI and constitutional discussion rc*cortlccl in chap- 
ters X to XII may be consitlrrcd. ‘I’ht* cshaptcr is, 
therefore, an aid to the examination of the deliberations 

-- of the Council expressly related to the provisions of the 
Charter within the context of the chain of proceedings 
on the agenda item. 

The questions are dealt with in the chronological 
order of their inclusion in the agenda of the Council’ 
and with regard to the India-Pakistan question,* 
Appointment of a Governor of the Free Territory of 
Triestea and the Palestine question; which were 
included in the Council’s agenda before the period under 
review, in the order of resumption of their consideration 
-+- 

* For a tabulation of the data on submission, see chapter X, 
part 111. 

s Reprrtoire of Ihc Practice 01 Ihe Secrlrlly Council 19d6-1951. 
pp. 325-344. 

’ I<rperloirr o/ lhc Pracficc 01 lhe Secrrrily Council 1Y46-19.51. 
p. 314. 

’ Itrpcrloire u/ lhe I’raclicc o/ Ihr Securily Courrcil 1946-1951, 
pp. 344-352. 

by the Council. In respect of each question, there is 
given at the outs& a summary of the case presented to 
thr Council, togcdicr with a summary of the contentions 
matIc> in rebutl al. 

‘1‘1~~ framc~work of the material for each question is 
provided by thcb succession of allirmativc and negative 
drcisions wit bin t tub purview of this chapter. I)ccisions 
rc4:~tc4 lo L h(, subjec8t matter of chapters I-VI of the 
lir*prrfoirc arc. with certain exrt@ions, omitted as not 
rc~l(~vant to I I)(, purpose of this chapter or of the ancillary 
d1:1plcrs s-s I I. ‘I’hc decisions are entered in uniform 
mnrinc~r. Xflirrtiat ivcb decisions art* rntrrcd under a 
hc~:\tlin~ iutlic~ativr of the content of lhe decision, and 
ncg:lI ivc tloc~isious arc’ entered under :I hrading indicative 
solt>lv of the origin of the ppilt or draft resolution. 
Allir&l ivr clt,risions have been rcprodured in full as 
conslit ulivc of the prac’ticr of the Council, while negative 
tl~~c~isious :ir(’ intlicatctl in sunim:~rizc~tl form, Where 
Ihc ncg:itivc* decision rclatcs to :I tlraft resolution in 
conncxion with which discussion has takrn place can- 
cvning the applic*ation of the Chilrlcr the trxt of the 
rclevanl parts of the draft rcsolulion will in most ins- 
tances be found in chapters X-X I I. 

As in the previous volume of the Iicspurloirr an ana- 
lytical table of measures adopted by the Council arranged 
broadly by types has been included as part I of chap- 
ter VI II. This table should bll rt>gardetl as of the 
nature of an index to chapter VIII; and no constitutional 
significanct~ shoutd be attached to the headings adopted 
in the corn1~ilation of this table nor to the inclusion of 
particular measures under the individual headings. 

Much of the activity of the Council in connrxiou with 
Chapters VI and VI I of the Charter has taken place 
through t hr instrumc~ntnlity of suhsidi:iry organs estab- 
lished to operate in the area of the dispute. As 
prc%ously. no attempt has been made to reproduce 
within I ht. llrpfloire, material relating to the organiza- 
tion antI l)rocedures of such subsidiary bodies save 
whc~rr questions relating to their organization and pro- 
c*ctlurc have constituted an aspect of the proceedings 
of thr Council itself. 

Part I 

ANALYTICAL TABLE OF MEASURES ADOPTED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

NOTE III. Injunctions to governments and authorities 

The entries in this tabulation are restricted to a 
involved in hostilities 

reference to the question, the date of the decision and 
- the serial number of the decision in the S/series. 

‘**A. Precautionary action. 

B. Cessation of hostllitles. 
-1. Preliminary measures for the elucidation of fact Guatemalen questlon: 
-11. Determination of the nature of the questlon Decision of 20 June 1954. 
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l *c. 

D. 

IV. 

“A. 

B. 

Arrangement, maintenance or prolongation of truce. 

Establishment and maintenance of an armistice. 

Palestine questlon: 
IIecislon of 29 >larrh 1955 (S/3378), paras. 5-6. 
Decision of 30 Mnrrh 1955 (S/3379). 
i)ecision of 8 Scptemher 1955 (S/3432), Jmrn. 2. 

Measures in connexion with injunctions to be 
taken by the governments and authorities directly 
involved in hostilities 

Wlthdrawol of righting personnel. 

I)emllitarization of an area. 
India-Paklstun question: 

Derision of 31 January 1952. 

IIerision of 25 December 1953 (S/2883), parn.8. 

Delineation of demnrcatlon lines. 

Restriction on the introduction 02 new fighting personnel 
Into the area of hostlllties. 

JQzstriction on the Importation or furnlshlng of wnr ma- 
terinls. 

Restrlction on the mobilization of men of military age. 

Release of polltlcal prisoners. 

ProtectIon of I Ioly Places. 

Protection of life and property. 

Freedom of movement and safe conduct of supervlsion 
personnel. 

Palestine question: 
Decision of X Srptember 1955 (S/3432), para. 4. 

“K. Prevention nnd Jjunishment of breaches of the truce. 

**I.. Termination of the exercise of the right of visit, search and 
seizure. 

M. Suspension of works in n demilitarized zone. 
Palestine qucstlon: 

l *D. 

VII. 

**A. 

B. 

l *c. 

0. 

.LE, 

1:. 

N. 

I)ecision of 27 October 1953 (S/3128), paras. 3-4. 

Cooperation In preventing inflltratlon and incidents. 
Palestine question: 

Decision of 30 March 1955, para. 3. G. 

V. Measures in connexion with injunctions to be 
taken by other governments and authorities 

*+I\. Prevention of the introduction of fighting personnel. 

l *B. Prevention of the importation of war materials. II. 
C. Restriction on assistance by Members to one of the authorl- 

ties involved. 
Guatemalan qucstlon: 

Decision of 20 June 1954, para. 2. 

l *D. Provision of assistnnre by Members in circumstances of a J. 
brench of the peace. 

VI. Measures for settlement 

**A. Compliance with purposes and princlpies of the Charter. 

B. Procedures of JmriRc scttlemrnt noted, ndvlscd or recom- 
mended. 

1. IXrect negotiations. 

(I) India-Pakistan questlon: J. 

Dcrlslon of 23 December 1952 (S/2883), pnra. 7. 

(ii) I’ulestinc question: 

Decision: President’s statement of 11 November 
1954. 

K. 
2. Good ofllces, mediation or conciliation. 

Pulcstinc question: 

C. 

1)eclsion: President’s statement of 13 January 1955. 
I’rovlsions beclring on issues of substance, including terms 
of settlement. 

Indin-Pakistan question: 
Derision of 23 ijecember 1952 (S/2883), para. 7. 

In connexion with the General Assembly. 

Measures to promote the implementation of 
resolutions of the Security Council 

Notice of possible nction under Chapter VII of the Charter. 

Estrrbiishment or employment of subsidiary organs. 

l *1. J:or observation or supervision in connexion with 
the ending of hostilltics. 

2. Is’or good ollices, mediation or conciliation. 
India-l’akistan question: 

I)ccision: Stntcmcnt of the President (572nd meet- 
ing. pp. 8-9) of 31 January 1952 (authorization 
of the I’nitrd Nations Rcpresentntivc for lndlu 
imd I%kist;m to continue rllorts to fuifll his 

mission). 

“3, J;or the organization 01 n plebiscite. 

Intrrression by the President. 

Jlndorsement of decisions of subsidiary organs. 

(i) India-Pakistan questlon: 
Decision of 23 December 1952 (S/2883), paras. 2. 4. 

01) Palestlne question: 
De&ion of 30 hlnrch 1955 (S/3379). 
Derision of 8 September 1955 (S/3432), para. 3. 

Tlme limits Ilxcd for compliance. 

ReafJltmation of previous de&Ions. 

0) India-J’ukistan question: 
Decision of 23 Deccmbet 1952 (S/2883), para. 1. 

(ii) Palestine questlon: 
De&Ion of 24 November 1953 (S/3139/Rev.2), 

Port 13, para. 2; J’art C, pnra. 1. 
J)crlsion of 29 March 1955 (S/3378), para. 2. 
I)erision: President’s statement of 19 hprtl 1955. 
i)ecision of 8 September 1955 (S/3432), preamble 

para. 1. 

Finding of a violetlon of u Security Council cease fire 
Injunction and of the obligations of a party. 

Palestlne question: 
i)ecision of 24 November 1953 (S/3139/Rev.2), Part A, 

par:*. 1. 
Decision of 29 March 1955 (S/3378). 

Call upon pnrlics to ensure the effective cooperation of locnl 
serurlty forres. 

J’nlestinc question: 
Decision of 24 November 1953 (S/3139/Rev.2), Part B, 

para. 3. 

Emphasis upon the obligations of partles to cooperate 
fully with subsidinry organs. 

Palestine question: 
Decision of 24 November 1953 (S/3139/Rev.2), Part C, 

para. 2. 
De&ion: President’s statement of 11 November 1954. 
Declslon of 30 March 1955 (S/3379), para. 3. 
I)ecislon of 8 September 1955. para. 5. 

Request to Scrretary-General to consider best ways of 
strengthening subsidiary orgnns. 

Polestine question: 
I)ecision of 24 November 1953 (S/3139/Rev.2), part C, 

pars. 3. 

Expression of censure of retalintory action and condemna- 
tlon of attack by armed forces. 

PalestIne question: 
Derision of 24 November 1953 (S/3139/Rev.2), part A, 

pnra. 2. 
Decision of 29 March 1955 (S/3378), para. 4. 



VIII. Measures to ensure further consideration and 
to ascertain compliance 

A. Request for information on the progress of settlement. 

1. From the parties. 

(1) India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 213 December 1952 (S/2883), para. 9. 

(ii) Palestlne question: 
Decision: President’s statement of 11 November ‘*B 

1934. 

l *2. From the Secretary-General. l *c. 
3. From the subsldlary organs. 

Part II 

THE INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION 

Decision o/ 31 January 1952 (572nd meeting): Au- 
thorizing fhe United Nations Represeniatiue lo conlinue 
his e fforls and submit his reporf 

At the 570th meeting on 17 January 1952, the Se- 
curity Council began consideration of the second report 
dated 18 December 1951 from the United Nations Re- 
presentative for India and Pakistan,5 submitted in 
accordance with paragraph 4 of the Security Council 
resolution of 10 November 1951. At that meeting the 
United Nations Representative, in a statement present- 
ing the report, said:’ 

I‘ . . . . the United Nations Representative deems 
that there is no substantial change in the positions 
of the Governments of India and Pakistan in regard 
to their main points of difference concerning demili- 
tarization of the State of Jammu and Kashmir on 
the basis of the draft agreement submitted to them 
~11 7 September 1951, which were set forth in para- 
graph 60 of the first report of the United Nations 
Representative [S/2375] . . . 

“ * . . 
“The United Nations Representative deems it 

necessary to emphasize that, from his experience, he 
believes that any negotiations that could be under- 
taken by the United Nations to obtain the demilita- 
rization of the State of Jammu and Kashmir under 
the UNCIP resolutions of 13 August 1948 and 
5 January 1949, taking into account the resolutions 
themselves or following the procedure proposed by 
the United Nations Representative in the draft plan 
for agreement submitted to the parties, would find 
almost unsurmountable obstacles if the circumstances 
prevailing are the same as now, unless in one way or 
another agreed solutions are found for the following: 
(1) a definite period for demilitarization; (2) the scope 
of demilitarization and quantum of forces that will 
remain at the end of the period of demilitarization; 
(3) the day for the formal induction into office of the 
Plebiscite Administrator.” 
Consideration of the report, which was continued at 

the 571st meeting on 30 January 1952, was concluded 
at the 572nd meeting on 31 January 1952. when the 
President (France) noted that, with the exception of 

I S/2448, O.R., 7th year,. Special Suppl. No. 1, pp. l-37. 
’ 570th meeting: paras. 56, 58. 

the representative of the USSR, the Security Council 
was agreed that “in keeping with the earlier resolutions, 
the United Nations Representative of India and Paki- 

(I) Indla-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 23 I)eccmber 1952 (S/2883), para. 10. 

(ii) I’alestine question: 
I)ecIsion of 24 Ortohcr 1953 (S/3139/1tcv.2) Part C, 

para. 4. 
Decision of 27 November 1953 (S/3128), para. 5. 
Decision of 30 March 1955 (:137~~). ~~r;l. 4. 
L)eclslon of 8 September 1956 (S/31:12), para. 6. 

Retention of the questlon by express derision on the list 
of matters of which the Security Council is seized. 

Provision by express decision to consider the matter 
further. 

stan is authorized, without any new decision by the 
Council, to continue his efforts to fullil his mission and 
to submit his report, which the Council hopes will be 
final, within two months”. In Ihe absence of objection, 
this was considered to be the sense of the Security 
Council. 7 

Decision of 23 December 1952 (611th meeling): Urging 
the parties lo enter into negoliafions lo reach agreement 
on quantum of forces lo remain al Ihe end of the period 
of demilitarization 

In accordance with the President’s statement of 
31 .January 1952, the United Nations Representative 
held preliminary consultations with thr representatives 
of the Governments of India and Pakistan in Paris and 
held separate discussions with the parties during his 
visit to the Indian sub-continent between 29 February 
and 25 March. In his third reports submitted to the 
Security Council on 22 April 1952, he reviewed the 
progress of the negtitiations and recommended:O 

“(1) That, taking notice of the progress made in 
the demilitarization of the State of Jammu and 
Kashmir through withdrawals of forces from both 
sides of the cease-fire line, the Governments of India 
and Pakistan refrain from taking any action which 
would augment the present military potential of the 
forces in the State. 

“(2) That the Governments of India and Pakistan, 
taking into account their agreements under the UNCIP 
resolutions ancl their acceptances under the twelve 
proposals, should: 

“(a) Continue their determination not to resort 
to force and to adhere to peaceful procedures; and 
to follow faithfully their agreement to instruct their 
official spokesmen and to urge all their citizens not 
to make statements calculated to incite the people of 
either nation to make war against the other with 
regard to the question of Jammu and Kashmir 
(twelve proposals, paragraphs 1 and 2). 

1 572nd meeting: paras. 34-35. 
a S/2611 and Corr. 1, (AR., 7th year, Special Suppl. No. 2, 

pp. 1-19. 
g S/2611 and Corr. 1, O.R., 7th year, Soccfal Suppl. No. 2, 

pp. 16-17. 



108 Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 
----= 

“(!I) Observe the cease-fire clfective from I .Ja- 
nuary 1949 a~ d the Karachi Agreement of 27 J~rly 

1949 (twelve proposals, paragraph 3). 
“(3) That the Govrrrmlrnts of Indin anti Pakistan. 

as a means of further implemrnting the resolutions 
of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 19I!l, sl~ould under- 
take by I5 .Juiy 1952 further to reduce the forces 
under their control in the State of J~IJIJ~II~ and Kashmir. 

“(,I) That the IJnitctl Nations I~cpresenlalive’s 
ncgotialions with the Governmc~nts of India and 
Pakistan be continued with a view lo: 

“((I) Iicsoiving the remaining differences on the 
twelve proposals. with special reference to the qunn- 
lum of forces to be left 011 each side of the cease-lirc 
tine at the end of the period of tl~~rriilitarization, and 

“(h) The general imI~lrmenlaliou of the IJNCIP 
resolution of 13 August 1948 and 5 -January 1949.” 
13~ letter dated 29 May 1952,lO the United Nations 

Hcpresentative informed the President of the Security 
Council that the negotiations on the question of lhc 
State of .Jammu and Kashmir had been renewed in 
agreement with the Governments of India and I’akistnn 
and that he would report at the appropriate moment 
to the Council on the outcome of this phase of the nego- 
tiations. Further, by letter tiatcd 30 Jr~ly 1!)52, I1 he 
informed the President of the Security Council that the 
IWO Governments had :iRreetI to a meeting ut the 
ministerial level under his auspices in the European 
OfJice of the I1nilr.i Nations, Genrv;l. beginning 
25 August, 

In his fourth report l2 regarding the negotiations, 
submitted to the Council on 16 Scptcmber 1952, the 
United Nations Heprcsentative slated ls inkr alia: 

“The United Nations llepresentativr holds the 
view that for reaching an agreement on a plan of 
demilitarization it is necessary either: 

“(0) To establish the character and number of 
forces to be left 011 each side of the cease-fire tine at 
the end of the period of demilitarization; or 

“(b) To declare that the forces to remain on each 
side of the cease-fire line at the end of the period of 
demilitarization should he determined in accordance 
with the requirements of each area, and, accordingly, 
principles or criteria should be established which 
would serve as guidance for the civil and military 
representatives of the Governments of India and 
Pakistan in the meeting contemplated in the Provi- 
sional Clause of the revised proposals.” 
This report was considered by the Security Council 

at its 605th to Gllth meetings between 10 October and 
23 December 1952. At the 611th meeting on 23 De- 
cember 1952, the Council adopted by 9 votes to none, 
with 1 abstention, the representative of Pakistan not 
participating in the vole,la a joint draft resolutionl’j 

-L---- --- -..--_ 

dated 5 November 1952, submitted hy the representa- 
tives of the United Kingdom and the IJnited States, as 
modiiicd by a Ncthrriands amendment I6 which was 
ncc*rptcd by the sponsors of the joint draft resolution. 
The rrsoiution I7 re:rd as follows: 

“7’he Securily Council. 

I0 S/%4Q, o.R., 7th gear. Sappl. /or April-Jllne 1952, p. 16. 
11 S/2727, O.R., 7th “ear, Suppl. /or July-Srpl. 1952, p. 25. 
I* S/2783 and Corr. 1. O.R., 71h year, Special Suppl. No 2, 

pp. 19-4x. 
1’ S/2783 and Corr. 1. O.R.. 7!h year, Special Suppl. No. L’. 

p. 33. 
l1 611th meeting: para. 111. 
1’ S/2839 and Corr. 1, 0.1<., 71h year, Suppl. /or Oct.-Dec. 1952, 

pp. 54-55. 

“l~ccalling its resolutions of 30 March 1951, 30 April 
1951, and 10 Novembrr 1951, 

“Furlhrr remlling the provisions of the United 
Nations Cotnmission for India and Pakistan resolu- 
tions of 13 August 1918 and 5 .January 1949 which 
were accepted by the Governments of India and 
Pakistau and which provided that the question of the 
accession of the State of .Jammu and Knshmir to 
India or I%kist:ln will be dccitlrtl through the demo- 
cratic method of a free and impartial plebiscite ron- 
ducted under the auspices of the LJniled Nations, 

“Ilaoing rrceioed the third report dated 22 April 
1952 and the fourth report dated I6 September 1952 
of the LJnited Nations I~rl)rt~s~~rlt:ltivr for India and 
Pakistan; 

“Endorws the general principles on which the 
United Nations I~epresentative has sought lo bring 
about ;lgreement between the Governments of India 
and I’akistan; 

“N&s with gratification that lhr United Nations 
Iicpresentativr has reported that the Governments 
of India and Pakistan have accepted ail but two of 
the paragraphs of his twelve-point proposals; 

“No/es that agreement on a plan of demilitarization 
of the State of Jammu and Kashmir has not been 
reached because the Governments of India end 
Pakistan have not agreed on the whole of paragraph 7 
of the twelve-point proposals; 

“Urges the Governments of India anti Pakistan to 
enter into imtnediate nc#)liations under the auspices 
of the United Nations l~cprescntative for India and 
Pakistan in order lo reach agreement on the specific 
number of forces to remain on each side of the cease- 
fire line at the end of the period of demilitarization, 
this number to be between 3,000 and 6,000 armed 
forces remaining on the Pakistan side of the cease- 
fire line and between 12,000 and 18,000 armed forces 
remaining on the India side of the cease-fire line, as 
suggested by the llnited Nations Itepresenlative in 
his proposals of 16 July 1952 (S/2783, annex 3) such 
specific numbers lo be arrived at bearing in mind the 
principles or criteria contained in paragraph 7 of the 
United Nations Representative’s proposal of 4 Sep- 
tember 1952 (S/2783, anttex 8); 

“Records its gratitude to the United Nations Repre- 
sentative for India and Pakistan for the great efforts 
which he has made to achieve a settlement and 
requests him to continue to make his services available 
to the Governments of India and Pakistan to this 
end; 

I* S/2881, 611th meeting: para. 72. 
1’ S/2883, O.R., 7th year, Suppl. /or Ocl.-L T. 1952, page 66. 

In connexion with the consideration of the resr &ion in the draft 
stage, see for the discussion in the Security Council of the applic- 
able principles of paclflc settlement of disputes chapter X, foot- 
note 63. 
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- 
“Requests the Governments of India and Pakistan 

to report to the Security Council not later than 
thirty days from the date of the adoption of this 
resolution; and further 

“Repuesfs the United Nations Representative for 
India and Pakistan to keep the Security Council 
informed of any progress.” 
By letter dated 23 .January 1953,18 the IJnited Na- 

tions Representative informed the President of the 
Security Council that the Governments of India and 
Pakistan had agreed to continue the negotiations and 
to hold a meeting at the ministerial level under his aus- 
pices in the European Off~cc of the United Nations, 
Geneva, beginning 4 February. FIe stated that the 
negotiations would hc resumed “on the basis of the 
UNCIP resolutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 
1949, bearing in mind the assurances, clarifications and 
elucidations given to the Governments of India and 
Pakistan by the UNCAP” but “without prejudice to a 
further consideration, should that become necessary” 
of the United Nations Representative’s twelve proposals. 

In his fifth report ls regarding the negotiations, sub- 
mitted to the Security Council on 27 March 1953, the 
United Nations Representative stated that, in agree- 
ment with the representatives of the Governments of 
India and Pakistan, he had concluded the ministerial 
conference on 19 February 1953 since he had felt that 
there was no ground left at that stage on which to 
continue the conference.Z0 

QUESTION OF AN APPEAL TO STATES TO 
ACCEDE TO AND RATIFY THE GENEVA PROTO- 
COL OF 1925 

INITIAL mocm~~ms 

At the 577th meeting on 18 June 1952, the provisional 
agenda of the Security Council included the following 
item relating to a draft resolution submitted” on 
14 June 1952 by the representative of the USSR: 
“Appeal to States to accede to and ratify the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 for the prohibition of the use of bac- 
terial weapons”. With the addition of the words, 
“Question of an . . .” at the beginning of the title, the 
item was included in the agenda.az 

The Security Council considered the question at the 
577th to 579th and 581st to 583rd meetings between 
18 and 26 June 1952. 

At the 577th meeting on 18 June 1952. the President, 
in his capacity as representative of the USSR, proposed 
adoption of his previously submitted draft resolutionas 
which, stating that differences of opinion existed among 
statesmen and public figures in various countries con- 
cerning the admissibility of using bacterial weapons, 
and noting that the use of such weapons had been con- 
demned by world public opinion, as expressed in the 
signing by forty-two States of the Geneva Protocol of 
-.~ 

18 SvL910, O.H., 8fh year. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1953, p. 26. 
18 S/2967, O.H., 8th year, Special Suppl. No. 1. 
‘0 S/2967, O.H., 8th iear, Special Sup&. No. I, p. 13. 
” S/2663. Also 577th meeting: para. 111. 
*a 577th meeting: paras. 86-89. For consideration of the 

phraslng of the item on the agenda, see chapter II, Case 16. 
I* S/2663, 577th meeting: para. 111. 

17 June 1925, provided for a decision by the Council to 
appeal to all States, which had not ratified or acceded 
to the Protocol, to do so. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Stales proposed that the USSR draft resolution should 
be referred to the Disarmament Commission in accord- 
ance with rule 33 of the provisional rules of procedure 
of the Security Council.24 

Decision of 26 June 1952 (583rd meeting): Rejection of 
the USSR draft resolution 

At the 583rd meeting on 26 June 1952, the USSR 
draft resolution was not adopted. There was 1 vote 
in favour with 10 abstentions.P” 

At the same meeting, the representative of the 1Jnited 
States, in view of the decision taken by the Council, 
withdrew his proposal to refer the USSR draft resolution 
to the IXsarmament Commission, noting that the 
matter was in any case under discussion in the Com- 
mission. *O 

The question remained on the list of matters of which 
the Security Council is seized. 

QUESTION OF A REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATION 
OF ALLEGED BACTERIAL WARFARE 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

At the 579th meeting on 20 June 1952, the represent- 
ative of the United States requested that the item 
“Question of a request for investigation of alleged bac- 
terial warfare” be placed on the provisional agenda for 
the next meeling. a7 

tie requested also that a draft resolutionW be cir- 
culated to the members of the Council. IJndrr this 
draft resolution, the Security Council, noting the 
concerled dissemination by certain governments and 
authorities of grave accusations charging the use of 
bacterial warfare by United Nations forces and the 
repetition of those charges by the Government of the 
USSR in organs of the United Nations; recalling that the 
Unified Command for Korea had immediately denied 
the rharges and had reqursted an impartial invesliga- 
tion, would: (1) request the International Committee 
of the Red Cross to invesligate the charges and to report 
the results to the Council as soon as possible; (2) call 
upon all governments and authorities concerned to 
accord to that Committee full co-operation, including 
the right of entry to and free movement in such areas 
as lhe Committee might deem necessary in the perform- 
ance of its task; (3) request the Secretary-General to 

a’ 577th meeting: para. 138. For consideration of the proposal 
to refer the question to the IMsarmament Commission, see chap- 
ter I, (:ase 20. 

1’ 5X3rd meeting: para. 6. 
so 583rd meeting: para. 23. 
‘7 579th meeting: paras. 3X-39. For preparation of the pro- 

visional agenda in connexion wlth the question, sea chapter II, 
Cnse 1; for consideration of the inclusion of the question in the 
agenda. see chapter I I, Cases 4 and 5; for consideratiou of the 
order of discussion of items on the agenda In connexion with the 
question, see chapter II, Cnsc 11; for consideration of the question 
of extending an invitation to the representatives of the People’s 
Republic of- Chlna and a representdtlve of the People’s Demo- 
cratlc Republic of Korea, see chapter III, Case 22. 

I’ S/2671, O.H., 71h uear, Suppl. /or April-June 1952, p. 17. 
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furnish the Committee with such assistance as it might 
require. 

At the 580th meeting on 23 June 1952, the Security 
Council discussed the adoption of the provisional agenda 
and at the 584th meeting on 1 July 1952, decided to 
include the question in its agenda.- 

The Security Council considered the question at its 
584th to 590th meetings between 1 and 9 July 1952. 

Decision of 3 July 1952 (587fh meefing): Rejection of 
the Unifed Sfafes draft resolution 

At the 587th meeting on 3 July 1952, the United 
States draft resolution was not adopted. There were 
10 votes in favour and 1 against,” the negative vote 
being that of a permanent member. 

Decision of 9 July 1952 (590th meeting): Rejection of fhe 
Unifed Sfafes draft resolufion 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States submitted a new draft resolutional to: (1) con- 
clude, from the refusal of those Governments and 
authorities making the charges to permit impartial 
investigation, that these charge:; must be presumed to 
be without substance and false; (2) condemn the practice 
of fabricating and disseminating such false charges, 
which increased tension among nations and which was 
designed to undermine the efforts of the United Nations 
to combat aggression in Korea and the support of the 
people of the world for these efforts. 

At the 590th meeting of 9 -July 1952, the United 
States draft resolution was not adopted. There were 
9 votes in favour and 1 against, with 1 abstention,aa 
the negative vote being that of a permanent member. 

The question remained on the list of matters of which 
the Security Council is seized. 

APPOINTMENT OF A GOVERNOR OF THE FREE 
TERRITORY OF TRIESTE 

(b) LETTER DATED 12 OCTOBER 1953 FHOM THE PER- 
MANENT REPRIZSENTATIVE OF THE UNION OF 
SOVIET SOCIALIST RKPCJRLICS To THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE SEcUI7lTY C0UNClL (s/3105) 

By letter dated 12 October 195383 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the permanent 
representative of the USSR referred to the statement 
on the question of ‘I’rieste issued by the Governments 
of the United States and the United Kingdom on 8 Octo- 
ber 1953. In connexion with the statement he requested 
the President to call a meeting of the Security Council 
to discuss the question of the appointment of a governor 
of the Free Territory of Trieste. He also enclosed the 
text of a draft resolution*4 providing that the Council 
decide: (1) to appoint Colonel Flueckiger as Governor 
of the Free Territory; (2) to bring the Instrument for 
the Provisional Regime of the Free Territory into effect 
forthwith; (3) to establish the Provisional Council of 

I* 584th meeting: pnras. 51-52. 
no 587th meeting: para. 16. 
‘I S/2688, 587th meeting: para. 23. 
*’ 590th meeting: J~ara. 17. 
” S/31W O.R., 8th year, Suppl. /or Oct.-Dec. 1953, p. 3. 
” 625th meeting: pnra. 70. 

Government of the Free Territory in accordance with 
the terms of the Treaty of Peace with Italy; (4) to bring 
the Permanent Statute of the Free Territory into effect 
within the three months following the appointment of 
the Governor. 

The Security Council discussed the question at the 
625th. 628th, 634th, 641st and 647th meetings between 
15 October and 14 December 1953. 

At each of these meetings, the Security Council 
decided to postpone the consideration of the question.*l 

Decision of 14 December 1953 (647fh meefing): Posf- 
ponemenf of considerafion pending fhe oufcome oj 
efjorfs lo find a solufion 

At the 647th meeting on 14 December 1953, the 
representative of the United States proposed*’ that the 
Council decide to postpone “further consideration of 
the Trieste item pending the outcome of the current 
efforts to find a solution” for this matter.“’ 

This proposal was adopted by 8 votes in favour, 
1 against, with 1 abstentionm (one member of the 
Security Council being absent). 

The question remained on the list of matters of which 
the Security Council is seized. 

THE PALESTINE QUESTION 

Derision oj 24 November I953 (642nd meefing): 

0) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

Finding in fhe refaliafory action al Qibya taken by 
fhe armed forces of Israel a violation of the cease fire 
provisions of the Security Council resolution of 
15 July 1948 and expressing the slrongesf censure 
of fhaf acfion; 
Recalling to Israel and Jordan their obligafions in 
connexion wifh the preuenfion 01 infiffrafion and 
acts of violence on eifher side of fhe demarcafion 
line; 
RenfFrming the imporfance of complinnce wifh 
obligafions, nnd emphasizing ihe obligafion to 
co-operate with the Chief of Sfaff, and requesting 
the Secrefary-General and Chief of Sfnfl to fake 
various sfeps in connexion with the supervision 01 
compliance with and enforcement of fhe general 
armisfice ngreements. 

I’ 625th meeting: para. 87. 
628th meeting: pare. 133; 634th meeting: para. 8% 611st meet- 

ing: para. 101. For consitleration of the proposal to adjourn 
under rule 33 (5) of the provisional rules of procedure, see chapter I, 
Case 22 (628th meeting). 

” 647th meetinn: oara. 3. I-‘or observations on the bearing 
of Article 33, see chapter X, Case 2. 

I’ Dv letter dated 5 October 1954 (S/3301 and Add.1). the 
Observer of Italy and the representatives of the United King- 
dom, the Unlted States and Yugoslavia transmitted to the Se- 
curity Council the text of a Memorandum of Understanding and 
its annexes concerning practical arrangements for the Free Ter- 
ritorv of Trieste. lnitlalled at London on the same date bv renre- 
sentatlves of their Governments. On 12 October (S/3305),‘the 
representative of the USSR informed the Council that his Govern- 
ment took cognizance of that agreement. In a letter dated 
17 *January 1955 (S/3351), the Observer of Italy and the repre- 
sentatives of the United Kingdom, the Unlted Stntes and Yugo- 
slavia reported that the necessary steps had been taken to carry 
out the arrangements provided In the Memorandum of Under- 
stnnding. 

)a 647th meeting: para. 43. 
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Hy identical letters dated 17 October l!KLI,aD 11~ (ienrral AnnisI kc> A~rc~mc~~its, \vit II slm’ial ref~w~ljc(~ 
re!jrcsentatives of France, the IJnitcd Kin~cloru ant! to r~w~rit ilCtS of vicilenw, ant! in !J;irtkul:ir t 0 thr. iuc.i- 

- the Vnited States requcsletl the President of the ttcnl 31 Qilby:r OII 1 l-15 Octolwr: rl~~10rl tjy I IIV (:lricf of 
Security Council to cat! an urgent meeting of tlic (~0lJJlcit St;llf of t tjcs ‘t’rucc~ Su!icarvision C)rgkrniz;it iou”.45 
to consider under “’ ’ I he I%lestinc qwstiori” the matter 
of tension between Israel and the neight)cjuring Arab 

‘l‘hc Swuritv Council consitterett 1 he question at its 
ti27th, (i:HH h, iXhl. ti:CXl~, li37th, ti3Ht 11, ti~lOlh, ti42nd 

States, with !)articu!ar refercnc*c t 0 recx~nt acts of vio- 
lence~ and to compliance with and the enforcement 

nnct 6 l&x! meetings Iwtwecn 20 Octo!)c~r :in(l ‘25 Novem- 
IW 1!1.53. 

of the Genera! Armistice Agreement. ‘I‘hey stated that 

their (;overnrnents twlievccl that Jjrom!jt c~onsitlcriltio~1 
Al the 630th meeting 011 27 Octoljer 1953, the Chief 

of that question tjy the Security Council was nrrcssary 
of Staff of ttlr ITJlitl~d NiltiOJlS ‘I’rucc Sulwrvision Organ- 

to prevent 3 Jjossibte threat to the security of the area, 
izat ion read his rc.!jort4B to Itlr Council. 

and in that wnnexion consittcred that the Council At the MOth meeting on 20 Sovemlwr 1953, the 

would, in the first instance, he assisted by a report in reJ~resrnt:itive of the I’niled State5 iritrc~~titcw147 a draft 

person as soon as !jossit)tc from the Chief of StaIT of the rc50!ution4R sutmitted jointty by J:r:rnw, the I!nitetI 

Truce Supervision Organization. Kingdom and the I!nited Stntcs. 

At the 626th meeting on I!) Octotwr l!J53, the Security :\I I he 612ncl meeting on 2 1 Novc~niticr 1953, t tit 

Council had tjcfore it the following provisional agenda: rqwsent;~t ive of Israel* referred 48 IIJ his letter tl:itcd 

“The Palestine question: XI Sovemljcr l!KIJO to the Sr~r~~L:lr~-(it~Ill’r;\l in k\hicti. 

“(m) I,etters dated 17 Octolwr 1953 from thtx 
on lwtintf of t tic (~ovcrJJ~iil~Jit of Israel, tic rrc~li~~stccl 

representatives of France, I!nitecl Kingdom and 
him to convoke, under an otitiptory !jrovision of the 

United States addressed to 1 he President of the 
:\rmist iccb Agretmcrit, :I couferenee twtween the rcljre- 

Security Council (S/310!), S/31 10 and S/31 1 l).“‘l 
sentativc~s of Isr:lcb! antt .Jtrrt!an for the !jur!jose of 
reviewing the Jsr:lel-.Jorclan Armistiec .~qwnwnt, 

The representative of 1,ctjnnon exljreswt his innhility 
to vote on the Jn-ovisionat agenda in its existing form 

‘l’tit~ IQx5itlwt, spwking 3s the reljresenlati~r of 

contending that the Council should udopt 3 lj:~rtic’ul:\I 
I:r;ince, st:lti*tI that I he ISIXt’t !iroposa! might tt~:t(l to 

to!iir, rather than a letter :is its agiwcla.42 JIc forrii:itl~ 
satisfactory results for lintting means of removing or 

proposed that after the words “The Pntcstine question”, 
:it tenwit ing some of the tJ:isic c:iiIscs of I he recurrent 

be :~tldett the following words: “l~rrcnt nets of viotenc~e 
t!klJutcs. ‘l‘tierefore, it was newss:rry to mention the 

committed 1)~ Israel :~rmtd forces against .Jrjrttan”. 43 
conference ljro!jose~i hy the rrprcstwt:rt ive of Isrxct. in 
the joint draft resolution. ‘l‘hc :lJJll~Jl(tnlcJlt of ttw last 

At the same meeting, t lie Stwrity Council ttcc~itlccl !j:ir:igr;i!iti of the 0rigin:lt draft rcsolut ion had that 
to invite the Chief of Staff of the I’nitctl Nat ions Truce specific otjjt~rt.61 

SuJJervision OrgaIliziltioJl in Palest inc to appear twfore 
the Council as soon ~1s Jwssit~le.44 

At 1 he (i~l2111l Jnl~l~t ing 011 24 Noveniher 1953, the 
Stacurity Council nc!o!Jted the revist~tt joint (Iraft rcstjtu- 

At the 6271 h meeting on 20 Octolwr 1!153, the kuneil t ion 1)~ !I vott3 in favour. uonc :q:iirrst, \Vit h 2 ;rljstcn- 
continued its discussion concerning I he drafting of the t ions. dz Tti(~ resolution rest! 3s fottow5:G3 
provisional agenda and ndo!~tett the following test -- - ---~ 
Jjroposed hy the rrprescntat ive of (;reew: “‘l‘he l~:jlc+ ‘6 li271h rnec~trllg: ,“““. 10. 52. 

tine question: compliance with :ind enforcement of t tic aa li:Hlth mcc~tirlg: paras. IO-till. 
47 lillllh tllc~c*tirig: ~mr:~, 1. 

Arcordlngly, the rrprescntative of Isrice forttmlly invoketl Arti- 
cle S I I of the Isrilel-.Iortl;ln Artili\ticr Agrrc~nletlt ;IIIII hul)luittcII 
to the Sc,crc,tary-t;eficr;il the following request: 

‘*(u) 011 behalf of the (;overnrncnt of Israel, I have the 
hunour, in ucrordnnre with article S II of the lsr:~c~l-.lmd~~n 
Gc~rlrrd Armistice &p2ernent, to ~~11 upon Your f~scellerlc~~ 
urgently to convoke a conference of reprrsrnt;ttivc\ of the two 
parties, numely the Governments 0r Isrnrl ;IIJ~ .lord;cn, for the 
purpose ol rrviewing the Ayrecment as rnvis:aged in Imragraph 3 
0r the afore-s:titl artlrle . 

“(II) I II;IVC the honour to requcsst that this letter be corn- 
niunirstetl to the I’resldent and mcambers 0r the Security 
Council . ,‘* 
‘I (i421itl meeting: pros. 107-108. 
)* li42ntl nicetirig: pnra. 12X. 
)’ S/:~l:3!tjI~rv.‘L, O.H., 811r rpWr, .S~:ppl. /or Oct.-IJec. lV.i.3, 

pp. 57-5x. 
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“The Security Council, 
“Recalling its previous resolutions on the Palestine 

question, particularly those of 15 July 1948, 11 4u- 
gust 1949 and 18 May 1951 concerning methods for 
maintaining the armistice and resolving disputes 
through the Mixed Armistice Commissions, 

“Nofing the reports of 27 October 1953 and 9 No- 
vember 1953 to the Security Council by the Chief of 
Staff of the IJnited Nations Truce Supervision Organ- 
ization and the statements to the Security Council 
by the representatives of Jordan and Israel, 

“A 

“Finds that the retaliatory action at Qibya taken 
by armed forces of Israel on 14-15 October 1953 and 
all such actions constitute a violation of the cease-fire 
provisions of the Security Council resolution of 
15 -July 1948 and are inconsistent with the parties’ 
obligations under the General Armistice Agreement 
and the Charter; 

“Expresses the strongest censure of that action, 
which can only prejudice the chances of that peaceful 
settlement which both parties, in accordance with 
the Charter, are bound to seek, and calls upon Israel 
to take effective measures to prevent a11 such actions 
in the future; 

“1% 

“Takes no/e of the fact that there is substantial 
evidence of crossing of the demarcation line by 
unauthorized persons, often resulting in acts of vio- 
lence, and requests the Government of Jordan to 
continue and strengthen the measures which il. is 
already taking to prevent such crossings; 

“Recalls to the Governments of Israel and Jordan 
their obligations under SrcuriLy Council resolutions 
and the Genrral Armistice Agreement to prevent all 
acts of violence on either side of the demarcation 
line; 

“Calls upon the Governments of Israel and Jordan 
to ensure the effective co-operation of local security 
forces; 

“C 

“Reaftirms that it is essential, in order to achieve 
progress by peaceful means towards a lasting settle- 
ment of the issues outstanding bclwccn them, that 
the parties abide by their obligations under the 
General Armistice Agreement and the resolutions 
of the Security Council; 

“Emphasizes the obligation of the Governments of 
Israel and *Jordan to co-operate fully with the Chief 
of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization; 

“Requests the Secretary-General to consider, with 
the Chief of Staff, the best ways of strengthening the 
Truce Supervision Organization and to furnish such 
additional personnel and assistance as the Chief of 
Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization may 
require for the performance of his duties; 

“Requests the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision 
Organization to report within three months to the 

‘ -_---- .__~--- ~’ _______-__ 

Security Council with such recommendations as he 
may consider appropriate on compliance with and 
enforcement of the General Armistice Agreements, 
with particular reference to the provisions of this 
resolution and taking into account any agreement 
reached in pursuance of the request by the Govern- 
ment of Israel for the convocation of a conference 
under article XII of the General Armistice Agreement 
between Israel and Jordan.” 

Decision of 27 October 1953 (631sl meeting): Noting the 
slalemenl of the representative of Israel regarding the 
undertaking giuen by his Gooernmenl concerning the 
suspension of works on the west bank of lhe Jordan 

By letter dated 16 October 1953,6p the permanent 
representative of Syria informed the President of the 
Security Council that on 2 September 1953 lhe Israel 
authorities had started works to change the bed of the 
River Jordan in the central sector of the demilitarized 
zone between Syria and Israel with the purpose of divcrt- 
ing the river into a new channel in order to make it 
flow through territory controlled by the Israel authori- 
ties. These acts had been accompanied by military 
operations, and partial mobilization had been carried 
out behind the sector in question. The Chief of Staff 
of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization 
in Palestine, in his capacity of Chairman of the Syria- 
Israel Armistice Commission, in accordance with lhe 
provisions of the Syria-Israel General Armistice Agree- 
ment, had requested the Israel authorities to call a halt 
to the operations begun in the dcmilitarizcd zone on 
2 September 1953.56 The Israel authorities had refused 
to comply with this request. This attitude constituted 
flagrant violation of the General Armistice Agreement 
b&wren Syria and Isrncl and was in addition a threat 
to the peace. The President of the Security Council 
was requested to convene a meeting of the Council so 
that the question might be placed on the agenda of the 
Council and a prompt decision taken. 

At the 629th meeting on 27 October 1953, the Security 
Council had before it the provisional draft agenda which 
under the general heading: “The PalesLine question” 
hstcd: O6 

“Complaint by Syria against Israel concerning 
work on the west bank of the River Jordan in the 
demilitarized zone (S/3108/Rev.l)“. 

The agenda was adopLed67 and the Security Council 
considered the question at its 629th, 631st. 633rd. 
636th, 639th, 645111, 6.16th and 648th to 656th meetings 
between 27 October 1953 and 22 January 1954. 

u On 23 October 1953, the Chief of Stall of the Truce Super- 
vision Organization forwarded to the Secretary-General. for the 
tnformatlon of the Scruritv Council. a rei)ort (S/3122, 0.R.. 
8th yrar, Suppl. fijr Ocl.-De~.~ fY.5.7, pp. 32-38) containing the text 
of a decision he had taken on 23 September 1953, requesting the 
Israel Government to ensure that thi authority which-had started 
work in the tlemilitarized zone on 2 September 1953 was in- 
structed to cease working in the zone so long as an agreement was 
not arranged. ‘I’he report also contained a letter dated 24 Sep- 
tember. from the Israel Foreign Minister and comments made 
thereupon by the Chief of Stuff. 

b1 (i29th meeting: p. 1. 
4’ 629th meeting: p. 1. 
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At the 629th meeting on 27 October 19.53. t hc r~pre- became p:traKraph 1.7 of thcl revised joint draft rrsolu- 
sentative of Pakistan submittcd a draft rrsolutionw to tioti. eb 
request Israc4 to instruct the aulhority which had 
started work in the tltmiiitarizetl zone on 2 Srptctttbt~r 

At the 655th ntcbrtittg ott 21 .Jattuarv 195.1. the r~~pre- 

l!J53 to cease working in the zone pending Ihc rottsitlcra- 
srtttalive of the I!tiitc4 I<iti~dotn itit~ottucctt a st*caond 

tion of the question by the Security Council. 
rrlvision of the joint draft r~5otut ion. es This revision 

At the GSIst meeting on 27 October 1953, the rcprc- 
ontill~~tl 1)ara~Taph !I of t hc ori~iti:il tlrafl rrsolut ion. 

sentative of Israel* infortncd thr Council that hr was 
which wouh1 have callrcl upott thcb Cl1ic.f of Staff to 
ttiaitttain t hr tlcttiititnrizc~d charac~tcr of I tic, ~OJI~’ as 

empowered to stale that the (~ovrrtinit~nl of Israc.1 was 
willing to arrange a ttmporary susptGott of t ht. works 

tlefitictl itt parafiniph 5 of :trl irk V of I Ii(a Artnislic~c 

in Ihc drmitilarizcd zott~’ for I hen purpost’ of f:ic*ili(:ctittfi 
,2pY~rllctlt. I’;\r:~#3ph 11 of t hc ori~iti:lt tlr:lft rcsolu- 

the Council’s considrratiott of L hc question wilhouf. 
t ion was also rcbvisect to spc(*ifv t Iit, intcarc5l s lo be 
rc~c~ottciird. 

prcjudicc to the merits of thcb cask ilsctf.68 
The stvcond rcviscbtt ‘joint tit-aft rrsolulioti, 

after (1) rccaitinji the l)rcvious rt5olut ion oti ttic, I’ah5- 
The rrJ)rcs<~ntalivc~ of I+;inc~~ dccI:tt-cd that thr slate- t inc. qursl ion; :tttd (2) takittg ittto c,ottsiti(,r;ttiott (hc 

tncnt of t hca rcprtWntativc of Isract nl)pcart*d to have st:ttcrri~~ttts of the Icorcsctil:iLivts of Syria :itld Israel 
rendcrcd J)oittllcss the Pakistan draft rcsotution.6” I Ir atttl I hc rtbJ)orl s of t hc* Chicbf of SIalT. would h:ivca h:itt 
subtniltctl t hc following drafl rrsolut ion: e1 1tt(n Couttril (:1) I:lk(a tto1(* of I ha rc~clu~~st tn;rtt~~ hy ltw 

“Thr Sccurily Council, Chief of SI:itT to t 1i(* (~ovcrtitiictit of lsr;it~t oti 23 SVJP 

“liauing Iakcn no/c of the> report of the Chief of tr~tttbc~r l!)X to c’nsttrc’ t 1131 t hr :irtt horilv which slartcld 

Staff of thr Truce Siip(,rvisioti Organization datrtl work itt 111~ tlrtttililarizt~ti zottc ott 2 S~~l~l~~tttl,cr 1953 

23 Ortobrr 1953 (S/31 22). was ittstrurtrd to WISO work in Ihcl zonk so IOII~ as an 

“Desirous of facilil:ititi# I tic considrrat ion of lhc 
a~rrctticttt was not :irratt~c~~l; ( 1) c~titiorsc~ I his ac1 ion of 

qucslioti, withoul, howcavcr, J)rcjitdicitt~ 1 hc rights, 
thcb Chief of StalT; (‘r)) rcc311 its rrsotulioti of 27 Octobt~r 

claims or position of thr partics coti(~~~rrtcd, 
19’~:); (6) (i(~cl:irc~ I haI, iii ordc~r (0 prottto1c t hc rc.1 urn 

“l)etWts it tlcsirablr to Ihal t d t hal. Ihr works 
of p~~rtti;~tic~til IW:IR in I’:tlr5l itic. iI \Y;IS (3s(att1 kit that 

started in the dctnilitarizc~d zotic on 2 S+ctnbc~r 1953 
t hc (;~~ticr;ri Arttiistic~r A~reetitcttt bcxlwcbc*tt Syri:r and 

siloutd bc suspctttictt tlrtriti~ the urgtktit c~xatninatiott 
Israel 1,(, strictly and faithfully o~)sclrvc~tl I)y I hc Iwo 

of the question by t hca Srcurity Couttc.il; 
parlies; (7) rrinitid tiic parlics 1 hat utitlrr arl ictc VII, 
pnr:i~ral~li 8, of I hc* Artttist icca A~rc~c~tti~~tti whtbrta the 

“Nol~s with satisfacl ion the slatc~ttt~~ttt ttt;~tl(* I)y ititrr1)rcl:itiott of thtl ttt~~atiitt~ of :I pat4 ic*iti:tr I)rovisioti 
the Israel rcpresrtitat ivcl ; it t hr Wlsl tnectin~ rcfiarcl- of thr A~rr~nnrttt other than th(, pr~~attit~lr :iticl arl iclcs I 
ittg Lhr undrrtakitt~ givcbtt by his (iovc~rtttrtc~ttt lo auti I I was at issrtc, I ho $Iixc>(l Xrtitist ic.cL Cottttttissiott 
suspt~tld thr works in question tlurin~ 1 hat rx;ltt\itt:\- itttrrl~retil~ion was to prevail; (8) note t IrnL iirticte V 
tion; of t It(* (;rttcr;il At-mist icr A~rc~ctttc~tit g;ivv lo thr ChitIf 

“ftr~c/itesl.S the Chief of StalT of Ihr ‘I’rucc SiiI)~~rvisiori of SLaIT, as Ch:iirttt;itt of I Ii(l ;Iiixc4 r\rtttisl icca Cottitnis- 

Orjianizatioti to inform il rc~arditt~ I tic% fitlliltnc~ttl 0f sioti, rt3pottsit)itily for t h(* ~c~ttc~ral sup(~rvi5ioti of the 

that undrrtakin~.” dt~ttiililariz~tl zoftcy (!j) ~aii u~wtt I Itc 1):3rl ic5 to ~ttiply 

At the same mecling, the Scritrily Council ttttattittt- with all his dcrisiotis anti requ4s iri Lh(a cxrrution of 

ously adoptcti t hr Frrnch draft rcsolutiott.a2 his :iut horily tittctc~r t hcs :~rrriistic~c A~r(~~~tticttt; (10) rc- 

At the 633rd mtaftitig 011 30 OcLot,er l!JM, the l’rrsi- 
qiicst anti nuthorizc the (:hithf of S1:tlT to clxJ)lorc possi- 

dent (1)cntnark) attnounccd rcccipt of ;I lt~ttcr front the 
bititic5 of rrronc*ilin# I tit Israc~t atitt Syrian ititcrrsts 

Chief of StalT of thta ‘I‘rure Supcrvisiott Orgattizal iott, 
invotvrd in the disJ)ute over t hcb .Jorcl;rn waters al I<attat 

informing the Council that t hc works in (he dctttiliLariz~~(l 
Ya’roub, iticluditi~ frill s:il isfact iott of cxisl ing irrigation 

zone had been st0ppc.d at ttiidtti~ht on 28 October.~3 
rights at all scasotts, whik saf~~~uardin~ the rights of 
individuals in t bra drmili~:trizcti zone. and to tnkc such 

Decision 01 22 January 1954 (656th meeting): I+jrction steps in accordatic~~ with the Artnistire A~rcettient as 

of joint drajl resolution submittad by lhe rcpre,scnta!iws he might deem apJ)ro1uiatc~ Lo cfiect a rrconciliation; 

of France, ihe United Kingdom and ihe llnitt-d States (1 1) call upon thr (;ovc~rtitticnts of Israel and Syria to 
co-oJ)er;ttc with the Chicsf of StalT to this end and to 

At the 618th meeting on 16 December 1953, the 
representative of the United States, on behalf of his 
own delegation and the delegations of France and Ihe 
United Kingdom introduced a joint draft resolution.” 

At the 65lst meeting on 21 December 1951, the repre- 
sentative of the United States, on behalf of the three 
sponsors, submitted an additional paragraph which 

&a S/3125, O.R., 8th year, Suppl. /or Oct.-Dec. 1953, PII. :Hi-37. 
” 631st meeting: para. 4. 
a9 63lst meeting: para. 11. 
‘1 S/3128, O.H., 8lh year, Suppl. /or Oct.-Dec. 1953. p. 37. 
‘* 63lst meeting: para. 76. For related discussion In connexion 

with Article 40, see chapter XI, Case 1. 
*’ 633rd meetlng: para. 1. 
*’ S/3151, 648th meeting: paras. 2-18. 

refrain from any tttiilatcra1 action which w011ld prejudice 
it; (12) request the Secretary-General to place at the 
disposal of Ihe Chief of Staff a suflirient number of 
experts, in particular hydraulic cti~itieers, to supply 
him on the technical level with the necessary data for 
a complek appreciation of the projccl in question and 
its effect on the dcmititarizcd zone; (13) affirm that 
nolbinp! in the resotuliott should be deemed to super- 
sede the Armistice Agreemen or change the legal status 
of the detnilitarized zone thereunder; and (14) direct 
the Chief of Staff to report to the Security Council 

*’ S/3151 /tlcv.l, 65lst meeting: par:,. 3. 
” S/315l/Rev.2, O.R., 8th ycmr. SuppI. for Ocl.-Ucc. 1953, 

pp. 79-80. 
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within ninety days OJI ttw measures taken to give effect 
to the rrsolulion. 

At the 650tti meeting on 18 Dczcernber 1953, the 
representative of Lebanon stated ltlat lie was unable 
to support the joint draft resolution and submitted a 
draft resolution.e7 The third paragraph of ttle preamble 
recalled (1) the conclusions of the Chief of StafT in para- 
graph 8 of his report that, both on the basis of protection 
of normal civilian life in the demililarizetl zone and 
of the value of ttie zone lo !)oth parties for ttie separa- 
tion of thrir armed forces, tie did not consider Ihat a 
party should, in the absence of an agreement, carry out 
in the demilitarized zone work prejudicing the object 
of lhe demilitarized zone as stated in article V, para- 
graph 2, of the (;encral Armistice Agreement, as well 
as (2) his reclucst to the Israel Governmenl concerning 
rrssalion of work in the zone so long as an agreement 
was not arrangr~rl. ‘I‘tie operative portion of t tie draft 
resolution would tiavr hail ttie Council (1) endorse the 
action of the Chief of Staff and call upon Ihe parties 
to COIJ~!J~V wit !I it; (2) drclare ttial non-compliance with 
ttlis d&ion and continuation of the unilateral action 
of Israel in contravention of the Armislire Agreement 
was likely to lcatl LO :I !Jreach of the peace; and (:I) request 
and aultiorizc ttle Chief of Staff to endeavour to !)ring 
a!)out an agrrrmcnt bctwceri the parties concerned and 
call U!JOJ~ the tatter to co-operate with the Mixed Armis- 
tice Commission and the Chief of Statf in reaching such 
an agrecmrnt. 

At the 655th meeting on 21 January 195.1, the reprc- 
sentative of 1,ct)anon submitted a draft resolutionm 
to (1) endorse the actions of the Chief of Staff as des- 
cribed in his report of 23 Ortobcr 1953; (2) request the 
Chief of Staff to explore possi!)ilities of tn-inging about 
a reconciliation between the parties to the dispute and 
to report to the Council on the results of his efforts 
within ninety days; and (3) decide to remain seized 
with this item and keep it under consideration. 

At the 65Gth meeting on 22 January 1954, the revised 
three-Power draft resolution was not adopted. There 
were 7 votes in favour and 2 againsl (one vote against 
heing that of a prrmanent mem!)er), with 2 abslen- 
lions,@J No action was Iakcn on the draft resolutions 
submitted by the represcnlative of Lebanon. 

Decision of 29 March 1954 (664th meeting): Rejection 
of dra/t resolution submilled by the representalive of 
New Zealand 

By letter dated 28 January 1954,‘O the representative 
of Israel requested the Security Council to include in 
its agenda for urgent consideration the following item: 

“Complaint by Israel against Egypt concerning: 

“(a) Enforcement by Egypt of restrictions on the 
passage of ships trading with Israel through the Suez 
Canal; 

a7 S/3152, 650th meeting: para. 53. 
*I S/3166, 655th meeting : para. 83. For the proceedings 

prior to the submission of the draft resolution, see chapter I, 
Case 13. 

‘* 656th meeting: para. 135. 
7D S/3168, O.H., 91h year, Suppl. for Jan.-March 1954, p. 1. 

- .__- 

“(6) Interference by Egypt with shipping proceed- 
ing to the Israeli port of Hattl 011 the Gulf of Aqaba.” 

In an explanatory mcmoranttum dated 29 .January 
1954,71 ttle representat.ive of Israel stated that the 
Egyptian blockade practices ronstituted violations of 
the Security Council resolution of 1 September 1951” 
and of the Egypt-Israel General Armi:tice Agreement. 

Uy letter dated 3 February 1954,“’ the representative 
of Egypt requested that the following item be included 
in the same agenda for urgent consideration: 

“Complaint by Egypt against Israel concerning 
‘violations by Israel of the Egyptian-Israeli General 
Armistice Agreement at the demilitarized zone of 
El Auja’.” 

At the 657th meeting on 4 February 1954, the Council 
had before it a provisional agenda which, under the 
general liradi~ig. “The Palestine question”, listed the 
Israel complaint only. The representative of the 
United Kingdom moved that the Council adopt the 
provisional agenda and that it decide upon the inclusion 
of the Egyptian complaint after it had received an 
explanatory memorandum on the substance and 
urgenry of tile proposcad item.” The rcprcsentative 
of I..ebanon moved that the provisional agenda be 
amended to include also the complaint submitted by 
Egypt.76 1Jpon ttlc proposal of the representative of 
the L!nited States,76 lhe Security Council adopted an 
amended agenda which included both the complaint of 
Israel and that of Egypt, and agreed that the two items 
stlould be considered consecutively. 77 

The Council considered the romplaint submitted by 
Israel at its 657th to 664th meetings between 4 February 
and ‘W >Iarch 1!)54. dd. The complaint submitted by 
Egypt has not been taken up. 

At the 662nd meeting on 23 March 1954 the represen- 
tative of New Zealand introduced a draft resolution to 
note with grave concern that Egypt had not complied 
with the Security Council resolution of 1 September 1951, 
to call upon Egypt in accordancr with its obligations 
under the Charter to comply therewith, and to consider 
that ttle complaint concerning interference with shipping 
to the port of Elath should in the first instance be dealt 
with by the Mixed Armistice Commission.7B 

At the 664th meeting on 29 March 1954, the draft 
resolution was not adopted. There were 8 votes in 
favour and 2 against (the vote against being that of a 
permanent member), with 1 abstention.‘@ 

71 S/3168/Add.l, OR, 9th year, Suppl. for Jan.-March 1954, 
pp. 2-5. 

‘I S/2322, 558th meeting: pora. 5. 
)a S/3172, O.R., 9lh year, Suppl. /or Jan.-March 1954, p. 5. 
‘a 657th meeting: para. 8. 
I’ 657th meetlng: para. 18. 
‘* 657th meetlng: para. 46. 
” 657th meeting: para. 114. For communicatloti of the pro- 

visional agenda in connexlon with the question, see chapter II, 
Case 3; for consideration of the scope of items on the agenda In 
relation to the scope of discussion, see chapter 11, Case 14. 

‘a S/3188/Corr.l, O.R., 9/h year, Suppl. /or Jan.-March 2954, 
p. 44. For consideration of contentlons concerning Article 25 
advanced in connexion with discusslon of the Linding force of 
the resolution of 1 September 1951. see chapter XII, Case 3. 

I* 664th meeting: para. 69. 
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The Council discussed I hr quest ion of the procedure 
to he followctl in dealing wit I1 the two items a1 the 
6651 h to 670th meetings between 8 AJ)ril and ‘1 May 1954. 

At the 670th mecling on 4 May l!)X, Ihe Council. 
ity 8 votrs in favour, :! :lgilillSt, and I nbsl IYltioIl :itlOJ)tctI 
a I~r;\zili:rn-(:oloInl~i~n Jn-olm~:til~~ to adold (he :3gend:l, 
to hold a gener:rJ tlixussion in which rcfrrrnrc might 
he made to any or nil of the items on the agrntln, :~nd 
not lo commit itself. al th:lt stage, to the srparalc or 
joint character of its eventual resolution or rrsolut ions. 

Decision 01 12 Mn!g 2954 (671.d mecling): Adjorwnmenf 

At the 670th meeting on 4 May 1954, after the ndoJ1- 
tion of the agenda, the President (United Kingdom) 
invilctl the rcJ)resentative of Jordan and the reJ)rcsen- 
tative of Israel to the Security Council table. 

The represenlalivt~ of *Jordan made a slalcment in 
the course of which he stressed the imJ)ort:lnce to his 
Government of a separate discussion ending in L\II intlc- 
J)endent resolution by the Council on the N:lhhnlin 
incident which formed the subject of the complaint.85 

The representative of Israel inquired whether, in 
inviting the representative of Jordan to the Council 
for the purpose of presenting a complaint against Israel, 
the Council had satisfied itself whether the Government 
of Jordan had given. or would give, assurances, under 

‘0 S/Sl!G, O.N.. 9lh ~eor, .Suppl. Ior April-June 1854, p. 1. 
‘1 S/3196. O.H., Ylh yrnr. Suppf. Ior April-June lY54, p. 2. 
” 665th meeting: paras. 11, 24. 
Ia 665th meeting: pam. 2X. For consitieratlon of the scope 

of items on the agenda in relntion to the scope of discussion, see 
chapter II, Cnse 15. 

I4 670th meeting: paras. 2, 63-68, 73. 
‘I 670th meeting: pares. 92-127. 

‘1’11~ Council a(lo~)lc~l I)! 9 voles in favour :in(l none 
:1f.pillst ( wilh 2 :~l~sl~~lio~~s, :I motion mnrlr hy t hr 
rcJnx3cn t 3 t ivc of 1+:inccv IO atljourn t hct Irit~elirig. 8o 

The Coiriic-il IlilS hehi no furlhcbr nitbet ings on this 

J<y I& tars elated 29 and 30 September and 7 October 
195 1, 93 resJ)ectivt,ly, the rt~J)rc,scrit;ltivt~ of J<gyJ)t 
informrd the IQx5itlcnt of I he Council that the I<gyJ)ti:\n 
:rut horitics had arrested the crew of Ihc 11111 (klim after 
tlir vesscJ, wilhoul. any J)rovocxtion, had oJ)entd fire 
011 I<gyJ)tian fishing bo:rI s wil hin I’:gyJ)ti:in trrrilorkrl 
w:ltcrs, :intl that KgyJ)t h:id lotlgctl a com1)l:iint hefore 
the Mixed Armistice Commission. 

The Council discussed this question at the 682ntI to 
685th meetings between 14 October 1954 and 11 No- 
vember 195 1. 

At the 682nd meeting on 14 October 1954, after 
statements hod been made by the rcJ~rcsenl:1tives of 
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Israel* and Egypt*, the Council agreed, upon the pro- 
posal of the representative of Hrazil, to defer considera- 
tion of the matter pending the receipt of a report from 
the Mixctl Armistice Commission.“” 

Following consideration by the Council of a mcssageo6 
from I he Chief of Staff of .thca United Nations Truce 
Supwvision Organization that, in view of proct~dural 
objections raiscld by ttic Kgyptian ttctcgation, thr Mixed 
Armistict~ Commission had bettn unable to discharge 
its (1111 irs, the l’rrsidout. at the 685th mcrting on 11 No- 
vember l!Gi, nl:idv t hc following statement summarizing 
thta position of lhc~ Council: 

“The Council considers that it is for the Chairman 
of the Mixed Armisticr Commission to decide the 
ordrr c,f importancr of the questions considered by 
the Commission, and consequent ty to dt~tcrmint~ the 
order in which they shall be rxaminrd. 

“‘t‘hr Council thinks that it would be advisable for 
the Chairman, in making that evaluation. to bear 
in mind that the Council has been seized of the Bat 
Galim incident and decided at its mrcl ing of 14 Oc- 
tobcr I!151 (6X2nd meeting) to defer the consideration 
of 1 ho rmt Icr l)cbntiing rrct~ipt of the Mixcad Armistice 
Commission’s rrport. The Council consrclut~ut ly 
desires 1 hat the Chairman should give the considcra- 
tion of this incident priority over that of other, less 
iniportaut, incidents, and that t hta Commission should 
consider the incident with grcbat care and do evcry- 
thing possible to transmit its report to the Security 
Council without dtllny-that is to say. before the end 
of the month. 

“The Council appeals to both parties to assist the 
Chairman of the Commission by conforming to the 
decision which hc gives and cxpcditing the considera- 
tion of their dispute by the Commission. 

“The PrcGdent of the Security Council will advise 
the Chief of SlafI of the Truce Suprrvision Organiza- 
tion of the foregoing, and will see that the records of 
the Council’s meetings of 14 October and 3 and 
11 Novrmbcr 1951 are transmitted without delay to 
the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission 
to inform him of the feeling of members of the 
Council.” 

The President stated that if the Council felt that he 
had interpreted its views as accurately as possible, he 
would write to the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervi- 
sion Organization in the terms he had used.ee 

Decision o/ 13 January 1955 (688th meeting): Sfafemenf 
by fhe President summing up the general trend 01 the 
discussion 

At the 686th meeting on 7 December 1954 the Council 
had before it a report dated 25 November 1954 by the 
Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision 0rganization.e’ 
The Council also had before it a letter dated 4 Decem- 
ber 1954°a from the representative of Egypt. The 
report of the Chief of Staff contained an account of 
-___- 

*I 682nd meeting: par&s. 1X1-182. 
w S/3309, O.R., 91h year, Suppl. for Ocl.-Dec. 1951, pp. 10-l 1. 
09 685th meetlng: paras. 7-17. 
‘7 S/3323, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for Ocl.-Oct. 1951, pp. 30-43. 
*I S/3326, O.R., 9fh year, Suppl. /or Ocl.-Dec. 1951, p, 44. 

the consideration of the Egyptian complaint regarding 
the Ijal Gnlim by the Egypt-Israel Mixed Armistice 
Commission, which had attoptcd an Israel draft resotu- 
tion that the complaint was unfounded. The letter 
from tlic rrpresentntivc of Egypt informrd the PrrGIrnt 
of the Couucit that owing to insuficirnt cvidcucc the 
I<g~pti:in jutlic+il nuthorit irs had WI aside 111~ ctiurgcs 
ng:\lust thr members of the crt’w of thr Ijtrl Gtrlifn, who 
would br released on the conclusion of the nrrcssary 
formalities. Thr I<~~ptinn Government was prepared 
to rr+:~sc I hr srizrd cargo immediately. 

At the 688th mrrting on 13 .Jnnuary 1955, the Prcsi- 
tltbnt (Ntnw %c:11antl), no draft resolution having been 
introduccbd in thca Council. sumrnt~tt up the gcnrral trtsncl 
of the discussion as follows:Pg 

“In :r(ldition to thr statements of ttic* parCic3. wt’ 
have heard statements from right mrmbcrs of the 
Council. Although not ntt members of the Council 
have spoken, and although it must he recognizrd that 
the rcprt*scnt:rlive of Iran has timitcd himself to the 
Bat Gdim incident, it is evident that most rcprrsrn- 
tntivcs here regard the resolution of 1 September 1951 
as having continuing validity and efftlct, aud it is in 
this context and that of the Constantinople Conven- 
tion that they have considered the Hul Galim case. 

“In so far as steps have been taken hy Egypt to- 
wards a settlement-for example, the release of the 
crew and the announcement by the Egyptian Govcrn- 
mrnt of its willingness to reteasr the cargo and the 
ship itself--these steps have been welcomed by 
representatives round this table. Iiope has been 
expressed that a continued attitude of conciliation 
on both sides will speedily bring about an agrcemt~nt 
on the arrangements for the release of the ship and 
the cargo. 

“It has been suggested by the representative of 
Peru that, if this is desired by the parties, the Chief 
of Stafi of the Truce Supervision Organization might 
be prepared to extend his good ollictbs to expedite the 
conclusion of such :~rr:ingcmcnts. I have no doubt 
that, if requested by the parties, he would be prepared 
to do this.” 

Decision of 29 March 1955 (695th meeting): 

Condemning lhe allack by Israel regular army forces 
against Egyptian regular army forces in Ihc Caza 
Sfr ip 

Decision of 30 March 1955 (696th meeting): 

Requesting fhe Chiej of Staff of fhe Truce Supervision 
Organization lo conlinue his consulfafion wifh the 
parties on measures lo preserve srcurily in lhe area o/ 
the demarcation line 

By letters dated 1 and 2 March 1955, WJ respectively, 
the representative of Egypt informed the President of 
the Security Council of an attack by Israel armed forces 
against Egyptian armed forces in the Gaza Strip and 
requested him to call a meeting of the Council as a 
matter of urgency to consider the following complaint: 

** 688th meeting: paras. 9X-101. 
‘O” S/3365, S/3367, O.R., IOlh year, Suppl. for Jan.-March 1955, 

pp. 32-33. 
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“Violent and premeditated aggression cornrnittril 

on 2X l:cbruary 1955 by Israel armed forces against 
IS~~I)tiilIl armed forces inside Egypt ian-rontroll~~d 
Icrritory near (iaz:l . . . in vinlat ion of inkr alia 
article 1. I):~r:~gr:iph ‘2. arid nrticlc 11, par:qr:iph 2, 
of the I<gyptian-lsmcii (;rncral Armist ire Agrt+ 
mrnt.” 
lly letter chited 3 Marrh 1955, lo1 the rcprescntativc 

of Israel rquestctl ttic President ! o I)hict~ ori tlic :~gend:~ 
of the Council t h(a following item: 

“Comphiint by Israel of c~ontinuous violat ions by 
Egypt of tht* (;c~ncr:ll Armisticc~ Agrcrrnc~nt :mtl of 
resolutions of t hca St,rurity Council, to the danger of 
inttlrn:it ional pl3rt :lntl security . . .” 
At thta G!YLrltl Irwt ing on 4 Mnrrh 1!155, t hcb Council 

atloptrtl t h~ :ig:1~itl;i inrlulling thr t \VO complaints, which 
were* ronsitl~d ronsc~rutivtdy at this and four SUIW- 
qutbnt triwI ings ending on :<O %lerrh. 

At the s:~nit* mt~rl ing, 1 he St~rurily Council c~xprl*ssed 
the desire to continul’ the c~xnmination of 111~ ittbrn after 
the rt~ccipt of n wril ttbn or :I personaI report of t11e Chirf 
of Staff of t ht. linitctl N:rtions Truce Supervision Orgi- 
nizltion. 102 ‘l’hc Chid of StulT su bmil t d his report loa 
in person to thtb Security Council a1 its 693rd md ing 
on 17 March 1055 ‘ ..a. 

At the 695th mclt,ting on 2!) March 1955, the rrpre- 
sentatives of I he 1Jnitcd Kingdom, France and t ht. 
IJnitcd States submit ted a joint draft rcsolut ion lo4 
dealing with the (LIZI incident. 

At the same mc~c~t ing, the Council unanimously 
_ adopted lo5 the join1 draft resolution. which rt~atl as 

follows: 
“The Stcnrily Council. 
“I(ccnlling its resolutions of 15 July 1948, 11 Au- 

gust 1949, 17 Kovrmber 1950, 18 May 1951 and 
24 November 195’% .a < ( 

“llauing hoard the report of the Chief of Stalf of 
the United Nat ions Truce Supiarvision Organization 
and statements hy the rr1)r~,seIltativrs of l<gypt and 
Israel, 

“Noting that the Egyptian-Israeli Mixed Armistice 
Commission on 6 March 1955 determined that a 
‘prearranged and planned attack ordered by Israel 
authorities’ was ‘committed by Israel regular army 
forces against the Egyptian regular army force’ in 
the Gnzn strip on 28 Fcbrunry 1955, 

“1. Condemns this attack as :I violation of the 
cease-fire provisions of the Security Council resolu- 
tion of 15 July 1948 and as inconsistent with the 
obligations of the parties under the General Armistice 
Agreement between Egypt and Israel and under the 
United Nations Charter; 

“2. Calls again upon Israel to take all necessary 
measures to prevent such actions; 

--___ 
Ia1 S/3368, ().I(., IOlh yew. SuppI. /or Jan.-March 1955, pp. 3% 

34. 
lo1 692nd meeting: para. 68. 
lo1 S/3373, O.H., 1Ofh year, Suppt. for Jan.-March 1955, pp. 35- 

- ‘34. 
lob S/337X, O.H., 1Vlh year, Suppl. /or Jan.-March 1955, pp. 95- 

5%. 
lo5 695th meeting: pnra. 114. 

“3. I:‘.rprcsscs its convic~tion that the mnintrn:\ncr 
of the (it~ner:ll Armistice Xgrcrment is threatened by 
any ilclil~~~rntr viol:ltion of IlISt agrecmrnt by ant’ 
of t hcb 1);irt it5 to it , :lnti that no progress towards I he 
rtbt urn of pcrm:lnr~nt p;iw in I~alt5tint~ can be matlr 
unless thrb 1):irtic.s com1)ly strictly with their oblign- 
t ions uritl~~r 1 Iit, (;t~nc~r:il Arniistii3* Agrc~c~rncnt :tntl 
t hi, i*c:isc-fire provisio1ls of its rc5olii t ion of 15 July 
I!) 18.” 
At the 696th mecling on 30 M:rrrh 1955. the Council 

had hcforc~ it :inol hibr draft rc5olut ion lo6 submit ted 
jointly 1)y l:r:inccs, Ihcb I’riitc~tl King~lorri and the 17nited 
St:ilw iwrlwrniri~ t h ficmmil (~1115l ion of t3sing the 
silu:it ion along the :irini\;t ice ilcni:irc~:ition lint between 
h&q)1 and Isra1~1. 

At t 11th S;IIIW mc~et ing, the draft resolution W;IS adopted 
unanimously. lo7 

It rr:itl as follows: 

“Thf- Scrmily (:ourrril, 
“?‘trkin!g nolc of t hoscb set t ions of the report [S/3373 J 

by 111~ Chic&f of St:rlP of the l’nitd Nations Truce 
Supervision 0rg:rniz:rt ion \vhic*h tlc:~l with thca gc~ncral 
conilit ions on lhc zirniist icca ilt~fn:ircat ion line between 
l<gypt a~itl Israel, and thtx c’auscs of tht* present ten- 
sion. 

“ltnsiorrs that :111 possible steps shall ho taken to 
preserve security in this :lre:1, wilhin the framework 
of the (;rner:ll Arnlist i1.c. Agrcbrmcnt bctwtben Egypt 
anti Israrl. 

1, I+ql05fs the Chief of St:ilT to continue his 
consultations wilh the (;overnments of ISgypt and 

Israel with a view to t hr introduction of [)rilCtiCal 

measures to that twd; 

2. Nofrs that the Chief of Stan has already made 
certain concrete propos:ds t 0 this effect; 

3. Culls upon the Governments of Ilgypt and 
Israel to co-operate with the Chief of Staff with 
regard to his proposals, bearing in mind that, in the 
oljinion of the Chief of Staff, infiltration coiiltt be 

rrtluctd to :iri occasional nuisance if an ngrrement 
were cfleclt~tl bctwcrn the parties on the lines he has 
proposd; 

4. i~cguc.sls the Chief of Staff to keep the Council 
informed of the progress of his discussions.” 

IIecision of 19 April 1955 (GBSth meeting): Slalemenl by 
the PrcsidPnt 01 the ~on.wnws o/ the Council 

1%~ letter tl:rted 4 April 195,5,‘08 the representative of 
Israel rcqucsttd urgent consideration by the Council of 
the following item: 

“Complain1 by Israel against Egypt concerning 
repented attacks by I<,qyptian regular ant1 irregular 
armed forces antI by arrncti 1lUllXUdCrS from l<gyp- 
ti:in-coritrollt~il lcrritory against Israel armed forces 
and civilian lives and property in Israel, to the danger 
of the peace and security of the area anti in violation 
of the General Armistice Agreement and the resolu- 
tions of the Security Council . . .” 

__... -__ 
‘0’ S/337~, 0. I(., IOlh uear. Suppl. /or Jun.-Murctr 1955, p. Q(j. 
10’ ti!Wth meeting: p. 32. 
lo1 S/3385, O.H., 10th yew, S’uppl. /or April-June 1955, pp. 1-3. 

-. 
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‘I’he Council considered this complaint at the 697th 
and 698th meetings on 6 and 19 April 1955, respectively. 

At the 697th meeting on 6 April 1955, the Council, 
upon t ht. proposal of t hr rrpresentat ivc of the IJnitrtl 
E;ing[lorn, tlrritlt4 to post pant further tlisrussion of thr 
m:tl tc>r pending the receipt of :I report from t hc Chic*f 
of Staff of t Ilt* ‘I‘rucc Supervision Org:iniz:~tion.lW 

At thcb conclusion of the 698th rnceting on I!) April 
1955, the I+sidcnt (I:SSIi) stated”” the cons(‘nsus of 
opinion of the Council to be that thrrc was no need for 
any new act ion by tlitb Council on the question nndrr 
discussion, inasmuch as t hc facts brought to the Coun- 
cil’s notice nntl t tic l)ossibl(~ mc*asures to avert frontier 
incidrnts along tlicb tltm:~rc:ttion lint hrtwccn Egypt 
antI Ixr:icl \vorc fully covcrrd in t hc resolutions of 29 
and ‘IO M3rch 1055 . ‘ ., I. Iltt appcaletl to the parties to 
co-opvr:ltc sinecrcly t 0 give full c+crt to those resohi- 
Lions. II1 

Decision oj 8 Seplrmbrr 1955 (7001h meeting): Calling 
upon Ihe prtrlics lo lake all steps necessar!g io bring abolti 
order trnd tranquillily in ihr, artw 01 Iha Egypl-Israel 
demarcalion linr 

1%~ lcttrr datc~l 7 September 1955, 112 the represen- 
tatives of I:r:inct~, the t!nitrrl Kingdom antI the United 
States rrql~cslrtl that t tic Security Council consider the 
following ilrm: 

“‘l’hc I’alcst ine question: Crssation of hostilities 
and mras~~rcs t 0 prevent further incidents in the Gaza 
arca.” 

‘I’he three rrpresentativrs cxl)laincd that thr discon- 
tinU;lUCC of lhc talks initiated by the Chief of Statf of 
the ‘l‘ructl Supt>rvision Organization in ncrord:rncc with 
thr resolution of 30 March 1955, and the recent outbreak 
of violcrirr~ in thr (Liza arc3 madc~ it imperativt~ that an 
unconditional cease-tire be maintained in full force and 
that concrete mcxasures be taken urgently hy Egypt 
and Israel to prcv~~nt further incidents and to bring 
about ortltar and tranquillily in the area. 

A joint tlraft resolution to this tlfTrc*t accoml~anicd 
the let t tar. 

‘I‘he Council, which considered this item at its 
700th meeting on X Scpteniber 1955, also had before 
it a lcttcr thltrtl ti St~ptcmbt~r 113 from the rrprcscntativc 
of I<gypt concerning the obstrvancc by I<gypt of the 
rcnsc-lirc proposed by the Chief of Staff of the Ilnited 
Na Lions ‘l’ruce Sup~~rvision Org:iniz:ilion, and ;~n Israeli 
armrcl attack at Khan Yunis in the Gaza arca. It also 
had before it a I~*l.t~~r tlntrcl 6 Srptrmbcr 1955114 from 

the representative of Israel containing the reply of his 
Government to the proposed cease-fire. 

At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution was 
adopt t4 unanimously. llG It read as follows: 

“The .Sccttril!y Council, 
“f~ctwllin~g its resolution of 30 March 19.55 (S/3379), 
“llaviny rtviurd the report of the Chief of Stalf 

of t hc ‘I’rut*~~ Suprrvision Organization (S/3430). 
“.Y/~/irl!! \vit li grave concern thtb tliscontinuancr of 

thtb talks Initintccl by the Chief of St:111 in arrordance 
wit Ii t hc :rl)ovr-mcntiori~~l rt4ution, 

“Drploring t 11~1 r~*t:rnt outbreak of violence in the 
:irt3 along thus Armistice Drlnurcation Line esta- 
hlishctl hctwcen Egypt and Israt on 2.1 February 1!149, 

“ 1. .%otes with approval the acceptance by both 
parties of the appeal of the Chief of Staff for an 
uncontlition;~l cease-fire; 

“2. Calls upon both parties forthwith to take all 
steps necessary to bring about order and trancluillity 
in thr area, and in particular to desist from furthrr 
acts of violence :3utl to continue the cease-W in full 
force and elTect; 

“3. Endorses the view of the Chief of Staff that 
thr armctl forrc*s of both parties should be clearly and 
rfTectively separated by measures such as those which 
he has proposed; 

“4. Declares that frcctlom of movement must be 
atfortlc~cl to I’nitrtl Nations Observers in the area 
to enable them to fiillill their functions; 

scr 3. Calls lfporf both parties to appoint represen- 
tativrs to mrrt with the Chief of Staff and to co- 
op(mttb fully with him to these ends; and 

“lj. I~t~qtwds tlnl Chief of StalT to report to the 
Scc*urity Council on the action taken to carry out 
this rcsolut ion.” 

THE THAILAND QUESTION 

I3y lrtttrr (1:) tetl 29 May 1954, I18 addressed to the Prrs- 
idcnt of the Scrurity Council, the acting permanent 
rrl)rt5cntntivr of ‘I’hailand brought to the attention of 
the Council, in conformity with Articles 3,1 and 35 (1) 
of thr Charter, a situation which, in the virw of his 
(;ovr~rnmc~nt, rcsprcscntrd ;I threat to the scc.urity of 
‘l’h:lilan(l, ttrc continuance of which was tikcly to cntlan- 
gcr t hc maintenance of int rrnat ional pt3ce iIJl(l srcurity. 
Large-sc:rlc lighting had rrpcatedly taken place in the 
immctliat~ vicinity of ‘I’hai territory and there was a 
possibility of tlircct incursions of foreign troops. He 
l~roughl the situation to the attention of the Security 
Council to the end that the Council might provide for 
observation under the Peace Observation Commission. 

At the 672ntl meeting on 3 June 19.51, the Security 
Council included the clucstion in the agenda. I’7 

l’he Council consitlcrcd the quest ion at its 672nt1, 
673rtl and ti74th mcrtings between 3 and 18 June 1954. 
_ .--.. 

‘I: 7001 h uuxtillg: ~mru. 133. 
I’0 S/3220, ().I(., N/l yew, Sfcppl. /or April-June lY.j4, p, 10. 
IL7 ti7htl nwcting: para. 17. On the inclusion of the question 

In the ayendu, see chupter II, Case 9. 
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Ikision o/ IX June I!154 (67lllr nwfing): Rejection of sildr for suCI1 oulr:igc3 and acts of :iggrrssion and to 
fhe drfllf rrsolr~fion sr~hniillrd hg Ihr’ rrprfwrMior 01 “th policy of cwircling an11 l)oyc~olting” (;11:1teInala, 
‘I’hnilfld which li:i(l Iwcri pursuccl “t~y l’riitc~l Slales Iwdrrs”. 

Al t 11~1 673rtl rnrcbt ing on 16 .JIIIIV I!)5 1, t IIC wprww It \v:is ftirthcsr sl:ilc~l 11131 III(~ f:~csls cail(vl in 111~ (;II:L~P- 

tativc of ‘i‘h:1il:rntl*. who ws invilctl hy 111~ I’rc5itlcnt 1ll:llall ;lp[lWl “c~lwrly lwo\‘c t Ii;11 ol1(~11 :1ggrc5sion II:IS 

(IJnitwl St:llc,s) IO t Iw (hunc*il 1:1l)l(b, suhiff(~(l :I tlwft 
hc*cbIl lwrlwl r-atwl by t tics (hvwrirncwts of 1 loridlir:is :intl 

rcsolutionJIH IO rqtlosl Lhc I+;IcY~ Olwrvat ion COIII- 
Nic;ir:igli:r :\I L Iw insl igal ion of c,cd:lii1 forcQI1 mono- 

mission lo (5l:iblisli :I xril)-~orilrriis~iorl of from t Iircc lo lwlic5 \vIiow iii tcwst s li:i\~(~ Iwc~ri ;ifToc~l~~l tby I Iw l)rogr(5- 

liw mcailwrs, wil II ;iul horily: (I) IO tlislxltc~li ohcrvws sivcx l)olic~y” of I IlV (;0\‘(‘1~11111(‘111 of (;lr:ll~W;ll:l. 

lo ‘hiihntl; (2) IO visit ‘I’hih~~tl if r\cuw:iry; (3) to ‘1‘11~~ c:iblc~gr:i1ii w:lb lbl:icc~l 011 I lit lw~vi5iori:il :igcnth 
m:lkr suc.11 rrll)orl s :111(1 rc~c~c~rllr~lc~r,tl;lt ions :IS it tlrc~11cd of IIIc~ (i7.‘,111 mooI irlg or, 20 .JIIII(~ I!).‘, 1. ‘1’1~ :igerid:1 
n(wss;iry t 0 tlicb Ih(~c 0lwrv;ition Commission antI w:1s :ltllJl’lcVl. ‘22 

t 0 111(% S(*c,irril y  Counc*il; and (1) if I Iic Sill)-(:oIIiIilissiori Xfltsr (11~ :1clol~LioII of 111~ :igc~ntl:i. 111~ I’rcsidcril irivitctl 
wcr(’ of t 11~ o~~iiiioii I1131 it c~niltl Iiot :itlqit;itc~ly :ic(‘om- t Iw rcqw(wIi1:il ivcs of (~11:11~~m:11:1. 1 Iondur:is :irttl Nica- 
Illi ils mission wit horit olbsc~rv:l1 ion or visit to SI:ilcs r:1gu:r I0 lb:irtic.il):ittt in t hc clisc~iission. lz3 
c~onti~uous to ‘I‘hailancl, to rt:l)ort to Lhc CoIr1II1issioI1 ‘1’11~ rc~lm5(~ril:11 ivck of (~11:1tc~m:1l;1* sl:rtcd 1h:11 (iun- 
or t 0 111~ Council for II10 ncr(5s:1ry insl rud ions. 

I c~Iri:rl~~ li;i(1 I)cacari iIiv:id(~tl by cbxl)(b(lit ioriary for05 form- 
Al I hc saI11~ rrI(*(sl iI1g, the I’rc~sitl(~nt, s[1(,;1kiIIg as the iI1g ll:lrl Of :1I, “unl:1*ful iiilcrn;il ion:rl agg~c5sion” 

rq1r(~s~~ntat ivt* of Ihca IJnitccl St;,lc*s, rc~clu(~stc~tl untl~~r which \v:is t IIC 0iIIc~orIic~ of :I v:rst iritc*rI1:11 ion:11 coIisl)iracy 
rulr 3X of t hc* l~rovisionnl rub of lbro(durc. t h:rt t Ire ;rg;iirIsl his counlry. ‘1’11(~ mat tcr h:itl l)c*(bn I1rought to 
clr:rfl resolution br put to tlic vote at the :ippropri;itc~ 
t imc. 1’S 

I Iir S(lc.urity (biincil so 1 Ii:11 t 110 Int tcbr might carry out 
its 1:14k of l)rtbv(tnting :I war which mighl sl1rc;td and of 

At the (i7dth meeting on 18 .Junca 19.5 1. Lhc draft rcso- l1rcsorviIig world I)eaccl untl socurily. OII hchalf of his 
Iution sul1rriittt~tl by t hr rq1rcsctIitalivc~ of ‘l’h:1il:ind was (;ovc~rnIIic~nl+ I lie rcl1r(!scII~:11 iv{’ of (;11:1l(ql:,l;1 II1:1& 
not atlol’trtl. ‘I’hrr~ w(xrc !b votrs in fnvour :111(l 1 against two rqii~s~s: l:irst, that “iin ohsc~rv:iliou commission 
(t Ii0 ncyp t iw vote bring 1 hat of :I lwrmancnt mcwiber) SI~OIIIII Iw srnt to Guntc~m:~ta to ask qucs1 ions. lo invrs- 
with 1 :il~stc~11tior1.120 tig;ll(n, :iIitl to 1istt.n to 1 ti(a dil1t~~III:1l ic corl)s”. It was 

‘l‘hr qu~5lion rcm:iinc~ti on the list of mottcrs of which (Ii(l tl~+irc~ of thr (~11:1tcrn:1t:1n (~ovc~rI1mc~nt that the 

the Security CouIicil is scizcd. Srcurily Council should in t hr first l11:1(~c sc~ntl :I w:irriing 
t 0 I hr i;ovr~rrinic~nts of IIontluras and Nic*;iragun, rnlling 

THE GUATEMALAN QUESTION upon them to ;Il1l1rehencl thtb cxil(9 anti In(lrctsn:1rifs 
who w(*r(a iuvacling Gu:itcm;il:i from hsrs of o[)(*rations 

INITIAL I’I1OCI<EI1IN(;S in (I1clir ic~rritorics. Sc~onclly, I hc Gu:ilcm;11:1n (bvcrn- 

Hy ral)lcgrnIn datctl I9 .Junc 1!)51. I*’ I hr Minister for 
Inrnt rqu~~stccl that an ohscxrv;it ion c~oniniissioI1 of the 

b:xtern:rl I<flations of (;unttmul:1 rt~clucstcd thr Presi- 
Srcurity Council should 11th conslitutccl in (;uatcmnla, 
:mtl iI o( hrr countries if ncctssnry, to verify through an 

dent of thr Security Cound urgrntly to convene a c~xaII1in:1l ion of the tlocumrnl;iry cvitlcncc, the fact 
meeting in orticr that the Council, in acc*ordnnce with 
Articles 31, 35 antI 39 of t h(, Chnrtrr, might take the 

t ha1 thr counlrirs ;ircusctl hy Gu:itc~mala htl connived 
:it the invasion. IX4 

measures nclcess:iry to l)rcsvc>nt t hr tlisrul1tioIi of l)eace 
;ind intcrnntionnt security in that l1art of CcbIi1 r;il America ‘I’hr rcl)rescntntivr of Guatcmnln stated that the Peace 

Committc~~~ of the Organization of lh(l American States and also to l1ut :I stop to the :1ggrtssion in progress 
against (;untc~m:rI:1. It was statrd in the rahtrgram h:itl nit.1 tlrcb l1rcvious tl;1y, 1,111 111~ (;u:rtcm:1tan Govcrn- 

that (;unt ~~:1la had madr rrl)r’s’ntations to thra (;ov- Imnt, iri caxc*rc%ca of its ol)t ion as :I mc~mbcr of that 

ernmcnt of I Iondurns, Iquesting it to rest rain :ind Org:iniz:il ion. had oflicinlly dectinrd lo allow the Orga- 

control exl1etlition:rry forces wtiic,h h:itl belbn l1rcl1:iring Iliz: ion of American States and the Pcacr Committee 

to invade (~u:1trn1al:1n tcrritory frorn I Iontturas. Not- to conccrri I hc~rnsctvcs with I hr situal ion. 125 

withstanding those quests. the exl1~~(lition:iry forcr5 The rc,l1r(~s(l”lntives of I ~onclurns* antI Nicaragua* 
had c:rl1turrd various (;u:1tcmalan I)osts on 17 June both stalctl I hat the matter should hc tlcnlt with by 
and had :rdvnncctl :111out liftcen kilometrcs inside Gua- the Org:1niz;rt ion of American States. 12e 
ternalan t(hrritory. On 1’3 June, aircraft coming from The Iqrcsc~n1:1tive of Hrazit, tlr;1wing attention I27 
the tlircctioI1 of 1 iontlur:1s and Nic:lragua had drol1ld to CtIaplc~r VI II of the Charter, :1nti particularly to 
bornhs on fuct stocks in thr l1ort of San .J&, and attack- Artictc 52 (3). introduced ~1 joint draft resolutionl~ 
rd Guatcw;ih (lily. ~tnd other towns, Iria~liinr-ClI1IiIiiIi~ 
Govcrnmc~nl ;rncl pv:itc I~uittlirlgs and bOIllbiIlg mititory 

sl1onsore(l by Brazil anti Colombia, to refer the corn- 

bases. ‘I’hr cahlogrmn 
ldaint of the Government of Guatemala to the Organiza- 

also rcftarrcd to “aggressor _ ~_ 
Governments and int cbrm1tionnt 11rovocatcurs” rcsljon- Ix2 ti75th rnt*ctillfl: p. 1. 
--___ I?3 li75th Inc*elitlg: para. 2. See chapter III, Case 6. 

‘I* S/322!), 673rtl rnccting: [li”ii. 10. With regard to parlici- ‘I4 ti75th rncclin~: ,xwus. 6, 10. 43-46. 
pation. bee chapter 111, (::Iw 5. For relations of the t:ouncil la1 (i7:ith meeting: pars. til). 

- with the I’e;~cr C)bserv;btion CoJJJmissioJJ, see chapter \‘I, (Zuse ti. I*’ 675th meeting: parus. 63, 85. 
l:or tliscussion rrlev:rnt to Article 34, hce chapter S, Case 5. lz7 li75th meeting: pura. 67. 

IiD (i73rtl nw2ting: pm. 57. ‘1” s/:xLjl;. 675th meeting: ~mra. 653. 1;or constitutional 

lzO 674th meetinN: para. 71. considerations advanced in connexion with this resolution, see 
IaL S/3232, O.R., 9111 yrcrr, Suppl. /or April-June 1954, pp. 1 t-13. chapter X, Cases 4, 6, 7, and chapter XII, Case 4. 

9 



126 ’ Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

tion of American States for urgent consideration, and 
to request the latter to inform the Council “as soon as 
possible, as appropriate, of the measures it has been 
able to take on the matter”. 

The representative of Colombia referred to the obli- 
gation under Article 33 of the Charter to resort to region- 
al agencies or arrangements. He pointed out that 
“this Article must be read in conjunction with Arti- 
cle 52. paragraph 2 of which says that every effort must 
be made to achieve pacific settlement of local disputes 
through such regional arrangements or agencies before 
referring them to the Security Council”. He stressed 
that the provisions of Article 52 (2) “impose on all 
members the duty to apply first to the regional organiza- 
tion”. This was not “a right which can be renounced 
because the States which signed the Charter undertook 
this obligation”. lau 

The representative of France proposed addition of a 
final paragraph to the Brazilian-Colombian joint draft 
resolution, to call, without prejudice to such measures 
as the Organization of American States might take, for 
the immediate termination of any action likely to cause 
further bloodshed and request all States Members of 
the United Nations to abstain in the spirit of the Charter 
from giving assistance to any such action. lso 

The representative of Icrance also stated that he had 
no particular country in mind in submitting this amend- 
ment. I31 

The amendment was accepted by both the sponsors 
of the joint draft resolution.lsZ 

The representative of Guatemala, after clarifying that 
he had not sought to impute connivance either to the 
people or to the Government of the United States,13* 
declared that Articles 33 and 52 were inapplicable since 
the case was not a dispute but “an outright act of aggres- 
sion”. The request of the Government of Guatemala 
was based on Articles 34, 35 and 39, which gave his 
country the “unrhallrngeahle right to appeal to the 
Srrurity Council”. Under thrsr Articles, the Council 
could not deny Guatrmala “its right of direct inter- 
vention by the Council, not intervention through a 
regional organization”, which was safeguarded by Arti- 
cle 52 (4).ls’ 

Decision 01 20 June 1954 (675lh meeling): Rejection 01 
the IIm~ilian-Colombian joint draft resolution 

At the 675th meeting on 20 June 1954, the Hrazilian- 
Colombian joint draft resolution as amended by the 
rrprcscntative of France was not adopted. There were 
10 votes in favour and one against 1~ (the negative vote 
being that of a permanent member). 

Decision of 20 June 1954 (675th meeting): Calling for the 
lerminalion o/ any action likely lo cause bloodshed and 
rrquesting all Alembers of lhe United Nations to abstain 
from rrndcring assistance lo any such acfion 

I** 6i5th mreting: paras. 72-73. 
1’0 6751h meeting: para. 77. 
1’1 675th meeting: para. 7X. 
“1 675th meeting: ,,a ‘as. 82, 84. 
11’ 675th meeting: para. 98. 
1” 675th meeting: parns. 101-104. 190. 
ICC 675th meetlng: para. 194. 

The representative of France re-introduced his amend- 
ment as a separate draft resolutionl” reading: 

“The Securify Council, 

“Hauing considered on an urgent basis the commu- 
nication of the Government of Guatemala to the Pres- 
ident of the Security Council (S/3232), 

“Calls for the immediate termination of any action 
likely to cause bloodshed and requests all Members 
of the United Nations to abstain, in the spirit of the 
Charter, from rendering assistance to any such 
action.” 

At the 675th meeting on 20 June 1954, the draft 
resolution submitted by the representative of France 
was adopted unanimously. Ia7 

Decision of 25 June 1954 (676th meefing): Rejection of 
the provisional agenda 

At the 676th meeting on 25 June 1954, the provisional 
agenda read: lse 

“1. Adoption of the agenda. 

“2. Cablegram dated 19 June 1954 from the 
Minister for External Relations of Guatemala addres- 
sed to the President of the Security Council and letter 
dated 22 June 1954 from the representative of Gua- 
temala addressed to the Secretary-General.” 

The President, (United States) drew attention to 
several communications, including a letter dated 22 June 
1954180 from the representative of GuBtemala request- 
ing an urgent meeting of the Council and stating that 
the resolution adopted on 20 June 1954 had not been 
complied with, and that due to the reasons therein 
specified, the Organization of American States could 
not take action on the question which was under the 
“full jurisdiction” of the Security Council. 

The Council also had before it a cablegram dated 
23 June 1954lm from the Chairman of the Inter- 
American Peace Committee of the Organization of 
American States, informing the Council that the Com- 
mittee had received a Nicaraguan proposal to establish 
a committee of inquiry to proceed to Guatemala, Hon- 
duras and Nicaragua, and that by unanimous decision 
Guatemala had been so informed and asked to agree 
to the proposed procedure. 

In response to a proposal that the representative of 
Guatemala be invited to the Council table, the President 
ruled that it would not be in order to invite the repre- 
sentative of Guatemala, IIondurns and Nicaragua until 
after the adoption of the agenda. The ruling of the 
President was maintained by the Council, a challenge 
having been rejected.“’ 

Ia* 675th meeting: pam. 200. 
1” 675th meeting: para. 203. 
1” 675th meeting: p. 1. For discussion on the adoption of the 

agenda, see chapter II, Case 22. 
1” S/:YL41, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. /or April-June 1954, 1’~. 14-15. 
140 S/3245, O.H., 9th year, Strppl. /or April-June 1954, p. 16. 
M* 676th meeting: paras. 31-63. For conslderatlon of Inclusion 

of the questlon in the agenda, see chapter II, Case 20; for pro- 
ceedings regarding the retention and deletion of the Item from 
the agenda, see chapter II, Case 21; for consideration 01 the invi- 
tation to the representatives of Guatemala, Honduras and Nica- 
ragua, see chapter III. Cases 20, 25. 



Part Xl 

In the discussion on the adoption of the agenda, the 
representatives of Brazil and Colombia, with the support 
of the President, in his capacity as representative of the 
United States, after referring to the inter-American 
system in which they participated. contended that since 
the Organization of American Stales had already taken 
the question under consideration. and sinrr the Inter- 
American Peace Committee of that regional organization 
was proposing to send a fact-finding committee to the 
scene of the conflict, the Security Council should not 
adopt the provisional agenda and shoult! rather wait 
until it received the report of the fact-finding com- 
mittee.ld2 ‘I’hc~ representative of the IJSSR, in oppos- 
ing these views, referred to the Guatcmalan assertion 
that the decision of the Council calling for a halt to 
aggression had not been complied with, and stated that 
the Council was in duty bound to adopt further mrasures 
to ensure the fulfilment of that tlrcision. He also 
stated that since the representative of Guatemala had 
objected to having the Organization of American States 
deal with the question, the Council could not, under the 
provisions of the Charter, impose a procedure for sett- 
lcment to which one of the parties involved objected. 143 

At the same meeting, the provisional agenda was 
rejected by a vote of 4 in favour and 5 against, with 
2 ahstcntions. I44 

The question remained on the list of matters of which 
the Security Council is scized.148 

QUESTION OF ALLEGED INCIDENT OF ATTACK 
ON A UNITED STATES NAVY AIRCRAFT 

INITIAL PIWCWDINGS 

By letter dated 8 September 1954, *4Blherepresentative 
of the United States informed the Security Council that 
on 4 Seplcmber a United States Navy aircraft, on a 
peaceful mission ovc’r high seas, had hcc*n attacked 
without warning by two MIG-type aircraft with Soviet 
markings. The plane kitI tmri destroyed and not all 
survivors had been recovered. The Unitctl States 
Government had protested to the Government of the 
USSR and reserved al1 rights to claim damages. Heliev- 

L1* (i7tith meeting parns. 1 l-27, WX3, 165-181. 
1.1 676th meeting: paras. 13X-151, 155-102. 
1~ 670th meeting: para. I!G. i:or rm~siderntion of the invl- 

tation to the representative of (~untcm:il:i ;It the 676th meeting, 
see chapter I I I. t:ase 23. 

1~ ijy letter tlnted 27 June 1954 fS/325ti), the t:hairmun of the 
inter-American i’c~;lce (:ommittee transmitted to the Sccretary- 
General copies of various notes and inlorm:dion conrerning the 
Committee’s itlner;iry to Gu;~ternalr~. 1 ionduras rind Nicaragua; 
by rnble((ram d;~tetl 5 July 1!)54 (S/3262) the Chairman of the 
inter-Amcrirnn i’eace Committee notilled the Secretary-Ckneral 
that (Guatemala. I ionrlurus antI Nicaragua had informed the Com- 
mittee that the clisi~ute between them hnd ceased to exist: by 
cablegram dated 9 .July l!M (S/32(X). the Minister of I:xtern:il 
i<elatIons of tiuatem;~l:r informed the i’resillent of the Security 
Council that peace nntl order hut1 been restored in his country ant1 
the Junta de C;ohirmo of (;uatcm;lla ww no reason why the (;ua- 
ternalan question should remain on the ;~g!rntln of the Security 
Council; by letter dated X .July 195 I (S/:i267) the t:hairman of 
the inter-American i’eace t:ommittre trunsmittetl to the Sccrctury- 
General u copy of a report of the (:ommittre on the dispute he- 
tween Guatemulu, iiontluras und Nicar;iguu. and copies of ull 
communications exchunged between the Committee and the 
parties conrernetl. 

I’* S/3287, 0.R.. Bfh year, Suppl. /or July-Sept. 1954, p. 35. 

ing that the incident was of a type which might endanger 
international peace and security, the United States 
requested an early meeting of the Council to consider 
the mat t cr. 

After inclusion of the question on the agenda 147 at 
the 679th meeting on 10 Septcmbcr 1954, the represen- 
tativc of the United States, aftttr recounting the cir- 
cumstances of this and earlit~r attacks by Soviet air- 
craft on United States planes, statrd that, while, in the 
absence of a nc~gotiatctl st*tt lemrnt, his government 
brlirvcd cases of this kintt could 1~ best resolved by the 
judicial process of thr Intt~rmrtional (:ourt of .Justice. 
the refusal of the Soviet Government to respond to that 
reasonable proposal had made it cssrntial to Iay the 
problem before the Security Council in order hy discus- 
sion there to prevent a repetition of such incidents.‘@ 

The representative of the IJSSR contested the account 
of these incidents given hy the representative of the 
linitetl States, and asserted that in carh case there had 
hrrn violnt ion hy linited States aircraft of rules and 
standards of international law, such as violations of 
Soviet air spac’r. 11~ attributed t hc incidents to the 
policy pursuttd by the 1Tnitcd State++ military authorities 
ant1 t hcb Static l)cpart mrnt, a policy which had nothing 
in COITIIIIOII with the pt~arrful assuranc(*s made by the 
rcprcsrnlat ivr of the IJni( (%(I Statcbs. Ia9 

At thr 680th meeting on 10 Scptcmhrr 1954. the Pros- 
ident. spraking as t hr rrl)r”s“I~l:ltive of Colombia, 
stated that hr would hnvc favourtltl, as one of the means 
of solution, an invest igntion of t hcb incitlcnt in acrortlancc 
with Article 34 of the Chartc~r. Iso 

The rcl’rcsrntntive of t hc USSIt remarked thal he 
could not see how Chapter VI of I hc Charter, and Arti- 
clr 31 in particular, could have any bcbaring on the inci- 
dent brought to the attcnt ion of t hr Council. Such an 
incidrnl would not srriously hc consitlcrc3l, in his opinion, 
as cnpablr of rreating a threat to intclrnational peace 
and securily. ITc \vould. t Iirrc~forc~. rrjcct any proposals 
hasrcl on I hcl I)rcmisc that the* inc~idrnt fell within the 
jurisdirl inn of thr Security Council. Is* 

At the close of I he 6801 h mccbtin& the I’resident 
statccll”2 that I hex list of spc*akrrs was t~xhausted and 
that the> Council would hc rc~c’orivc~nrtl if and when any 
delegation so requested. ls3 

QUESTION OF HOSTILITIES IN THE AREA OF 
CERTAIN ISLANDS OFF THE COAST OF CHINA 

INITIAL I’ItO(:I~I‘I)INGS 

13y letter dated 28 January 1955.154 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative 

Ia7 ti7!lth meeting: pura. 25. On the inclusion of the question 
in the :~gentln. see chapter Ii, Case 10. 

Id* ti79th mcheting: paras, 38-39. 
I(* 079th mc*rtitlg: pura. 70. 
ltm tiXI)th mcetitlg: pnra. Kl. 

IL) ‘i’he Security Council subsequently received the texts of 
diplomatic~ notes exchanged between the Governments of the 
llnitetl States ant1 the ITSSit on various incidents referred to in 
the Counril’s discussion (S/328X, 10 September 1954; S/3295. 
27 September 1!)54; S/3304, 12 October 1!954; S/3308, 25 October 
1954; and S/3301. 13 April 1955). 

1~ S/3354, O.R., 10th year, SuppI. /or Jan.-March 1955, p. 27. 
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of New Zealand requested, in the light of his Govern- 
ment’s concern for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, that an rarly meeting of thr Security 
Council IX! callcil to consider the question of the occur- 
rence of nrmrtl hoslilitics bctwccn the People’s JQublic 
of China and the Ilcpublic of Chins in the arca of certain 
islands 0fT thr coast of the mainland of Chins. As a 
result of thcscs hostilities, a situation existed, the con- 

tinuanc*c of which was likrly to cntlanger lhr mnintcnancc 
of inti77i:it ional pcacc and sc~curily. 

11~ lcttcr dated 30 January 1955,155 addressed to the 
Prr~siilcril of thr Srrurity Couni~il, the rcprrsrnlativc 
of thcx Uflion of Sovirt Socialist RcJ)ublics rc*qu~~steil 
that thr Srcurity Council be convened at once t 0 corl- 

sidrr the qurstion of acts of aggression by thr United 
States against thr Pcoplc’s Rcpuhlic of China in the 
area of Taiwan and other islands of China. It was 
statcti in the lcttrr that the intervention of the IJnited 
Statrs in 1111~ intcrnul :rlTairs of China and the extension 
of acts of aggr~5siou against the l’colble’s I1rpublic of 
China wt’rc aggravating tension in thts Far East and 
increasing the threat of a new war. In such rircuni- 
stanrrs, it was the duty of Ihr Security Council to put 
an critl to tlic arts of aggression Iby the United States 
against the I~col~lt~‘s l~epublir of China and to its inter- 
vrnt ion in the internal affairs of China. 

A draft resolution transmitted with the letter pro- 
posed that the Council. considering that the unprovoked 
armed attacks on Chinese towns and coastal arcas 
c:lrric*tl out by armrxtl forces controlled by the United 
States, constituted aggression against the People’s 
11cpul)lic* of China in violation of the obligations assumed 
by the I’riitctl States unilcr international agreements 
couiscrning Taiwan and olhcr Chinese islands, ant1 not- 

ing that thty constituted intfrvrntion in the iztcrnal 
alTeirs of China, a source of tension in the Far East, and 
a tht-ml to ~w:iw and security in thr area, (1) condemn 
thostb acts of aggression; (2) recommcnil that the Govern- 
rnrr~t of t 1~ I ‘nitctl States take immediate strps to put 
an end lo them and to its intervention in the internal 
affairs of China; (3) rcrommentl that the Government 
of the I!riitril Statrs immeili:rtrly withdraw all its naval, 
air and l:~niI forci5 from Ihc~ island of Taiwan and other 
tcrritorics belonging to China; (4) urge that no military 
action LP p~~rmittcil in tlic Taiwan area by tither side, 
so tllilt evacuation from t hc islands in that area of all 
arniril forck5 not contri~lli~il by thr People’s I~epublic 
of China might hr facilitatril. 

The Security Council after discussing the adoption 
of the provisional agcntla at its 689th and 690th meet- 
ings on 31 .J:rnu:rry 1955. included in its agenda the 
item proposed by thr rcpresentativc of New Zealand 
as wrll ;IS the item lbroposed by the representative of 
the USSIi; it also dccidcd to conclude its consideration 
of thr New Zealand item before taking up the USSR 
item. 168 

I’* 690th meeting: parns. 111-113. On the inrlusion of the 
matter in the agenda, we chapter II, Case 6; on order or discus- 
sion of Items on the agcntl;~, see chapter II, Case 13; on pro- 
reetlirigs regarding the retention and deletion of itenls frown the 
agenthi, see cha1)tcr 1 I, 1:ase 24. 

The Security Council considered the New Zealand 
item at its 690th and 691st meetings on 31 January and 
14 February 1955. 

Decisions of 31 .Innunr!y 1955 (690th meeling): To invite 
a representative of fhr People’s Republic of China to 
cltlend the Council disctrssion, nnd lo defer lrrrfher ron- 
sidcrcrfion of the qwslion 

At the 690th mrct ing on 31 .Jnnuary 1955. the I’resi- 
dent, in his capacity as the representative of New Zea- 
land, proposed that the Council invite a rcprcscntativr> 
of the Ccutral Pcoplr’s Government of t 11~ I~coplr’s 
Rrpuhlic of China to participate in the discussion of thr 
New Zealand item and to ask the Sccrctary-Gen~~ral to 
convey this invitation to that Govcrnrtii~nt.157 The 
proposal was approved by 9 votes in favour and 
1 against, with 1 ahstrntion.158 

A motion for adjournment of the discussion until a 
Inter date was then submitted by the representative 
of Helgium. It was ailol~teil by 10 votes in favour and 
1 against. lse 

On 4 February 1955, the Secretary-General circulated 
to the members of the Security Council an exchange of 
cablegrams between himself and the Prime Minister of 
the State Council and Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
People’s Itcpublic of China.lW In a cablegram dated 
3 Fchrunry 1955, the lattilr informed the Sccretary- 
Grncrnl that the I%~plr~‘s IXcpublic would not hr able 
to send a represcntntivc to take part in the discussion 
of the Nrw Zealand item, and would have to consider 
all decisions taken by the Council concerning China as 
illegal and null and void. It coiilil agree to participate 
in the Council’s deliberations only for the Jnlrposr of 
discussing the draft resolution submitted by the USS!{, 
and only when its representative attended in the name 
of China and the other occupant of China’s seat had 
been cxpcllcd. 

Decision of 14 February 1955 (691st meeling): Rejection 
of Ihe USSIf motion lo procred lo the consideration of 
the ilrm proposed by fhe USSR delegalion 

At the 69lst meeting on 14 February 1955, the rcpre- 
sentative of the Unitcil Kingdom, commrnting on the 
cablegram of the Prime Minister of the State Council. 
and Minister for Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic 
of China, suggested that 

“ . . . the Council should not today seek to push 
matters further forward. It was right that WC should 
meet to consider the reply from Peking to our invita- 
tion. Hut, having done this, the wisest course for 
us to take now, in the view of my Government, is to 
adjourn without taking any further decision. The 
problem itself will, of course, remain under the con- 
stant and anxious consideration of the members of 
this Council.“1E1 

lb’ ti!)Oth meeting: para. 116. I:or ronsidcrntion of the proposal 
to invite a reljrescntative of the Central People’s Government 
of the I’eol)lc’s Rel)ublic of Lhina, see chal’ter III, (:ase 21. In 
connexion with speciflr duties conferred upon the Secrctary- 
Gcnerul, see chapter I. part IV. Note, p. 11. 

I’” WOth nlceting: rjara. 143. 
I’* tiWth meeting: para. 149. 
II0 S/3358, O.H., 1Ulh year, Suppl. /or Jan.-March 1955, pp. 2% 

31. 
“I Wlst meeting: para. 39. 



The representative of the United States declared: 
“ . . . We shall continue our consultations with the 

members of the Council in an effort to bring about 3 
cessation of hostilities. Until those are completed, 
therefore, we can adjourn the meeting, subject to the 
call of the President.“lB2 

The representative of the USSR proposed,lBa on the 
premise contested by other members of the Council 

I’: 6Qlst meeting: para. 66. 
I” 691st meeting: pora. 97. 

that consideration of the New Zealand item had been 
completed, la that the Serurity Council: 

“ . . . shall decide to pass to the consideration of the 
following agenda item rntitlcd ‘Thr question of acts 
of agkTession by the United States of America against 
the I’eople’s Republic of China in the nrra of Taiwan 
(Formosa) and other islands of China’.” 
The USSI~ proposal was rejected by 1 vote in favour 

and 10 against.166 

*I’ Wlst nleetlng: pura. 109. 
I*( 69lst meeting: para. 134. 



Chapter IX 

DECISIONS IN THE EXERCISE OF OTHER FUNCI’IONS AND POWERS 



NOTE 

Decisions of the Security Council relative* to rccommen(latiorls to the Gcrlc~ral 
Asscml~ly rqprtling thr :Itlmissiou of new Mcmt)ers hvc hn clc~;~lt with in c11;1l)- 
tcr VII, and t lir decisions on questions consiclcrctl uritltlr tl~ Couric~il’s rrs~~~~n~ihility 
for the m:lintcnanrt* of intern:11 ional pat and scarily in cli:ipt(tr VI I I. Ihring 
the period under rcvirw, no tlrcision has 1~~1 taken by thr Corilrcil in tllr tscrcisc 
of other functions and powers urlchIr the Charler. I 

- 
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Chapter X 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER VI OF THE CHARTER .- --- -. ‘4 
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IKTRODUCTORY NOTE 

As in the previous volume of the Rcperioire, the cri- The material in this chapter constitutes only part of 
terion for inclusion of material in the present chapter is the material relevant to the examination of the operation 
the occurrence of discussion in the Council directed to of the Council under Chapter \‘I of the Charter, since 
the test of Articles 33-38 or Chapter YI of the Charter. the procedures of the Council reviewed in chapters I-W, 
Thus, chapter S does not cover all the activities of the where they relate to the consideration of disputes and 
Council in the pacific settlement of disputes, for the situations, would fall to be regarded as integral to the 
debates preceding the major decisions of the Council application of Chapter \‘I of the Charter. Chapter X 
in this field have dealt almost exclusively with the actual is limited to presenting the instances of deliberate con- 
issues before the Council and the relative merits of sideration by the Council of the relation of its proceed- 
measures proposed without discussion regarding the ings or of measures proposed to the test of Chapter VI. 
juridical problem of their relation to the provisions of 
the Charter. For a guide to the decisions of the Council 

The case histories on each question require to be 

in the pacific settlement of disputes, the reader should 
examined within the contest of the chain of proceedings 

turn to the appropriate sub-headings of the Analytical 
on the question presented in chapter YIII. 

Table of Measures adopted bv the Securitv Counci1.l w ” l Chapter VIII, part I. 

Chapter YI of 5.t CE,z :ter. Facific Settlement of Disputes 

A rficle 33 

1. The parties to anv dispute, the continuance of which is likely to endanger 
the maintenance of internitional peace and security, shall, first of all, seek a solu- 
tion by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settle- 
ment, resort to regional agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful means of their 
own choice. 

2. The Security Cou ncil shall, wh 
to settle their dispute by such means. 

en it deems necessary, call upon the parties 

Article 34 

The Security Council may investigate any dispute, or any situation which 
might lead to international friction or give rise to a dispute, in order to determine 
whether the continuance of the dispute or situation is likely to endanger the 
maintenance of international peace and security. 

Article 35 

1. Any Member of the United Nations may bring any dispute, or any situa- 
tion of the nature referred to in Article 34, to the attention of the Security Council 
or of the General Assembly. 

2. A state which is not a Member of the United Xations mav bring to the 
attention of the Security Council or of the General Assembly any dispute to which 
it is a party if it accepts in advance, for the purposes of the dispute, the obligations 
of pacific settlement provided in the present Charter. 

3. The proceedings of the General Assembly in respect of matters brought 
to its attention under this Article will be subject to the provisions of d4rticles 11 
and 12. 

Article 36 

1. The Security Council may, at any stage of a dispute of the nature referred 
to in Article 33 or of a situation of like nature, recommend appropriate procedures 
or methods of adjustment, 

2. The Security Council should take into consideration any procedures for 
the settlement of the dispute which have already been adopted bv the parties. . 

3. In making recommendations under this .4rticle the Security Council 
should also take into consideration that legal disputes should as a general rule be 
referred by the parties to the International Court of Justice in accordance with the 
provisions of the Statute of the Court. 

131 
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Article 37 

1. Should the parties to a dispute of the nature referred to in Article 33 fail 
to settle it by the means indicated in that Article, they shall refer it to the Security 
Council. 

2. If the Securitv Council deems that the continuance of the dispute is in 
fact likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, it 
shall decide whether to take action under Article 36 or to recommend such terms 
of settlement as it may consider appropriate. 

Article 38 

Without prejudice to the provisions of Articles 33 to 37, the Security Council 
may, if all the parties to any dispute so request, make recommendations to the 
parties with a view to a pacific settlement of the dispute. 

Part I 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 33 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

During the period covered by this supplement, the 
prior efforts to seek a peaceful solution made by States 
submitting a situation to the Security Council have 
been indicated in their initial communications, though 
Article 33 has not been expressly cited in any of them? 

. 

The scope of the obligation imposed by Article 33 (1) 
has been the subject of consideration in connexion with 
the problem of the appropriate stage at which a dispute 
should become the proper concern of the Council. The 
principle has been advanced that, before any interven- 
tion by the Council, the means of settlement in Arti- 
cle 35 (1) should all have been exhausted by the 
parties. 3 Other statements have questioned whether 
Article 33 (1) implies an obligation of exhaustive recourse 
to the means of peaceful settlement enumerated therein 
when an act of aggression rather than a dispute was the 
subject of complaint. * In this connexion, the state- 
ment has been made that the provision for resort to 
regional agencies or arrangements contained in Arti- 
cle 33 must be read in conjunction with Article 52 (2).6 

In connexion with an agreement concluded pursuant 
to an order issued by the Council under Article 40 of the 
Charter, there has been discussion of the question of the 
extent to which Article 33 required the Council when 

* Afghanistan, Burma, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Paki- 
stan, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia and Yemen in explanatory notes 
to their letters dated 2 April 195 2, S/2579, S/2581, S/2575, S/2580, 
S/2574, S/2582, S/2576, S/2577, S/2583, S/2578, S/2584 (O.R., 
7th year, Suppl. for April-June 1952, pp. 9-15), in connexion with 
the Tunisian question. United States, in connexion with ques- 
tion of alleged incident of an attack on a United States navy air- 
craft, 679th meeting, paras. 38-39. For references to prior efforts 
in a letter submitting a question designated as an act of aggres- 
sion: Guatemala in cablegram dated 19 June 1954 in connexion 
with the Guatemalan question, O.R., 9th yew, Suppl. for Aprit- 
June 1954, pp. 11-13. 

J See statements by Brazil, France, Netherlands, Turkey, 
United Kingdom, United States in connexion with the Tunisian 
question, Case 1. 

4 See statement by Guatemala* in connexion with the Guate- 
malan question, Case 4. 

‘ See statement by Colombia in connexion with cne Guatemalan 
question, Case 4. For statements on the effect of Article 52 (4), 
see Case 6. 

dealing with a dispute between the parties to the agree- 
ment to apply the principle of mutual consent in seeking 
a settlement. 5a 

On one occasion inconnexion with an aem which 
had been on the agenda of the Security CouncilWsince 
1947, proposals that the Council refrain from discussion 
of the question for a further period while direct negotia- 
tions between the parties continued, were supported 
by an appeal to the provisions of Article 33 (2).6 

CASE 1.’ THE TUNISIAN QUESTION: In connexion with 
decision of 14 April 1952 not to adopt the 
provisional agenda 

[Note: Discussion arose concerning the bearing of 
Article 33 on the question of including the item in the 
agenda. Inclusion of the question was opposed on the 
ground that a debate in the Council would hamper nego- 
tiations in progress which Article 33 required the Se- 
curity Council to foster. Inclusion of the question was 
favoured on the ground that this would promote nego- 
tiations between the parties as required by Article 33 
and would enable the Security Council to assist the 
parties in keeping their negotiations going. A draft 
resolution to include the question in the agenda while 
postponing consideration of it for the time being was 
rejected as was the provisional agenda.] 

At the 574th meeting on 4 April 1952, the Security 
Council had before it letters* dated 2 April 1952, from 
the representatives of eleven Asian-African Member 

h* See statements bv USSR and the United Kingdom in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, Case 3. 

4 See statements by Colombia, France, Greece in connexion 
with the Appointment of a Governor of the Free Territory of 
Trieste, Case 2. 

7 For texts of relevant statements see: 
574th meeting: Brazil, paras. 95, 102; France, paras. 33-34; 

575th meeting: President (Pakistan), paras. 84-87; China, paras. 32- 
33; Greece, para. 42; Netherlands, paras. 63-64; Turkey, para. 68; 
United Kingdom, paras. 8-9, 12; United States, paras. 15, 18; 

576th meeting: Chile, paras. 40-41; Netherlands, paras. 58-63. 
’ S/2574, S/2575, S/2576, S/2577, S/2578, S/2579, S/2580, 

S/2581, S 12582, S 12583. S 12584, O.R., 7th year, Suppl. for April- 
June 1952, pp. 9-15. On the inclusion of the question in the 
agenda, see chapter I I, Case 8. 
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States bringing, under Article 35 (l), the situation in 
Tunisia to the attention of the Council. 

In opposing the inclusion of the question in the 
agenda, the representative of France stated “that the 
agreement reached between the French Government 
and the Bey” of Tunisia had “put the problem on the 
road to solution”, and that the Council should not, 
therefore, “include in its agenda a question and a prob- 
lem which no longer exists”. 

The representative of Brazil stated: 

“In voting for the inclusion of the item in our 
agenda, the Brazilian delegation is not prejudging 
the merits of the case, nor even the competence of the 
Securitv Council to deal with this particular matter; 
neithe&an a favourable vote by Brazil be construed 
as expressing an opinion on the opportuneness of a 
debate on the Tunisian question. .4s a matter of 
cold fact, we do not feel that a protracted discussion 
on Tunisia would serve any useful purpose at the 
present stage of affairs, when the means have not 
been exhausted for reaching a solution by negotiation, 
inquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, or other 
peaceful means provided for in Article 33 of the 
Cklrtcr It i5, moreo~-c;, our deep-s&ed con~;cL~-~ 
that thi United Xations should not be overburdened 
\\.itk questiuils which may eyen t wily prwe ca~>aiA 

of being solved through direct negotiations between 
the parties concerned. My delegation will therefore 
be quite receptive to any motion or proposal towards 
the postponement of consideration of this item, after 
its inclusion in the agenda of the Security Council.” 

He further stated that the Council should 
CC forego any action which might hamper the 

utiliz’ation of the means provided in Article 33 of the 
Charter for the peaceful settlement of disputes. The 
task of the Security Council is to seek to facilitate 
and to pave the way for solutions rather than to 
impose them in a manner which might eventually 
prove inconsistent with the principles and purposes 
of the Charter.” 

. At the 575th meeting on 10 April 1952, the represen- 
tative of the United Kingdom remarked that in view 
of the desire of the French Government to negotiate 
with Tunisia, and of its concrete suggestions for a plan 
of reforms which would lead that country towards 
internal autonomy, “even if a debate in the Council 
were conducted with the utmost restraint on all sides”, 
it was doubtful whether the Council “could assist in 
promoting a peaceful settlement”. Aside from other 
legal considerations, he opposed the inclusion on the 
agenda of “a matter which is still the subject of peaceful 
negotiation”. 

The representative of the United States declared 
that it was clear that under the Charter the parties to a 
controversy were “obliged to seek a solution by nego- 
tiations” and that “. . . the over-riding objective of the 
Securitv Council must be to foster agreement through 
negotiation between the parties themselves . . .” 

The representative of China observed that in all dis- 
putes of this kind which the Council had handled so far 
its first objective had been 

c< to bring the two parties together so that 
negbt&ions might be renewed and continued, with 
only so much assistance on the Council’s part as has 
been necessarv to keep negotiations g(Ting and to 
remove, whereiver powWe, obstacles to the successful 
conclusion of the negotiations . . .” 

For this reason it ~oulti be best to include the matter 
in the agenda and “then proceed immediatelv to take I 
measures in the form of good offices or conciliation”. 

The representative of the Netherlands, after stating 
that the Council was “not a court but a political bodv 
with a responsibility, first of all, to trv and promo<e 

* peaceful solutions”, continued: 
(4 . . . in the opinion of my Government the primary 

responsibility of the Security Council for the main- 
tenance of international peace and security does not 
necessarily mean that intervention of the Council is 
at all times and under all circumstances the best way 
to promote agreement between parties at issue. We 
believe that in the present case all avenues to settle 
the matter directlv between the parties themselves 
have not vet bee/explored or exhausted.” 
The representative of Turkey felt that it would have 

lwn ewkr for thtl Secwity Co!: v:cil to \-ot e i;l favour 
of the inclusion of the it& if “the spirit enikdiedjn 
Articles 33 had lwn iwc&N. The Turkish Govern- 
ment was not of opinion that all the peaceful means of 
solution stipulated in A4rticle 33 had been exhausted 
and believed that “direct negotiations between the 
French and the Tunisians . . . can bring positive solu- 
tions” to the question before the Council. 

The President, speaking as the representative of 
Pakistan, asserted that there were no negotiations 
actually taking place between the parties which could 
be jeopardized by a Council debate on the matter. 

At the 576th meeting on 1-I April 1952, the represen- 
tative of Chile submitted to the Council a draft resolu- 
tiona to include the question in the agenda “on the 
understanding that such action does not imply any 
decision regarding the competence of the Council to 
consider the substance of the question”, and “to post- 
pone consideration of the communications referred to 
for the time being”. In esplaining his proposal, he 
stated that this postponement would give the French 
Government time “to go forward with the negotiations 
said to be now under way”. This suspension of the 
discussion should also be understood “as not prejudicing 
the Council’s right to deal with the matter at any time, 
if serious events should occur which prompt any member 
to request such action”. 

. 

The representative of the Netherlands opposed the 
procedure proposed in the Chilean draft resolution on 
the grounds that prioritv 

66 always must ie given to possibilities of direct 
settie’ment between the responsible parties involved. 
The Council should be careful not to make such 
methods of direct settlement more difficult by pre- 
mature debates or interventions . . .” 

Since the parties directly concerned seemed now to be 
ready to examine new ways of finding a solution, he 

Q S/2600, 576th meeting: paras. 40-41, 103. On the postpone- 
ment of consideration of the auestion. see chaDter II. Case 19. 
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believed that “nothing should be done by this Council 
to hinder those efforts”. The procedure suggested by 
the Chilean draft resolution “could still create a disturb- 
ing influence in the atmosphere of goodwill which is 
indispensable for the direct negotiations between the 
responsible parties”. 

At the same meeting, the Chilean draft resolution 
failed of adoption. There were 5 votes in favour and 
2 against, with 4 abstentionsJO 

The provisional agenda was likewise not adopted. 
There were 5 votes in favour, 2 against, with 4 absten- 
tions. l1 

CASE 2? APPOINTMEST OF A GOVERNOR OF THE 
FREE TERRITORY OF TRIESTE? In con- 
nexion with decision of 20 October 1953 to 
postpone discussion until 2 November 1953 

. 

P f i To e: -4 proposal under rule 33 (5) of the provisional 
rules of procedure to postpone discussion of the question 
until 2 November 1953 in order to await the outcome 
of negotiations between the States concerned was sup- 
ported by appeal to Article 33 (2). In opposition to 
this view, it was stated that Article 33 (2) called for 
the Council to act, and not to remain idle. The Council 
adopted successive procedural motions to postpone 
consideration of the question to fixed dates, and finally 
decided to postpone consideration pending the outcome 
of current efforts to find a solution.l*] 

At the 628th meeting on 20 October 1953, the repre- 
sentative of Colombia, after referring to joint efforts 
undertaken by the Foreign Ministers of France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States to bring about 
a lasting settlement of the problem of Trieste, stated 
that in view of the “diplomatic exchanges” currently 
taking place “in the various capitals concerned”, the 
Security Council should not enter into a debate on the 
draft resolution l5 submitted by the representative of 
the USSR to appoint a governor of the Free Territory 
of Trieste. He proposed that in accordance with 
rule 33 (5) of its rules of procedure, the Council should 
postpone the discussion of this question until the early 
part of November. 

The representative of France, in supporting this pro- 
posal, quoted the provisions of Article 33 of the Charter. 
He added: 

cc the French, United Kingdom and United 
Staies’ Governments have publicly and officially 
announced their intention of seeking a peaceful settle- 

lo 576th meeting: para. 121. 
I1 576th meeting: para. 122. 
lz For texts of relevant statement see: 
628th meeting: Colombia, paras. 1-4; France, para. -88; USSR, 

paras. 106-108, 111; 
634th meeting: Greece, paras. 10-11, 13; USSR, para. 42; 
641st meeting: USSR, paras. 10, 16; United States, .paras. 5-6; 
647th meeting: USSR, paras. 9, 21; C’nited States, paras. 2-3. 
I* This question had been included in the agenda at the 

143rd meeting on 20 June 1947. For the earlier proceedings see 
the previous volume of the Repertoire, p. 314. 

l4 The Security Council was subsequently notified of the out- 
come of negotiations regarding the question of the Free Territory 
of Trieste. [See S/3301 and Add.1, O-R., 9th year, Srrppl. for 
Oct.-Dec. 1954, p. 2; S/3305, OX., 9th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 19.54 
p. 9; S/3351, O.R., 10th year, Suppl. for Jan.-March 1955, p. 25.1 

l( S/3105, 625th meeting: para. 70. 

ment to the situation through diplomatic negotiations 
and proposals made to the two parties chiefly con- 
cerned, Italy and Yugoslavia. But to this end an 
international climate must develop around those 
negotiations which is free and clear of futile polemics, 
and I think that certain speakers who have preceded 
me are absolutely justified in the desire they have 
expressed that the Security Council shall refrain from 
all debate which could exert only an unfavourable 
influence on the successful progre& of these negotia- 
tions while these attempts at conciliation and nego- 
tiation are being worked out. In refraininq for ten 
or fifteen days from any debate on the clue&ion, the 
Security Council would merely be tacitly applying 
Article 33, paragraph 2 . . .” 

The representative of the USSR declared that “Arti- 
cle 33 . . . requires us to do something, to take action, 
not to remain idle and inactive”. The means of settle- 
ment referred to in Article 33 (2) were the negotiations 
dealt with in Article 33 (1). The negotiations which 
were going on were not negotiations among the twenty- 
one signatories of the Treaty of Peace with Italy, but 
among a more limited group. Their object, moreover, 
was not to ensure the observance of the Treaty, an aim 
which the Council was obligated to- se&-.-to &hieve. 
Accordingly, the question must be considered in the 
Security Council and agreement reached there on the 
appointment of a governor. 

At the same meeting, the proposal that the discussion 
of the question be postponed to 2 November 1953 was 
adopted by 9 votes in favour and 1 against, with 1 ab- 
stention. l6 

At the 634th meeting on 2 November 1953, the repre- 
sentative of Greece moved, under rule 33 (5) of the rules 
of procedure of the Council, that the discussion of the 
question be again postponed for three weeks. He 
stated: 

“It is, I submit, the duty of this Council, in the 
discharge of its primary responsibilities, not to tamper 
with the normal process of negotiations between the 
parties mainly interested for the purpose of reaching 
a settlement which can only strengthen peace and 
security in the area concerned.” 
In opposing this proposal, the representative of the 

USSR invoked Article 34 of the Charter and stated that 
the consultations to which reference had been made 
should not keep the Council from carrying out its duty 
to promote a greater respect for peace and international 
security. 

At the s‘ame meeting, the proposal of the represen- 
tative of Greece was adopted by 9 votes in favour and 
1 against, with 1 abstention.17 

At the 6-ilst meeting on 23 November 1953, on the 
proposal of the representative of the United States, the 
Council postponed consideration of the question until 
the week of 8-15 December 1953, with the proviso that 
the exact date of the meeting be set bv the President. 

There were 9 votes in favour and 1 against, with 
1 abstention. l8 

la 628th meeting: para. 133. 
l: 634th meeting: para. 89. 
l3 64lst meeting: para. 101. 
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At’ the 647th meeting on 14 December 1953, the 
representative of the United States proposed “that the 
Council decide at this time to postpone further considera- 
tion of the Triestt item pending the outcome of the 
current efforts to find a solution for this important 
matter”. 

The representative of the USSR remarked that this 
proposal was actually one for the indefinite postpone- 
ment of the discussion of the Trieste problem, and 
opposed it as meaning that the Security Council was 
“simply being left out of this question”. 

At the same meeting, the proposal of the represen- 
tative of the United States was adopted by 8 votes in 
favour and 1 against, with 1 abstention (one member 
of the Security Council being absent).lg 

CASE 3.20 THE PALESTINE QUESTION: In connexion 
with a draft resolution to authorize the 
Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision 
Organization, in his capacity as Chairman 
of the Israel-Syrian Mixed Armistice Com- 
missinr,, to explore possibilities of reconciling 
the interests involved in the dispute; voted 
upon r.r.cl not adopted 

IN f 0 e: In opposition to the draft resolution it was 
contended that it ignored the fundamental Charter 
principle of mutual consent set forth in Article 33. In 
reply it was asserted that the question before the Council 
was not an ordinary dispute between two states to which 
Article 35 might be applicable.] 

At the 629th meeting on 27 October 1953, the Se- 
curity Council began consideration of a complaint” by 
Syria against Israel concerning work on the west bank 
of the river Jordan in the demilitarized zone. Syria 
contended that the Israel Development Project was 
likely to affect the status of the demilitarized zone and 
required the consent of both parties to the General 
Armistice Agreement. Israel maintained that the 
project was consistent with the Armistice Agreement 
subject to the provision of safeguards for certain recog- 

. nized private rights. 
At the 648th meeting on 16 December 1953, the Coun- 

cil had before it a joint draft resolution,t2 submitted 
by the representatives of France, the United Kingdom 
and the United States to authorize the Chief of Staff 
of the Truce Supervision Organization, in his capacity 
as Chairman of the Israel-Syrian Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission, to explore possibilities of reconciling the 
interests involved in the dispute. At the 656th meet- 
ing on 22 January 1954, the representative of the USSR 
opposed the revised joint draftresolution on the ground 
inter alia that it failed to express the principle of mutual 
consent. He declared: 

II I must protest against an interpretation of 
the l p%tion, nature and meaning of the demilitarized 

I* 647th meeting: para. 43. 
*O For texts of relevant statements see: 
656th meeting: USSR, paras. 41-85; United Kingdom, pa- 

ras. 86-92. 
11 S/3108/Rev.l, O.R., 8th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1953, 

pp. 5-6. 
la S/3151 jRev.2, O.R., 8th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1953, 

pp. 79-80. 

zone which leads to the assumption that the Chief of 
Staff is the master there and that the parties concerned 
have no authority and should not even take any 
effective part in the matter. 

“The position cannot be regarded as normal; it 
does not comply with the basic principle of the 
status of the demilitarized zone and the purposes for 
which the demilitarized zone was established. No 
unilateral action can be taken by the Chief of Staff 
or by either of the parties, especially if there are 
grounds for expecting any complications. c 

“At this point, however, I consider that we have 
just such a case. We have a Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission and we have a Chief of Staff. The two par- 
ties are represented in the Mixed Armistice Commis- 
sion. It appears perfectly normal and natural to 
allow those parties to settle the problem by mutual 
agreement. 

“1 believe that this would also fully comply with 
our Charter, because the Charter itself states that the 
parties should achieve the settlement of disputes by 
t!~Ir own efforts, while the Security Council’s duty 
i.;, to promote the pacific settlement of disputes and 
iJ assist parties which take action in accor_dance with 
Article 33 of the United Nations CharteE It-is 
directly stated in that article that the parties must 
‘first of all, seek a solution by negotiation, inquiry, 
mediation, conciliation, arbitration . . .’ and so on. . 

“Surely none of the things I have mentioned can 
take place without mutual consent. . . . 

cc . if there is no reference to mutual consent or 
to this important principle, then of course I could 
never and shall never support any paragraph which 
would violate such an important political principle. 
This is also a legal principle, because it is a funda- 
mental principle of international law. 

‘6 if the draft resolution is adopted it will leave 
this’%pute quite unsettled by the Security Council, 
and that is unacceptable because the Council has no 
right to delegate the settlement of a dispute between 
two parties to anyone except those parties them- 
selves . . .” 
In replying to the foregoing observations, the repre- 

sentative of the United Kingdom declared: 
cc This question in a way is sui generis. It is 

not ‘an’ ordinary dispute. It is a dispute which arises 
out of an action which it is proposed to take in the 
demilitarized zone, and this in its turn, of course, 
raises questions directly connected with the General 
Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria, and 
it is with these questions arising out of the General 
Armistice Agreement that the Council is concerned, 
and also, consequently, with the position of the Chief 
of Staff who, under the General Armistice Agreement, 
has had great authority conferred upon him . . .” 
At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution was 

put to the vote. There were 7 votes in favour and 
2 against, with 2 abstentions. The draft resolution 
was not adopted, one of the negative votes being that 
of a permanent member of the CounciLsa 

*a 656th meeting: para. 135. 
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CASE 4? THE GUATEMALAN QUESTION: In connexion 
with a draft resolution to refer the question 
to the Organization of American States for 
urgent consideration, voted upon and not 
adopted 

w f 0 e: In support of the draft resolution, it was 
contended that Article 33, which was to be taken in 
conjunction with Article 52 (2), made it obligatory 
before appealing to the Security Council to apply to 
the regional organization. In opposition to this view, 
it was contended that Article 33 was not applicable to 
a complaint of aggression.] 

In a cablegram dated 19 June 195425 to the President 
of the Security Council, the Minister for External 
Affairs of Guatemala stated that “expeditionary forces” 
from the direction of Honduras and Nicaragua had 
invaded Guatemalan territory, and that open aggression 
was being perpetrated against it. An urgent meeting 
of the Council was requested in order that, in accor- 
dance with Articles 34, 35 and 39, “it may take the 
measures necessary to prevent the disruption of peace 
and international security . . . and also to put a stop 
to the aggression in progress against Guatemala”. 

At the 675th meeting on 20 June 1954, the Council 
had before it a joint draft resolution26 submitted by the 
representatives of Brazil and Colombia to refer the ques- 
tion to the Organization of American States for urgent 
consideration and to request the Organization of Ameri- 
can States to inform the Security Council, as soon as 
possible, on the measures it had been able to take in the 
matter. 

The representative of Colombia, in support of the 
joint draft resolution, stated that under Article 33, 

66 the parties to any dispute, the continuation 
of %ch is likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security, must seek a solution 
to it and in that connexion mention is made of resort 
to regional agencies or arrangements. This Article 

. 

1’ For texts of relevant statements see: 
675th meeting: Colombia, para. 72; Guatemala*, paras. 101-104, 

189. For consideration of the provisions of Article 52 in con- 
nexion with the question, see chapter XII, Case 4. 

t6 S/3232, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 1954, pp. 11-13. 
a@ S/3236, 675th meeting: para. 69. See chapter VIII, p. 47. 

Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 34 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE to do so by a Member State which alleged that it had 

The two case histories entered in part II of this chap- reasonable ground to fear the existence of a threat to 

ter are those in which issues have arisen relating to its security. 2g In connexion with the Guatemalan 

Article 34 of the Charter? In connexion with the question, which involved a formal request to the Se- 

Thailand question, in which the initial communication curity Council to establish machinery of investigation 

invoking Article 35 (1) asserted the existence of a situa- under Articles 34 and 35 in respect of an asserted act of 

tion of the nature referred to in Article 34, it was con- aggression, there was discussion of the limitations, if 

tended that the Security Council was required to take any, by reason of Article 52 on the Security Council’s 

precautionary measul es of observation when requested power to undertake an investigation under Article 34.m 

28 For a case history bearing on the question of the relation 2* See Case 3. 
between Articles 32 and 34, see chapter III, Cases 23 and 28. *O See Case 6. 

must be taken in conjunction with Article 52, para- 
graph 2 of which says that every effort must be made 
to achieve pacific settlement of local disputes through 
such regional arrangements or agencies before referr- 
ing them to the Security Council.” 

In opposing the draft resolution, the representative 
of Guatemala* considered that Article 33 was “corn- 
pletely inapplicable to Guatemala’s case”, since “Gua- 
temala has no dispute” either with “Honduras, or with 
Nicaragua, or with any other State”. He stated: 

66 
.  .  .  This Article would be operative in any kind 

of dispute, but not in the case of an aggression or an 
invasion; not when open towns are being machine- 
gunned . . . to create panic. I would ask you to 
take Article 33 into consideration from this point of 
view. The Security Council cannot com’pel the 
parties to settle their disputes by this means, for in 
this case there are no parties and there is no dispute.” 

After referring to Article 52 (2), and stating that “for 
the same reasons, this Article is not applicable”, and 
that Guatemala “cannot achieve a pacific settlement 
with Honduras and Nicaragua because we have no dis- 
pute with them”, the representative of Guatemala 
further stated that Guatemala had “officially renounced” 
any intervention in this matter by the%rgani&ion 
of American States, since it “cannot go to a regional 
organization to discuss a dispute which does not exist”. 
He added: 

We recognize the effectiveness of that orga- 
n&&; we have the greatest respect for it and are 
members of it, but we consider that under Articles 33 
and 52, precisely, that organization ceases to be effec- 
tive when an invasion is already in progress, when 
aggression has been committed against my country. . . 

“I should like to ask you to give your attention to 
these facts, no aspect of which is such as to allow the 
Council to avoid direct intervention . . .” 

At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution sub- 
mitted by the representatives of Brazil and Colombia 
was not adopted. There were 10 votes in favour and 
1 against (the vote against being that of a permanent 
member). 27 

27 675th meeting: para. 194. 
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CASE 5.3l THE THAILAXD QUESTION: In connexion 
with draft resolution providing for obser- 
vation under the Peace Observation Com- 
mission; failed of adoption 

P t To e: In the communicatior? from the represen- 
tative of Thailand submitted to the Council in confor- 
mity with Articles 3-1 and 35 (l), the request was made 
that the Council provide for observation under the Peace 
Observation Commission by requesting the latter to 
establish a subcommission with authority to dispatch 
observers to Thailand and to consider whether observa- 
tion was also necessary “in States contiguous to Thai- 
land”. In support of the draft resolution, it was stated 
that a Member State could not be denied such a pre- 
cautionary measure. In opposition to the draft resolu- 
tion, it was stated that no facts or evidence had been 
brought before the Council to justify the request.] 

At the 672nd meeting on 3 June 1951, the represen- 
tative of Thailand* stated that his Government had 
brought to the attention of the Security Council a situa- 
tion which represented a threat to the security of Thai- 
land, the cwtinuance of which was likelv to endanger 
the maintenance of international peace dand security. 
Although until then his co~r.try hai! not heen direct@ 
attacked, the situation in territories bordering Thailand 
had become so explosive and tension so high that a 
very real danger existed that fighting might spread to 
Thailand and the other countries of the area and foreign 
troops effect direct incursions into Thai territory. He 
added that: 

<c when a threat to peace begins to appear, it is 
the’dity of Members to call the attention of the 
Organization to the existence of such a threat . . . my 
Government is of the opinion that . . . the problem 
of a threat to the peace should be the concern of all 
Members of the Organization and should not be con- 
sidered as a problem particular to a certain country 
or group of countries . . . 

“Consequently . . . my Government is confident 
that if this great international body takes into consi- 
deration this problem, it will not fail to produce cer- 
tain deterring effects upon those who may be bent 
upon disturbing the peace of the area . . . 

“I do not think any objection can be raised by 
anyone to the general proposition that the United 
Nations requires an adequate system of observation 
if it is to function most effectively to prevent out- 
breaks of violence. That general thesis is embodied 
in section B of the General Assembly Uniting for 
peace’ resolution (377 A (V)) which established the 
Peace Observation Commission . . .” 

At the 673rd meeting on 16 June 1954, the represen- 
tative of Thailand submitted for the consideration of 
the Council the following draft resolution:s3 

“The Security Council, 

s1 For texts of reley:ant statements see: 
672nd meeting: Thailand*, paras. 22-23, 41-43; 
673rd meeting: President (United States), para. 57; Kew Zea- 

Iand, paras. 16, 23; Thailand*, para. 11. 
674th meeting: France, para. 15; USSR, paras. 19, 47, 56. 
sa S/3220, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 1954, p- 10. 
8* S/3229, 673rd meeting: para. 10. 

“AToting the request of Thailand, 

“Recal;:‘ng General Assembly resolution 377 (V) 
(Cniting for peace), part A, section B, establishing a 
Peace Observation Commission which could observe 
and report on the situation in any area where there 
exists international tension, the continuance of which 
is likely to endanger the maintenance of international 
peace and security, 

“Taking into consideration the legitimate apprehen- 
sions entertained by the Government of Thailand in 
regard to its own security, caused by a condition of 
international tension in the general region in which 
Thailand is located, the continuance of which is 
likely to endanger international peace and security, 

“Requests the Peace Observation Commission to 
establish a sub-commission composed of not less than 
three nor more than five members, with authority: 

“(a) To dispatch as soon as possible, in accordance 
with the invitation of the Thai Government, such - 
observers as it may deem necessary to Thailand; 

“(b) To visit Thailand if it deems it necessary; 

“(c) To consider such data as may be submitted 
to it by its members or observers and to make such 
reports and recommendatiq>ns as it deems necessary 
to the Peace Observation Commission-and +o the 
Security Council. If the sub-commission is of the 
opinion that it cannot adequately accomplish its 
mission without observation or visit also in States 
contiguous to Thailand, it shall report to the Peace 
Observation Commission or to the Security Council 
for the necessary instructions.” 

Commenting on the draft resolution of Thailand, the 
representative of New Zealand stated: 

“There can be no doubt about the right of a Member 
of this Organization to bring to the attention of the 
Security Council a situation which, in its opinion, 
constitutes a threat to its territorial integrity. In 
such circumstances, an appeal by a Member of the 
United Nations for precautionary measures is not 
something which can be ignored or put aside . . .” 

The existence of a state of tension in the general area 
of Thailand was a matter of great concern to the Govern- 
ment of New Zealand. Therefore, it gave 

cc its emphatic support to the establishment of a 
sub:cbmmission which can endeavour to determine 
and evaluate the facts concerning the state of tension 
reported by the Government of Thailand . . .” 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
United States, supported the appeal of Thailand and 
requested, under rule 38 of the rules of procedure, that 
at the appropriate time the draft resolution be voted 
upon. 

At the 674th meeting on 18 June 1954, the represen- 
tative of France, in supporting the draft resolution of 
Thailand, stated: 

66 . The fact that a Member of the United Nations 
has reasonable grounds for believing that such a threat 
exists or fears that it might arise in the near future 
should be sufficient to oblige all members of the Coun- 
cil, even those who consider that belief unfounded 
or that fear premature, to take into consideration 
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the relevant application, for which the sponsor alone 
is responsible. Without prejudging the question of 
the justification of Thailand’s fears, we cannot refuse 
to accord that State the precautionary measure which 
its Government requests, the implementation of which 
on Thai territory cannot in any way aggravate the 
tension existing in that area.” 

The representative of the USSR, in opposing the draft 
resolution, remarked that the restoration of peace in 
Indo-China was being considered at the time by the 
Geneva Conference at which the permanent members of 
the Council were participating. He stated that: 

66 the matter which has been put before the 
Secur%y Council has nothing to do with the security 
of Thailand . . . 

cc . there is no evidence either in the statement 
the *representative of Thailand made in introducing 
his draft resolution or in the draft resolution itself 
that there is any threat to Thailand from any direc- 
tion whatsoever . . .” 
He further stated: 

“Observers are only sent at times when and to places 
where the flames of war are really blazing and where 
there is a likelihood that the war will spread rather 
than be localized or ended. Consequently . . . the 
idea of sending observers to Thailand, after a struggle 
of national liberation has been going on for seven 
years and at a time when tangible progress has already 
been made towards the attainment of a peaceful 
settlement of the Indo-China question, is wrong . . .” 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution submitted 
by the representative of Thailand failed of adoption. 
There were 9 votes in favour and 1 against, with 1 absten- 
tion (the negative vote being that of a permanent 
member of the Council)? 

CASE 6? THE GUATEMALAN QUESTION: In connexion 
with a request to the Security Council for 
the despatch of an observation commission 
to investigate the situation brought to the 
attention of the Council by the Government 
of Guatemala: decisions of 20 and 25 June 
1954 

[N f o e: The representative of Guatemala presented 
an “official request” by his Government that “an obser- 
vation commission” be sent by the Council to make 
inquiries in Guatemala and “in other countries if neces- 
sary”. The representatives of Brazil and Colombia 
presented a draft resolution based on Chapter VIII of 
the Charter to refer the Guatemalan complaint to the 
Organization of American States and to request the 
latter to inform the Security Council on the measures 
it had been able to take in the matter. The question 
arose whether the Security Council was not obligated 

U 674th meeting: para. ‘il. 
1) For texts of relevant statements see: 
675th meeting: Brazil, paras. 67-68, 205; Colombia, paras. 72-73, 

206; France, para. 75; Guatemala*, paras. 43, 46, 103-104, 184, 
191; New Zealand, para. 214; USSR, para. 173; United States, 
paras. 75, 170; 

676th meeting: Brazil, paras. 14-13, 27; Denmark, paras. 131- 
134; New Zealand, paras. 126-127; USSR, para. 59; United King- 
dom, paras. 85, 90, 9 2; United States, paras. 174, 178. 

itself to undertake the investigation. The joint draft 
resolution was supported as consistent with the Security 
Council’s primary responsihilitv on the ground that the 
regional organization was be& equipped to ascertain 
the facts. It was opposed as based on inapplicable 
provisions of the Charter and as contrary to Article 34 
which gave the complainant state a right to appeal to 
the Security Council to investigate a situation of aggres- 
sion, a right safeguarded by Article 52 (4). The joint 
draft resolution was not adopted. The Council by 
unanimous vote called for the immediate termination 
of anv action likely to cause bloodshed and requested all 
Members of the United Nations to abstain from rendering 
assistance to any such action. At the next meeting, 
the Council was informed of a report from the Inter- 
American Peace Committee concerning measures taken 
by it to initiate an investigation on the spot. Before 
the vote on the adoption of the agenda, there ivas dis- 
cussion of the question whether the Council should 
resume its consideration of the item or await a report 
from the Inter-American Peace Committee. The agenda 
was not adopted.] 

Bv cablegram 36 to the President of the Security Coun- 
cil dated 19 June 1954, the Minister-for-External Rela- 
tions of Guatemala requested an urgent ti?eting of the 
Security Council in order that, in accordance with Arti- 
cles 34, 35 and 39 of the Charter “it may take measures 
necessary to prevent the disruption of peace and inter- 
national security . . . and also to put a stop to the 
aggression in progress against Guatemala”. 

At the 675th meeting on 20 June 1954, the represen- 
tative of Guatemala*, after submitting to the Security 
Council his Government’s outline of the situation, for- 
mally requested that an observation commission of the 
Security Council be constituted in Guatemala, and in 
other countries if necessary, to verify through an exa- 
mination of the documentary evidence, the fact that 
the Governments of Honduras and Nicaragua “have 
connived at the invasion” of Guatemala territory by 
mercenary troops. The representative of Guatemala 
also explained to the Council that his Government had 
“merely notified the Peace Committee of the Organiza- 
tion of American States of the invasion, but has asked 
it to adopt no position until the Security Council has 
taken action”. 

A joint Brazilian-Colombian draft resolution m based 
on the provisions of Chapter VIII of the Charter, to 
refer the question to the Organization of American 
States and to request it to report “as soon as possible” 
to the Council “on the measures it has been able to take 
on the matter” was supported by the representative of 
France with the observation that, 

66 in referring Guatemala’s request to the Inter- 
Am&&an Peace Committee as a matter of urgency 
the Security Council will not be unloading its respon- 
sibilities on that committee; for it is requesting the 
committee to report on the conclusions it reaches 
after carrying out its inquiry. On those conclu- 
sions . . . it will rest with the Security Council to 
take its final decision.” 

I@ S/3232, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 1951, pp. 11-13, 
See chapter VIII, p. 44. 

I7 S/3236, 675th meeting: para. 69. See chapter VIII, p. 47. 
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The joint draft resolution was opposed by the repre- 
sentative of Guatemala on the ground, inter ah, that 
“under the terms of Article 34 my Government has an 
unchallengeable right to appeal to the Security Council”. 
He declared that Article 3-I empowered the Council to 
investigate any dispute or situation. While the Gua- 
temalan case was not a dispute for which reason Arti- 
cles 33 and 52 were not applicable, it was a situation 
and, under both Article 3:1 and ,4rticle 35, the Security 
Council could not deny to Guatemala “its right of direct 
intervention bv the Council, not intervention through 
a regional organization”. 

The President, speaking in his capacity as represen- 
tative of the United States, stated that the draft resolu- 
tion did not seek to relieve the Council of responsibility; 
“it just asks the Organization of American States to see 
what it can do to be helpful”. In this connexion he 
quoted Article 52 (2). 

The representative of the USSR observed in reply 
that the last paragraph of Article 52, earlier paragraphs 
of which had been invoked in support of the joint draft 
resolutbn, provided that the Article in no way impaired 
the apr!ic;i%n of Articles 34 and 35, which imposed 
on the’Counci1 “a definite obligation to act”. 

The proviso concerning Article 34 contained in para- 
graph 4 of Article 52 was likewise invoked by the repre- 
sentative of Guatemala to support the contention that 

cc under the Charter, the Security Council is 
bouhh’by a duty, which it cannot disregard, to inves- 
tigate this situation which my country, in exercise 
of the right conferred on it by the Charter, has brought 
to the notice of the Security Council . . .” 

Following the rejection of the draft resolution, as 
amended 9 58 the Council unanimously adopted the draft 
resolution submitted by the representative of France*O 
calling for the immediate termination of any action 
likely to cause bloodshed and requesting all Members 
of the United Nations to abstain from rendering assis- 
tance to any such action. 

In the explanation of vote that followed, several . 
representatives expressed the view that the Qrganiza- 
tion of American States remained free to take any 
measure it might deem appropriate to deal with the 
situation with its own machinery. Thus, the represen- 
tative of New Zealand stated: 

CC I consider that the Organization of American 
Staie’s’still has jurisdiction in this matter and can 
still investigate and report to us the facts as it finds 
them to be.” 

At the 676th meeting on 25 June 1954, the provisional 
agenda of the Security Council included in addition to 
the cablegram of 19 June, a letter40 dated 22 June 19j4 
from the representative of Guatemala to the Secretary- 
General requesting an urgent meeting of the Council 
on the ground that the decision adopted by the Council 
on 20 June had not been complied with by other States 
Members “thus creating a situation covered by Arti- 
cle 35 of the Charter, which takes precedence over any 

*a 675th meeting: para. 194. 
a) 675th meeting: para. 203. 
(O S/3241, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 1954, pp. 14-15. 

different unilateral definition”. It was further stated 
in the letter that the Council “retains full jurisdiction 
in the matter, because .4rticle 52, paragraph &1, of the 
Charter makes the obligations of the Council under 
Articles 3-1, 35 and 39 imperative”. The letter con- 
cluded with an enumeration of the reasons for which 
“the Organization of .4merican States bv strict standards 

” 97 of international law cannot take action . 

The Council also had before it a cablegram,” dated 
23 June 1954, from the Chairman of the Inter-.4merican 
Peace Committee informing the Council that on that 
date the Committee had unanimously decided to inform 
the Government of Guatemala of a proposal by the 
representative of Nicaragua, supported by the represen- 
tative of Honduras, to set up a committee of inquiry, 
and had expressed the hope that it would agree to the 
proposed procedure. 

The representative of Brazil stated that a fact-finding 
committee “composed of both diplomats and military 
men from Argentina, Brazil, Cuba, Mexico and the 
United States” was expecting the official agreement of 
the Government of Guatemala to proceed to that 
country in accordance with the decision of the Inter- 
American Peace Committee. However, h-e added, 
“even if the Guatemalan Government does not-choose 
to co-operate with the Inter-American Peace Commit- 
tee, that Organization had already been seized of the 
matter and was bound to go into it in order to fulfil its 
obligations”. In his view, therefore, the Security Coun- 
cil should not proceed to deal with the question and 
should rather wait for the report of the fact-finding 
committee of the regional organization. Consequently, 
he would vote against the adoption of the agenda. 

The representative of the USSR stated that the conse- 
quence of the proposal that the agenda should not be 
adopted and that the consideration of the Guatemalan 
question should be postponed would be that the Council 
would not consider the request of a Member State which 
had been attacked. He added: 

cc . . . Thus, the Security Council, one of the prin- 
cipal organs of United Nations, responsible for the 
maintenance of peace and security, and for taking 
measures to put an end to aggression, will not comply 
with the request of a Member of the United Nations 
that the Council should examine the question and 
take suitable action . . .” 

In the view of the representative of the United King- 
dom, the situation in Guatemala appeared prima facie 
to be “one that cannot be dismissed without any inves- 
tigation, as a purely internal matter”. However, the 
Council could not “at the moment . . . take any further 
action in this matter without more facts at its disposal”. 
To establish the facts concerning the complaint of Gua- 
temala, the Inter-*American Peace Committee which 
was not precluded from dealing with the question by 
the Security Council’s decision of 20 June 1954 should, 
through its” fact-finding committee, “make a construc- 
tive contribution” by observing what was happening 
in the two countries against which the allegation had 
been made and conveying the necessary information, 
as soon as possible, to the Council. 

41 S/3243, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 16. 
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The representative of New Zealand welcomed the 
decision of the Organization of American States to 
establish a fact-finding committee and expressed confi- 
dence that the Council would be kept fully informed of 
the activities of that committee in accordance with 
Article 54 of the Charter. He referred to the under- 
taking in the cablegram d2 from the Chairman of the 
Inter-American Peace Committee “to furnish the Se- 
curity Council with what will be in effect a full report 
of the investigation”. He desired that, following the 
adoption of the agenda, the Security Council should note 
the action taken by the Organization of American States 
and then adjourn. 

The representative of Denmark, in agreeing with the 
position of the representative of New Zealand, observed 
that his Government had been of the view “that it 
might well have been appropriate for the United Na- 
tions itself to investigate this matter, or in some way 
associate itself with any investigation to be undertaken 
by other means”. In consideration, however, of the 
provisions of Chapter VIII of the Charter, and of the 
practice of the Inter-American system, he would not 
oppose the procedure suggested by the Inter-American 
Peace Committee. He wished the matter placed on the 
agenda to hear if the representative of Guatemala had 
any new information or new proposals to offer. If nothing 
new emerged, the question should be adjourned until 
the results of the examination undertaken by the Com- 
mittee were brought before the Council. 

The representative of the USSR stressed the point 
that the provisions of the Charter relating to the pre- 

4f S/3245, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 1954, p. 16. 

vention of aggression prevailed over regional arrange- 
ments and, in that connexion, observed that Article 52 (4) 
of the Charter stipulated that it in no way impaired the 
application of Article 34 and 33. 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
United States, observed that the Government of Guate- 
mala claimed to be the victim of aggression, and had 
asked for an investigation. “It is entitled to have the 
facts brought to light; the procedures for doing that are 
clearly established within the Organization of American 
States”. Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua had 
all applied to the Inter-American Peace Committee of 
that Organization, which had decided to send a fact- 
finding committee to the area of controversy. How- 
ever, Guatemala had “attempted to interrupt this whole- 
some process”. Because the Committee felt that it was 
“inconceivable that Guatemala will obstruct the very 
investigation for which it has been clamouring for days” 
it was preparing to proceed to the area of controversy. 

While the United States did not deny “the propriety 
of this danger to the peace in Guatemala being brought 
to the attention of the Security Council in accordance 
with Article 35 of the Charter”, it was bound by its 
undertakings contained in Article 52 (2),pf the Charter 
and in article 20 of the charter of the Orga%ation of 
American States to oppose consideration by the Council 
“of this Guatemalan dispute”, until the matter had first 
been dealt with by the Organization of American States. 

At the same meeting, a vote was taken on the adop- 
tion of the agenda. The agenda was rejected by 5 votes 
to 4, with 2 abstentions.*3 . 

d3 6’76th meeting: para. 195. 

Part III 

APPLICATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 35 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

The nine questions44 relating to the maintenance of 
international peace and security newly admitted to the 
agenda of the Security Council during the period under 
review have been brought to its attention by Members 
of the United Nations.4j 

The Security Council has continued the consideration 
of three questions which had been included in its agenda 
before the period under review, namely, the India- 
Pakistan question, which was submitted to the Security 
Council by India on 30 July 1947,4g the Palestine ques- 
tion, referred to the Securitv Council by the General 
Assembly on 2 December 19Li7,47 and the appointment 

44 In one instance, the Council has included in its agenda two 
items submitted by different Member States relating to the same 
state of facts; see Tabulation: entries 7 and 9. 

45 See Tabulation: Sections B, C. 
46 See Repertoire of th? Practice of the Security Council 1946-1961, 

chapter X, part III, Tabulation: Section B, entry 14, p. 405. 
4f See Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council 1946-1951, 

chapter X, part III, Tabulation: Section F, entry 24, p. 408. 
Complaints of alleged violations of the Armistice Agreements 
were subsequently considered as sub-items of “the Palestine 
question”. See request of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States, 626th meeting: paras. 113-114; 628th meeting: 

of a governor of the Free Territory of Trieste, submitted 
by the United Kingdom on 13 June 1947. 48 

SUBWSSION BY MEMBERS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

Members of the United Nations submitting questions 
to the Security Council have in most instances done so 
through a communication addressed to the President 
of the Security Council. In two instances, both involv- 
ing members of the Security Council, the submission 
was effected through a letter to the Secretary-General 
enclosing a draft resolution with a request for its cir- 
culation to the members of the Council and a request 
for inclusion of an appropriate item in the provisional 
agenda for the meeting at which the question was pro- 
posed to be considered.4g 

In four instances Members submitting questions to 
the Security Council indicated in an initial communica- 

paras. 52- 53; Syrian complai nt, 629th meetin ,g: p. 1; Israel and 
Egyptian complaints, 657th meeting: paras. 46, 86, 114. See, 
however, the statement of the representative of Israel and its 
reference to Articles 34 and 35 (l), 697th meeting: p. 2. 

43 See Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council 1946-1951, 
chapter S, part III, Tabulation: Section H, entry 27, p. 409. 

‘* See Tabulation: entries 2 and 3. 
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tion that they were acting in accordance with Arti- proceedings is governed by the terms of the initial com- 
cle 35 (1);50 in one of these instances Article 35 (1) was munication. 
invoked in conjunction with Article 34;s1 in another it 
was invoked in conjunction with Articles 34 and 39.6” STATES KOT~~EMBERS OFTHE UNITED NATIONS 
In the other submission s of questions for consideration 
by the Council no Chart er ,4rticle was referred to in the 
initial communication. In their initial communications 
or in the documents ac companying them, States have 
indicated more or less explicitly the action requested 
of the Council as well as the nature of the question. 

In no instance have Members submitted a question 
to the Council as a dispute;s3 in three instances questions 
were expressly described in the initial communications 
as situations. s4 In four instances questions were sub- 
mitted by States directly involved. bS 

As already noted above, Article 39, together with 
Articles 34 and 35, was invoked in one instance in an 
initial communication which described the question 
submitted as one of “open aggression”.s6 On another 
occasion a Member submitted a question as an act of 
aggression without adverting to Article 35.6’ 

The absence of any clearly discernible distinction in 
the chain of proceedings of the Council consequent upon 
the invocation of Article 39 at the time of submission is 
reflected in the uniform mode of treatment adopted for 
all questions in chapter VIII of the Repertoire. Chap= 
ter VIII should be consulted for evidence of the extent 
to which, in the practice of the Council, the chain of 

1o In connexion with the Tunisian question, with the question 
of Morocco, with the Thailand question, and with the Guatemalan 
question, see Tabulation: entries 1, 4, 5 and 8. 

u In connexion with the Thailand question, see Tabulation: 
entry 5. 

** In connexion with the Guatemalan question, see Tabulation: 
entry 8. 

63 In this connexion, see in this chapter, Case 4 above. 
u Tabulation: entries 1, 5 and 7. In connexion with the 

Guatemalan question, the representative of Guatemala in a com- 
munication dated 22 June 1954 calling for a second urgent meeting 
of the Council, described the alleged failure to comply with the 
Security Council resolution of 20 June 1954 as “creating a situa- 
tion covered by Article 35 of the Charter”. S/3241, O.R., 9th year, 
Suppl. for April-June 1954, p. 14. 

“ Tabulation: entries 3, 5, 6 and 8. 
I0 Tabulation: entry 8. 
IT Tabulation: entry 9. 

While no question has been submitted to the Security 
Council during the period under review by a State not 
a lliember of the United Nations, Article 35 (2), inter 
ah, was the subject of discussion in connexion with the 
consideration of a sub-item of the Palestine question 
which concerned a complaint submitted on behalf of a 
non-hlember State by a Member State. The question 
which arose concerned the conditions to be laid down by 
the Council for the participation of the non-Member 
State in its discussions.68 

PROCEDURAL COSSEQUENCES 
ARTICLE 

OF 
35 

SUBMISSION UNDER 

Questions have been submitted to the Security Council 
by means of communications addressed to the President 
of the Security Council or, exceptionally, by means of 
communications addressed to the Secretary-General 
containing a request for the circulation of a draft reso- 
lution together with a request for inclusion of the matter 
in the provisional agenda of a meeting sg %ch -c8m- 
munications have been dealt with in accordance with 
rules 6-9 of the provisional rules of procedure. Material 
relating to the application of rules 6-9 is contained in 
chapter II of the Supplement. blaterial on the practice 
of the Security Council in the implementation of Arti- 
cle 35 at the stage of adoption of the agenda will be 
found in chapter II, part III. 

The Council has not, in respect of any of the questions 
submitted for its consideration d uring t .he period under 
review, considered whether to accept the designation 
of a question contained in the initial communication. 
The distinction between a “dispute” and a “situation” 
was adverted to by the complaining State in its state- 
men t to the Council in one instance? 

)* See in this supplement, chapter III, Case 24. 
6n See Tabulation: entries 2, 3. Regarding the application of 

rule 7, see in this supplement, chapter II, Case I. 
u See, in this chapter, Case 4, above. 



Tabulation of question8 eubmitted to the Security Council (1952-1955) 

**SECTION A. QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MEMBERS AS DISPUTES 

SECTION B. QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MEMBERS AS SITUATIONS 

Quest ion 
--_-._-_- _-_ 

Articles 
invoked as 

basis /or Description of question fn Zelkr Action reqtrcsted 
SII hrn if ted bv States inualr~etl submission o/ submission of the Security Council References 

- ---- _-.---.-- -.- 

1. Tunisian quest ion 

2. Question of an ap- 
peal to states to 
accede to and ratify 
the Geneva Protocol 
of 1925 for the pro- 
hibition of the use 
of bacteriological 
weapons 

3. Question of a re- 
quest for invcstiga- 
tion of alleged bac- 
terial warfare 

4. Question of hforocco 

Indonesia, 
Egypt, Iraq, 
Pakistan, 
Saudi Arabia, 
Afghanistan, 
India, brma, 
Iran, J%ilip- 
pines, Yemen 
2 April 1052 

Afghanistan, 
Hurma, Egypt, 
India, Indo- 
nesia, Iran, 
Iraq, I,ebanon, 
Liberia, Pakis- 
tan, Philippi- 
ncs, S a u tl i 
Arabia, Syria, 
Thailand, Ye- 
men 
21 Augwt 1953 

France 

b& 
.  .  .  all States 
which have not 
yet acceded to 
or ratified their 
accession to 
the Geneva 
Protocol.” 

lJSSR 

France 

35 (1) 64 . . . the situation in Tunisia scri- 
ously . . . endangers the main- 
tenance of international peace 
and security . . .” 

None None 

None None 

\ : 

35 (1) 
44 . . . the international friction and 

the danger to international peace 
and security which has arisen by 
the unlawful intervention of 
France in hforocco and the ovcr- 
throw of its legitimati sove- 
reignty.” ’ 1 

I: 

66 
.  .  .  taking the ncccssary measures 

provided by the Charter to put 
an end to the present situation.” 

USSH draft resolution: “To appeal 
to all states . . . which have not 
yet ratiflcd or acceded to the 
Protocol . . signed at Gcncvn on 
17 .June 1925, to acccdc to and 
ratify the said I~rotocol.” 

USA draft resolution: “ Requests 
the International Comniittcc of 
the Red Cross . . . to investigate 
the charges . . .” 

44 
.  .  .  to invcstigatc . . . and to take 
appropriate action under the 
Charter.” 

S/2574, S/2584, 
O.R., 7th year, 
Srrppl. for April- 

June 1952, pp. 9- 
15 

S/2663 and 377th 
meeting: para. 111 

579th meeting: 
pp. 8-9 and 
S/2671, O.R., 
7th yr., Suppl. for 
April-June I952, 
p. 17 

s /3085, 0. R., 
8th uerrr, SuppI. for 
.Jttl!y-SepL 1953, 
p. 51 



Question Submitted bp States involved 

Articles 
invoked as 

basis /or 
su bmissfon 

Description of question in Iefter 
of submission 

flcf ion requested 
of the .SwirrilU (:orrncil Rff erences 

5. Thailand question 

6. Question of alleged 
incident of attack 
on a United States 
Navy nircrdt 

7. Question of hosti- 
lities in the area of 

certain islands off 
the coast of the 
rn~~inhncl of China 

Thailan(1 

29 May 1954 

Thailand l 

8 Scptcmbcr 
1954 

USSR 

New Zealand 
28 .January 

1955 

People’s I kp- 

blic of China 
and the Repu- 
blic of China 

34 and 35 (I) 

None 

None 

bb 
.  .  .  a situation which.. represents 
a threat to the security of Thai- 
land the continuance of which is 
likely to endanger the mainten- 
ance of international peace and 
security.” 

bb . . . this incident is of a type which 
might endanger international 
peace and security . . .” 

bb . . . a situation cxis,;, the conti- 
nuance of which is likely to en- 
danger international peace and 
security. ” 

bb 
.  .  .  ohscrv=rtion under the I%ICC 
Ohscrvation Commission.” 

bb . . . to consider this matter.” 

bb 
.  .  .  to consider this mat&r.” 

b It was st:dcd in the corilrlt~iriic8~ltion of 20 May 195-1 that “I;\rgc-scale fighting has repcntcdly taken place in the immediate vicinity of Thai territory”. 

S 13220, 0. IL, 
9th year, Suppl. 
for ApriLJme 
1954, p. 10 

S 13287 

s /x54, 0. IL) 
IOth year, Srcppt. 
for Jan.- March 
1955, p. 27 

Question 

9. Question of acts of 
aggressiorl by the 
United states of 
America against the 
People’s Republic of 
China in t IH! i\Wil Of 

Taiwan and 0 t her 
islands of Chin;1 

Su bm itttvf bu 
-- 

Articles 
invoked (IS 

basis for 
States involved submissirm 

____ _-- ---. --.- ------_-_ __ 

Description of question In letfer Action requested 
of s u bm iss ion of the .Securit!g Council Re/erences 

~-__- - --~__ -~ ~-__- -~ -- 

1 .  

I-ISA 
I’eoplc’s Re- 

public of 
China 

None “The intervention of the United 
States of America in the internal 
affairs of China ant1 the recent 
extension of acts of aggression 
by the IJnitccl States against 

the Pcoplc’s I~cpuldic of Chin:1 
in the arca of Taiwan (Formosa) 
arc aggravating tension in the 
Far East :uul incrcflsirig the 
threat of a new war.“l 

. . in ac(*ord;lncc wit.li Articles 34, 
35 anti 39 . . . it [the Security 
Council] may take the me;lsurcs 
necessary to prcvcnt the tiis- 
ruption of peace and intctrn:b 
tional security . . . find also to 
put c? stop to the :lggrcssion in 
progress ag:\inst (~~~~~tt!~Il:~lil.” 

to take immcdiatc steps to 
1k.1; an end to the acts of :lggrcs- 
sion by the Unitcci states 
a@itlSt the I’COplc’S I~cput~lic 
of Chin:\ 3rd to its intcrvcntion 
in the intcrd LlfTi1itS of (Xird’ 

t 
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Part IV 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 36-38 AND OF CHAPTER VI IN GENERAL 

NOTE 

It was noted in the previous volume of the Repertoire 
that the issues arising in the cases entered in part IV 
of chapter X of that volume related only in minor degree 
to the real import of the provisions of Articles 36-37 in 
the working of the Council. In the period presently 
under review, material to throw light on that relation- 
ship is even more scant by reason of the absence of 
sustained discussion of the connexion between the 
appropriateness of measures to be adopted by the Coun- 
cil and the provisions of Articles 36-37. 

The impingement of the obligations of States to have 
recourse to the machinery of pacific settlement provided 
by regional organizations on the competence of the 
Council and on the appropriateness of intervention by 
the Council has given rise to discussion of the role of 
the Council in relation to such regional organizations. 
In this connexion, the retention of matters on the agenda 
has constituted a significant issue as a step indicative 
of the concern of the Council with t’ e progress and out- 
come of the operation of the machinery of pacific settle- 
ment provided by the regional organization? In this 
context, the question of the appropriate stage for the 
active resumption by the Council of its consideration 
of a question on the list of matters has been the subject 
of sustained discussion in the light of Article 36.62 

The consideration of steps for the pacific settlement 
of disputes has, in consonance with the stress laid on 
the need to base the action of the Council on the pro- 
moticn of agreement between the parties, centered on 
the encouragement by the Council of such agreement.a3 
On certain occasions, question has arisen as to the 

41 Material on procedure regarding the retention of questions 
on the list of matters is entered in chapter II, part IV. For 
substantive discussion regarding the retention of questions on 
the agenda, see chapter II, Cases 23 and 24. 

@* See Case 7 below. 
‘8 During the debate on the India-Pakistan question the 

following observations were made concerning the role of the 
Security Council. It was asserted by the representative of the 
United Kingdom that the duty of the Council was to use its best 
endeavours to promote a settlement by reasoned negotiations 
and compromise between the parties. The representative of the 
United States enumerated the principles on which the Council 
should seek to assist the parties to carry out their Charter obliga- 
tions as follows: Because a lasting political settlement must be 
an agreed settlement, the Security Council, he felt, would welcome 
any agreement to settle the dispute reached by the parties on 
any basis consistent with the principles of the Charter. The role 
of the Security Council was to assist the parties in seeking to 
reach agreement. The draft resolution offered to the parties an 
opportunity to arrive, by their negotiations, at a settlement of 
the final issue standing in the way. The Security Council, 
finally, should indicate its views on the positions taken by its 
representative. The representative of the Netherlands stressed 
the efforts which had been made by the Council to explore every 
avenue that might facilitate agreement. The representative of 
China stressed the point that in its consideration of the question 
the Security Council had a single objective: to help India and 
Pakistan to solve it. [For texts of relevant statements see: 
606 th meeting: United Kingdom, paras. 13, 16, 18; 607th meeting: 
United States, paras. 6-11, 40-41; 611th meeting: China, para. 79; 
h’etherlands, para. 28; United Kingdom, paras. 31-32, 42, 57.1 

bearing of Article 36 on the course to be taken by the 
Council in circumstances of complaint concerning non- 
compliance with earlier Council decisions asserted to be 
binding under Article 2V4 Also relevant in this con- 
nexion is the material bearing on the exercise by the 
Council of its powers under Chapter VI of the Charter 
to promote agreement between the parties, with a view 
to ensuring continued compliance with previous deci- 
sions ordering them to cease hostilities.65 

Article 36 (2) was invoked in one case when a proposal 
was made that the Security Council should refer the 
question under consideration to a regional agency. 

During the consideration of the Palestine question 
when the problem of the binding force of a previous 
decision of the Security Council was under discussion, 
a representative raised objection to the draft resolution 
on the ground that it sought to impose a decision upon 
one of the parties in disregard of the procedures of Chap- 
ter VI and especially of.Article 36 which mu pr.oJerly 
applied to the case under consideration. For this dis- 
cussion see chapter XII, case 3. 

CASE 7? THE GUATEMALAS QUESTION: In connexion 
with draft resolution to refer the question 
to the Organization of American States, 
voted upon and rejected on 20 June 195-L 
Also in connexion with discussion on adop- 
tion of the agenda: rejected on 25 June 1954 

[Note: The draft resolution based on Articles 33 and 
53 (2) was opposed on the ground that Guatemala 
objected to the referral to the Organization of American 
States. Article 36 (2) was invoked against the adoption 
of this draft resolution. It was not adopted. The 
Council then adopted unanimously a decision calling 
for the immediate termination of any action likely to 
cause bloodshed. At the next meeting, the Council 
had before it a report of Guatemala that the Council 
decision had not been complied with, together with 
a communication of the Inter-.4merican Peace Com- 
mittee advising the Council that it was dealing with the 
question in accordance with the procedures of the 
regional organization. Article 36 (2) was again invoked 
and the Council was requested to take further measures. 
The provisional agenda was not adopted.] 

At the 675th meeting on 20 June 1931, the Security 
Council had before it a cablegrams7 from the Minister 
for External Relations of Guatemala requesting that, 
in accordance with Articles 3-1, 35 and 39, the Council 
“take measures to prevent the disruption of the peace 
and international security . . . and also to put a stop 

b( See chapter XII, Case 3. 
I5 See, in chapter VIII, under the Palestine question. 
@* For texts of relevant statements see: 
675th meeting: Colombia, para. 72; Guatemala*, paras. 60, 189; 

USSR, paras. 116, 148-149; United States, paras. 136-157; 
676th meeting: Brazil, para. 27; Colombia, paras. 69-70; Den- 

mark, para. 131; USSR, paras. 151, 157-158. 
@’ S/3232, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. 1or April-June 1954, pp. 11-13. 
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to the aggression in progress against Guatemala”. The 
Council also had before it a draft resolution,” jointly 
submitted by Brazil and Colombia, concerning the refer- 
ral of the question to the Organization of American 
States. The joint draft resolution noted that Guate- 
mala had also dispatched a similar communication to 
the Inter-American Peace Committee, an agency of 
that Organization. The draft resolution further invoked 
the provisions of Chapter VIII of the Charter, and also 
requested the regional organization to report back to 
the Council. 

The Council then adopted unanimously a French 
draft resolution70 calling for ‘Yhe immediate termina- 
tion of any action likely to cause bloodshed” and re- 
questing all States members to abstain from rendering 
assistance to any such action. 

The representative of Guatemala* declared in his 
initial statement that his Government “exercising the 
option which is open to the Organization’s members . . . 
officially declined to allow the Organization of American 
States and the Peace Committee to concern themselves 
with this situation”. 

At the 676th meeting on 25 June 1954, the provisional 
agenda of the Council included a cablegram’1 dated 
23 June from the Chairman of the Inter-American 
Peace Committee reporting that establishment of a com- 
mission of enquiry to deal with the Guatemalan com- 
plaint was waiting on a favourable reply from Gua- 
temala. 

In support of the joint draft resolution, the represen- 
tative of Colombia stated that Article 33 taken in con- 
junction with Article 52 (2) of the Charter made it 
imperative for Guatemala to resort first to the regional 
organization, in this case, the Organization of American 
States. 

The discussion on the adoption of the agenda centred 
on whether the Council should, before proceeding with 
the consideration of the question, wait for the report 
which, after its enquiry, the regional organization would 
submit to the Council, in accordance with Article 54 of 
the Charter. 

The representative of Colombia, after referring to the 
provision of Article 33 concerning resort to regional 
agencies, stated: 

In opposing the proposal for referral to the Organiza- 
tion of American States, the representative of the USSR 
remarked that “the,attempt is being made to settle the 
question in a procedural way, to oblige one of the parties 
to comply with procedure which it is not willing to 
accept”. He continued: 

66 Article 36 of the Charter prohibits the adop- 
tion’ of’such a decision . . . 

“But one of the parties has rejected this procedure. 
That means that adoption of the Brazilian-Colom- 
bian draft resolution would be a violation of Arti- 
cle 36, paragraph 2. The Soviet delegation therefore 
considers that the draft resolution is inadmissible . . .” 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
United States, pointed out that the charges brought 
before the Council by Guatemala, “are indeed serious 
and certainly warrant urgent examination”. However, 
he added, “the question arises as to where the situation 
can be dealt with most expeditiously and effectively”. 
It appeared to his Government that the situation should 
be dealt with on an urgent basis, in the first instance, 
by an appropriate agency of the Organization of Ameri- 
can States. In sup1 qrt of this view he mentioned “the 
very fact that the Government of Guatemala, as a mem- 
ber of the inter-American system, has already requested 
that the Organization of American States take action”. 

In this respect, the representative of Guatemala 
stated that his Government “has not referred the essen- 
tial feature of the matter to the Organization of Ameri- 
can States. It has merely notified the Peace Committee 
of the Organization of American States of the inva?on, 
but has asked it to adopt no position until the Security 
Council has taken action”. 

“Among the procedures which parties must adopt 
to settle disputes likely to endanger the maintenance 
of international peace and security, Art@36, pra- 
graph 2, provides that the Security Council should 
take into consideration any procedures for the settle- 
ment of disputes which have already been adopted 
by the parties. Among these procedures are those 
adopted by the American States; in this connexion, 
Article 37 provides that when a dispute endangering 
peace and security is referred to the Security Council, 
the Council must decide whether to take action under 
Article 36 which, as has been stated, contains a refe- 
rence to regional systems, or whether to use another 
procedure.” 

The representative of the USSR invoked Article 36 
to support the view that 

. 

we cannot forcibly adopt a procedure of sett- 
lement to *which one of the parties objects. Arti- 
cle 36 must be obeyed, and the Security Council 
should consider, not whether or not to place on the 
agenda a question which is already there, but what 
measure it should take to put an end to aggression in 
Guatemala. Guatemala does not object to an obser- 
vation commission being sent to the spot, but it 
wants the Security Council to send there a commission 
of inquiry which should submit a report and propose 
measures for restoring peace and putting an end to 
aggression. ” 

And after referring to the “demands made here by 
the Government of Guatemala”, he further stated: 

66 

The joint draft resolution was not adopted. There 
were 10 votes in favour and 1 against (that of a perma- 
nent member). 68 

I must once again draw attention to Arti- 
cle 3S 1 . . according tc Article 36, the Security Coun- 
cil may adopt only such a procedure for the settlement 
of a dispute as is acceptable to the two parties. Here 
we have the victim of aggression, which is really the 
principal party. We should value its opinion more 
highly than that of the others; we are bound to take 

@) S/3236, 675th meeting: para. 69. See chapter VIII, p. 119. 
0 675th meeting: para. 194. 

70 675th meeting: paras. 200, 203. 
7.1 S/3245, O.R., 9th par, Suppl. /or April-June 1954, p. 16. 
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it into account and to help the victim of aggression prevent the examination of this question by the 
by restoring peace and security in that country. Security Council, for that would constitute a violation 

“This countrv declared that it did not accept the I 
of Article 36 of the Charter.” 

referral of the dispute to the Organization of LImeri- The provisional agenda was not adopted. There were 
can States for consideration, and requested that it 5 votes in favour and 3 against, with 2 abstentions.72 
should be dealt with by the United Sations through 
the Security Council. From this point of view, there- 
fore, no procedure can be adopted which would ‘* 676th meeting: para. 195. 
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INTRODUCTORY ROTE 

Chapter XI does not constitute a review of the action of the Security Council 
under Chapter WI of the Charter. In principle it presents the instances in the 
proceedings of the Council in which proposals placed before the Council have 
evoked discussion regarding the application of Chapter VII. l 

Chapter VII tif the Charter: Action with resp ect to threats 
of the peace, and acts of aggression 

to the peace, breaches 

Article 39 

The Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to the peace, 
breach of the peace, or act of aggression and shall make recommendations, or 
decide what measure shall be taken in accordance with Articles 41 and 42, to 
maintain or restore international peace and security. 

Article 40 

In order to prevent an aggravation of the situation, the Security Council may, 
before making the recommendations or deciding upon the measur& provided for - a --- - W 
in Article 39, call upon the parties concerned to comply with such provisional 
measures as it deems necessary or desirable. Such provisional measures shall be 
without prejudice to the rights, claims, or position of the parties concerned. The 
Security Council shall duly take account of failure to comply with such provisional 
measures. 

Article 41 

The Security Council may decide what measures not involving the use of 
armed force are to be employed to give effect to its decisions, and it may call upon 
the Members of the United Nations to apply such measures. These may include 
complete or partial interruption of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, postal, 
telegraphic, radio, and other means of communication, and the severance of diplo- 
matic relations. 0 

Article 42 

Should the Security Council consider that measures provided for in Article 41 
would be inadequate or have proved to be inadequate, it may take such action by 
air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international 
peace and security. Such action may include demonstrations, blockade, and other 
operations by air, sea, or land forces of Members of the United Nations. 

Article 43 

1. ,411 Members of the United Nations, in order to contribute to the main- 
tenance of international peace and security, undertake to make available to the 
Security Council, on its call and in accordance with a special agreement or agree- 
ments, armed forces, assistance, and facilities, including rights of passage, necessary 
for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security. 

2. Such agreement or agreements shall govern the numbers and types of 
forces, their degree of readiness and general location, and the nature of the facilities 
and assistance to be provided. 

3. The agreement or agreements shall be negotiated as soon as possible on 
the initiative of the Security Council. They shall be concluded between the 
Securitv Council and ?Hembe”rs or between the Security Council and groups of 
hIembers and shall be subject to ratification bv the sign&ory states in accordance 
with their respective constitutional processes.ti 

1 For observations on the method adopted in the compilation of this chapter see: Repcrloire 
of the Pructice of the Security Council 19464951, Introductory Sote to Chapter VIII. II. Arran- 
gements of Chapters X-XII, p. 296. 
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Article 44 

When the Securitv Council has decided to use force it shall, before calling 
upon a Member not represented on it to provide armed forces in fulfillment of the 
obligations assumed under ,4rticle 43, invite that Member, if the Member so desires, 
to participate in the decisions of the Security Council concerning the employment 
of contingents of that Member’s armed forces. 

Arficle 45 

In order to enable the United Nations to take urgent military measures, 
Members shall hold immediately available national air-force contingents for 
combined international enforcement action. The strength and degree of readiness 
of these contingents and plans for their combined action shall be determined, 
within the limits laid down in the special agreement or agreements referred to in 
Article 43, by the Security Council with the assistance of the Military Staff Com- 
mittee. 

Article 46 

Plans for the application of armed force shall be made by the Security Council 
with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee. 

Ariicle 47 

1. There shall be established a Military Staff Committee to advise and assist 
the Security Council on all questions relating to the Security Council’s military 
requirements for the maintenance of international peace and security, the employ- - --- - b 
ment and command of forces placed at its disposal, the regulation of armaments, 
and possible disarmament. 

2. The Military Staff Committee shall consist of the Chiefs of Staff of the 
permanent members of the Security Council or their representatives. Any Member 
of the United Nations not permanently represented on the Committee shall be 
invited by the Committee to be associated with it when the efficient discharge of 
the Committee’s responsibilities requires the participation of that Member in its 
work. 

3. The Military Staff Committee shall be responsible under the Security 
Council for the strategic direction of any armed forces placed at the disposal of the 
Security Council. Questions relating to the command of such forces shall be worked 
out subsequently. 

4. The Military Staff Committee, with the authorization of the Security 
Council and after consultation with appropriate regional agencies, may establish 
regional subcommittees. 

Article 48 

1. The action required to carry out the decisions of the Security Council 
for the maintenance of international peace and security shall be taken by all the 
Members of the United Nations or by some of them, as the Security Council may 
determine. 

2. Such decisions shall be carried out by the Members of the United Nations 
directly and through their action in the appropriate international agencies of which 
they are members. 

Article 49 

The Members of the United Nations shall join in affording mutual assistance 
in carrying out the measures decided upon by the Security Council. 

Article 50 

If preventive or enforcement measures against any state are taken by the 
Security Council, any other state, whether a Member of the United Nations or not, 
which finds itself confronted with special economic problems arising from the 
carrying out of those measures shall have the right to consult the Security Council 
with regard to a solution of those problems. 
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Article 51 

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual 
or collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United 
Nations, until the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to maintain 
international peace and security. Measures taken by Members in the exercise 
of this right of self-defense shall be immediately reported to the Security Council 
and shall not in any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security 
Council under the present Charter to take at any time such action as it deems 
necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and security. 

Part I 

CONSIDERAllON OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 39-40 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

During the period under review, there has been no 
discussion in the Security Council of Article 39 in con- 
nexion with any question. In connexion with the Pa- 
lestine question, there was on one occasion discussion 
concerning the bearing of Article 40 on a proposal 
before the Council. 

The corresponding chapter of the previous volume 
of the Reperloire contained a number of case histories 
derived from the proceedings on the Palestine question 
and bex 3 upon discussion of Articles 39-40 in con- 
nexion JI 3 h provisional measures proposed in or adopted 
by the ~1 until. In the period under review, the Council 
has agal; been concerned with calls upon the parties to 
cease fighting and to comply with their obligations 
under the General Armistice Agreements. It has on 
occasion taken decisions condemning particular actions 
as violations of the previous resolutions invoking Arti- 
cle 40, or as breaches of the Armistice Agreements 
concluded pursuant to directives issued by it under 
Article 40, and of the obligations of the parties under 
the Charter. In none of these proceedings, however, 
has the Council engaged in discussion of Articles 39 and 
40. As a guide to the steps taken by the Council in 

, these respects, reference should be made to the Analy- 
tical Table of Measures in chapter VIII as well as to 
part II of that chapter setting forth the chain of pro- 
ceedings in connexion with the Council’s consideration 
of the Palestine question. 

During the period under review, the only explicit 
invocation of Article 39 in the submission of a question 
to the Security Council was that in the cablegram from 
the Minister for External Affairs of Guatemala request- 
ing the President of the Security Council urgently to 
convene a meeting in order that the Council might take 
the measures necessary to prevent the disruption of 
peace and international security and also to put a stop 
to the aggression in progress against Guatemala. The 
tabulation in part III of chapter X lists instances of the 
submission of other questions in which language derived 
from Article 39 was employed. * 

* See chapter X, p. 143. 

CASE l? THE PALESTINE QUESTION: In connexion 
with the Syrian complaint4 against Israel 
concerning the work on the West bank of the 
River Jordan in the Demilitarized Zone; 
adoption of a draft resolution noting the 
statement of the representative of Israel 

IN f o e: Complaint havin 
P 

been made of-the- zefusal 
of the Government of Israe to comply6 with a requ&t- 
from the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Orga- 
nization in respect of certain work in the Demilitarized 
Zone alleged to be in violation of the Syrian-Israel 
General Armistice Agreement, question arose whether 
a decision of the Council taking note of a statement by 
the representative of Israel regarding an undertaking 
by his Government to suspend the works in question 
was to be regarded as resting on Article 40 of the 
Charter.] 

At the 629th meeting on 27 October 1953, following 
the inclusion of the Svrian complaint in the agenda, the 
representative of Pakistan stated that before the 
Council heard the parties and considered the matter 
on the merits, it might be a wise precaution to endorse 
the request of the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice 
Commission and to request Israel to suspend the work 
accordingly. He submitted a draft resolution to that 
effect. * 

In reply to a query from the representative of the 
United Kingdom concerning the Article of the Charter 
on which this proposal was based, the representative of 
Pakistan declared that 

cc in view of the fact that hostilities were brought 
to a’ ‘ciose on the basis of an agreement, a breach of 
which is alleged and has, prima facie, so far as the 
documents submitted to the Security Council indicate, 
taken place, Article 40 of the Charter is clearly appli- 
cable . . .” 

J For texts of relevant statements see: 
629th meeting: Pakistan, paras. 5, 40; United Kingdom, para. 17; 
631st meeting: France, paras. 36, 50, 63; Greece, paras. 47, 64; 

Israel*, paras. 4, 53; CSSR, paras. 59-60. 
4 S,:3108/Rev.l, O.H., 8th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1X3, 

pp. 5-6. 
5 S/3122, O.R., 8th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 19.53, pp. 23-36. 
0 S/3125, 0. R., 8th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1953, pp. 36-37. 
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When the Council resumed consideration of the ques- 
tion at the 631st meeting, the representative of Israel* 
stated that he was 

66 

Israeli 
empowered to state that the Government of 

is willing to arrange such a temporary suspen- 
sion in the demilitarized zone for the purpose of faci- 
litating the Security Council’s consideration of this 
question.” 

The representative of France observed that the state- 
ment by the representative of Israel appeared to have 
rendered pointless the draft resolution submitted by the 
representative of Pakistan, and proposed to take note 
of the undertaking given by the Israel delegation in the 
following draft resolution. 7 

“The Security Council, 

“Having taken note of the report of the Chief of 
Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization dated 
23 October 1953 (S/3122), 

“Desirous of facilitating the consideration of the 
question, and without prejudice to its merits, 

“Deeming it desirable to that end that the works 
should be suspended pending the examination of the 
question by the Security Council, 

“Takes note with satisfaction of the statement made 
by the Israel representative at the 631st meeting 
regarding the undertaking given by his Government 
to suspend the works in question during the examina- 
tion of the question; 

“Requests the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision 
Organization to supervise the implementation of this 
undertaking.” 

The representative of Greece wondered whether it 
would not be better to mention the wording of Article 40 
of the Charter in the second paragraph as follows: 

“Desirous of facilitating the consideration of the 
question, without however prejudicing the rights, 
claims or position of the parties concerned.“* 

’ 631st meeting: para. 36. 
8 631st meeting: para. 47. 

The representative of France agreed with the sugges- 
tion made by the representative of Greece and thought 
it would be most useful to include in the draft resolution 
the terms used in Article 40. 

The representative of Israel stated that, although his 
delegation had no objection to the words concerning 
“the rights, claims or position of the parties”, as sug- 
gested by the representative of Greece, he assumed it 
was not the intention of the representative of Greece 
to suggest that Article 40 of the Charter in itself was 
juridically applicable to the position which the Council 
was discussing. 

The representative of the USSR stated that, since 
in the draft resolution submitted by the representative 
of France the Security Council made no recommendation 
whatsoever, it seemed to him “that from both a legal 
and a logical standpoint a reference to Article 40 is not 
only unnecessary, but even impossible”. Article 40 
in fact stated that “the Security Council may ‘call 
upon the parties concerned’ to comply with provisional 
measures. But although the Security Council mav 
‘call upon’ the parties”, this was not what the French 
representative proposed. In his draft resolution, “he 
did not propose to ‘call upon’ Israel to take any action, 
but to take note of the undertaking given by the Israel 
Government”. The USSR representa&e-Therefore 
thought “that a reference to Article 40 would not be 
legally justified”. 

The representative of France said that he wished to 
reassure the representative of the USSR that the text 
which he had prepared made no reference to Article -10 
of the Charter. The fact that the text contained some 
of the words used in Article 40 should in no way be 
taken to mean that the draft resolution would be 
adopted in application of that Article. 

The representative of Greece declared that he did not 
intend to have any reference to Article 40 inserted in 
his proposal. 

The draft resolution, submitted by the representative 
of France, as amended, was put to the vote and adopted 
unanimously. a 

w 631st meeting: para. ‘76. 
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**CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 48-51 OF THE CHARTERlO 

lo For references to Article 31 in its bearing on Article 25, see Chapter XII, Case 3. 



Chapter XII 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF OTHER ARTICLES 

OF THE CHARTER 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

.- - 3?lc 
ISTRODUCT~R~ Nom . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..~............. 

-;5, --\ 

PART I. CONSIDERATIOS OF THE PRO~ISIOSS OF ARTICLE 2(7)0~ THE CHARTER . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157 

PART II. COSSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTXCLE 24 OF THE CHARTER . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 159 

PART III. CONSIDERATIOX OFTHEPROVISIONSOFARTICLE 25 OFTHECHARTER 

Note . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 160 

PART IV. CONSIDERATIONOFTHEPROVISIONSOFCHAPTER VIIIOF THE CHARTER 

Note . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163 

**PART V. CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 82-83 OF THE CHARTER.......... 168 

**PART VI. CONSIDERATION OFTHEPROVISIONS OF CHAPTER XVII OFTHE CHARTER . . . . . . . . . 168 

156 



INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

Chapter XII covers the consideration by the Security Council of Articles of 
the Charter not dealt with in the preceding chapters.’ 

Part I 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 2 (7) OF THE CHARTER 

Article 2 (7) of the Charter 

7. Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United 
Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion of anv state or shall require the Members to submit such matters to settlement 
under the present Charter; but this principle shall not prejudice the application 
of enforcement measures under Chapter WI. 

A 

CASE 12 THE QUESTIOS OF MOROCCO: In connexion 
with a request of 21 August 1953 to include 
the question of Morocco in the agenda of the 
Security Council. s 

[Note: It was requested that the Security Council 
should investigate the international friction and the 
danger to international peace and security which had 
arisen because of the intervention of France in Morocco 
and to take appropriate action under the Charter. 
Objection was raised that Article 2 (7) of the Charter 
prevented the Security Council from considering the 
question. The provisional agenda was not adopted.] 

By letter dated 21 August 1953,’ the representatives 
of Afghanistan, Burma, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi 
Arabia, Syria, Thailand and Yemen requested the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council under Article 35 (1) of the 
Charter, to call an urgent meeting of the Security Coun- 
cil to investigate the international friction and the dan- 
ger to international peace and security which had arisen 
by the unlawful intervention of France in Morocco and 
the overthrow of its legitimate sovereign and to take 
appropriate action under the Charter. 

1 For observations on the method adopted in compilation of 
this chapter see : Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Cormcil 
1961951, Introductory Sate to chapter VII. II. Arrange- 
ments of chapters S-XI I, p. 296. 

* For texts of relevant statements see: 
619th meeting: France, paras. 5-6, 25-31; Lebanon, paras. 104- 

108: Pakistan, paras. 40-43; 49-50; 
620th meeting: United Kingdom, paras. 19-23; Cnited States, 

para. 10; 
621st meeting: President (China), paras. 88-89; CSSR, pa- 

ras. 59-64; 
622nd meeting: Pakistan, paras. 67-68; 
623rd meeting: President (Colombia) paras. 7-9, 11-12, 29; 

Chile, paras. 36-37. 
624th meeting: President (Colombia), paras. 12-13; Pakistan, 

paras. 3-8; 
a On the inclusion of the question in the agenda, see chapter II, 

Case 8. 
4 S/3085, O.R., 8th year, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1953, p. 51. 

At the 619th meeting on 26 August 1953, the-TepFesen- 
tative of France, opposing the adoption of the provi- 
sional agenda, stated that the French Government 
denied that either the General Assembly or the Security 
Council were in any way competent to intervene in 
France’s relationship with the Empire of Morocco. It 
found support for its views in the terms of Article 2 (7) 
of the Charter. Though Morocco had remained legally 
a sovereign State, it had by the Treaty of Fez of 1912 
transferred to France the exercise of its external sove- 
reignty. Any matter 

cc 

essence, 
covered by the treaty of protectorate falls in 
and by the very terms of the treaty, within 

the national jurisdiction of France. In virtue of 
Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter the United 
Kations cannot deal with such a matter; and in the 
present case the Security Council can only acknow- 
ledge its own lack of competence by refusing to place 
on its agenda discussion of the item submitted by 
the fifteen delegations of the African and Asian 
group. ” 

Before falling essentially within the national com- 
petence of France by virtue of that treaty, Moroccan 
internal affairs fell no less essentially within the national 
competence of Norocco. If, therefore, 

cc the United xations should claim the right to 
intervene in such matters, it would commit a double 
violation of Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter.” 

The request of the fifteen delegations, the represen- 
tative of France contended further, was also inadmis- 
sible because the grounds on which it was made did not 
exist. The request was based on .4rticle 35 of the Char- 
ter. Huwever, there was no dispute between the French 
Government &nd the Sherifian Government. Even if 
such a dispute existed the Security Council would not 
be competent under Article 2 (7) to consider it. 

The representative of Pakistan stated that in his 
view, Article 2 (7) had been 
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cc over-taxed in its use. The fact is conveniently 
ignd;e& that Article 2, paragraph 7, is meant to operate 
within the framework of the Charter . . . 

cc The important words in this Article are: 
%ss%.ially within the domestic jurisdiction of any 
State’. What is the meaning of ‘domestic jurisdic- 
tion’? Surely the word ‘domestic’ restricts the idea 
of wider jurisdiction, that is to say, authority in a 
wide sense. It draws a distinction between a mat- 
ter’s being within the jurisdiction of a State and its 
being within the domestic jurisdiction of that State. 
A matter, therefore, to be within the domestic juris- 
diction of a State, must be, first, one that pertains to 
the affairs of the subjects and the territories of that 
State; and, secondly, one over which that State has 
powers of direct legislation. 

“So far as the first point is concerned, the subjects 
and territories of Norocco are not as yet a part of 
France, and, so far as the second point is concerned, 
it has been judicially determined on the highest 
authority that France does not have. jurisdiction to 
legislate in respect of Morocco . . .” 
The representative of Pakistan referred to the judg- 

ment of the International Court of Justices of 27 Au- 
gust 1952 and stated that 

64 It cannot therefore be claimed that the inter- 
nal ‘afiairs of Morocco are -‘essentially’ within the 
domestic jurisdiction of France, and therefore Arti- 
cle 2, paragraph 7, cannot be invoked to bar an inves- 
tigation by the Security Council of the serious situa- 
tion in Morocco.” 
The representative of Pakistan stated further that 

the Act of Algeciras of 1906, to which thirteen States 
were parties, and which was still binding and operative, 
safeguarded the sovereignty and independence of the 
Sultan. Under this Act, Morocco was a sovereign 
State. It was true that the Treaty of Fez placed cer- 
tain limitations on the powers of the Sultan of Morocco 
and accorded certain authority to the Government of 
France, but these limitations were subject to the Act 
of Algeciras. 

. Moreover, the consideration of the question of Mo- 
rocco by the General Assembly and the adoption by the 
latter of resolution 612 (VII), “establishes the fact that 
the matter is not within the domestic jurisdiction of 
France under Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter”. 

The representative of Lebanon stated that the follow- 
ing facts were indicative that the events in Morocco 
were not purely local, but had distinct international 
aspects: (1) the Treaty of Fez eliminated the purely 
local character of the question; (2) according to the Act 
of Algeciras at least twelve States were concerned with 
any fundamental change in Morocco; and the deposition 
of the Sultan was certainly a fundamental change and 
had clear international implications; (3) the judgment 
of the International Court of Justice of 27 August 1952; 
and (4) the important fact that the General Assembly 
had deemed itself competent at its seventh session to 
deal with the hloroccan issue. 

b Case concerning rights of nationals of the [kited States of 
America in Morocco, judgment of August 27th, 1952: J.C.J. Reporfs 
1952, p. 176, 

At the 620th meeting on 27 August 1953, the repre- 
sentative of the United States declared that the line of 
reasoning that the objections of the sixteen nations to 
events in 3Iorocco constituted international friction 
and therefore empowered the Security Council to inves- 
tigate to see whether continuance of the situation was 
likely to endanger international peace “would make it 
possible always to break down the distinction between 
matters of domestic and international concern”. 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated 
that the chief characteristic of the special relationship 
of Morocco to France under the Treaty of Fez was the 
fact that the sole and entire conduct of the external 
affairs of hlorocco was vested in France. The effect, 
internationally, of this relationship was necessarily to 
place the relations between France and Morocco on the 
domestic plane; they were as much on the domestic 
plane as were the relations between two states of a 
federal union or between a federal government and a 
constituent state. It followed, therefore, 

<c . that a difference between France and &lo- 
roc6ol if any should e-xist, would not have any inter- 
national character. Accordingly, it could not lead 
to international friction, nor is it likely to endanger 
the maintenance of linternational peace land secu- 
rity . ” 

-* b 

The opening words of Article 2 (7) clearly showed 
that, far from being subject to other provisions of the 
Charter, it was “an overriding stipulation”. 

At the 621st meeting on 31 August 1953, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR stated that the Treaty of Fez 
and the Act of Algeciras did not prevent the United 
Nations from considering the situation in Morocco. 
Their right to consider questions connected with the 
situation there also derived from Chapter XI of the 
Charter. 

At the 623rd meeting on 2 September 1953, the Pre- 
sident, speaking as the representative of Colombia, said 
that the judgment of the International Court of Justice 
of 27 August 1952 dealt only with questions of taxation 
and jurisdiction of Moroccan courts in cases in which a 
United States citizen or protege was defendant and not 
with questions relating to Morocco’s sovereignty in 
external affairs. Therefore, any argument based on 
that judgment could not be invoked at this juncture. 
General Assembly resolution 612 (VI I) merely expressed 
the hope that France would continue to fulfil its obli- 
gations under Articles 73 and 74 oi the Charter. In no 
case could that resolution be interpreted to mean that 
Morocco had resumed the right to exercise sovereignty 
in external matters which it had ceded by the Treat; 
of Fez to France. The Security Council could not 
consider the 3Iorocczn question vsithout violating Arti- 
cle 2 (7). Morocco retained its full sovereignty in 
domestic matters; if it did not retain that domestic 
sovereignty it would not constitute a State separate 
from France. Morocco was entitled to follow its own 
domestic policy in complete independence and it would 
be able to do so only if the Security Council did “not 
interfere in its domestic affairs”. 

At the 624th meeting on 3 September 1953, the repre- 
sentative of Pakistan stated that it was wrong to say 
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that the internal troubles of Morocco created by France, another State, +hich was a Member of the United 
were within the domestic jurisdiction of France and Nations. 
that, therefore, Article 2 (7) of the Charter was applica- 
ble. In his view this provi.&n of the Charttbr was not 

At the 624th meeting on 3 September 1953, the agenda 

applicable for this very reason, namely, that the subject 
was not adopt etl. 8 
------ 

concerned internal happenings in Morocco, fomented bj 

Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 24 OF THE CHARTER 

Article 24 of the Charter 

1. In order to ensure prompt and effective action by the United Nations, 
its Members confer on the Security Council primary responsibility for. the main- 
tenance of international peace and security, and agree that in carrying out its 
duties under this responsibility the Security Council acts on their behalf. 

2. In discharging these duties the Security Council shall act in accordance 
with the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. The specific powers 
granted to the Security Council for this discharge of these duties are laid down 
in Chapters YI, WI, VIII, and XII. 

3. The Security Council shall submit annual and, when necessary, special 
reDorts to the General Assemblv for its consideration. 

A d 

CASE 2.’ THE PALESTISE QL’ESTIOX In connexion 
with the New Zealand draft resolution of 
1 September 1951; voted upon and rejected 
tin 29 March 1954 

[h’ofe: Consideration of the complaint by Israel of 
continued Egyptian interference with shipping proceed- 
ing to Israel through the Suez Canal, in violation of the 
Security Council resolution of 1 September 1951, gave 
rise to discussion as to whether Article 24 empowered 
the Council to deal with a violation of the Constantinople 
Convention of 1888 guaranteeing the free navigation 
of the Suez Canal.] 

At the 662nd meeting on 23 March 1951, the repre- 
sentative of Egypt* raised the question whether the 
Council’s competence’ had been invoked in the New 
Zealand draft resolution in accordance with the terms 

. of the Charter. He questioned whether it was within 
the jurisdiction of the Security Council to discuss the 
question of freedom of navigition through the Suez 
Canal. Observing that the representative of New 
Zealand had referred to himself as the representative 
of a maritime power, the representative of Egypt asked 
whether the representatives meeting in the Security 
Council were really the representatives of States answer- 
ing to particular descriptions: 

<< In my view, the members present are the 
repie&ntatives of their governments. But the go- 
vernments of those members, the States which are 
the members of the Security Council, represent, not 
themselves, but the United Sations. They are there 
as agents. Thev work for the Organization as a 
whole. On tha< point, &4rticle 2-1 of the Charter is 
explicit . . . 

7 For texts of relevant statements see: 
662nd meeting Egypt*, paras. 46-47; Lebanon, para. 57; 
663rd meeting: France, para. 34; United Kingdom, paras. 21-24; 
664th meeting: USSR, paras. 52-55. 

.- 

“The Council does not act on behalf of the g6ern-‘- 
ments which send representatives to the Security 
Council. It acts on behalf of the whole international 
community represented in the United Nations. The 
five great Powers, it is true, represent the five great 
Powers. They are permanent members. But whom 
do they represent as permanent members? They 
certainly do not represent the United States, the 
United Kingdom, France, the Soviet Union and 
China. They are there because they bore the hea- 
viest burden in winning the war. .4nd they are there 
to bear the heaviest burden in maintaining the peace. 
They hold their seats in that capacity, not in their 
capacities as the United Kingdom, the United States, 
France, the Soviet Union or China. There can be 
no doubt about that. In the Security Council they 
have a special capacitv. 

“The representative of New Zealand, however, 
states: 

“‘I would add that for maritime nations-countries 
which, like my own, depend on their overseas trade 
for their prosperitv and indeed their existence . . .’ 

“.4nd he refers to ;he measures taken by Egypt in the 
Suez Canal. hIariti,me Powers? Very well. But 
do not come to the Security Council in that capacity: 
Maritime Powers? Suez Canal? Freedom of navi- 
gation? Excellent. You have an instrument-the 
1888 Convention regulating the freedom of shipping 
in the Suez Canal. That is the document you should 
appeal to. That is the international instrument vou 
should bring into operation. A4rticle 8 of that Len- 
vention states: 

“‘The agents in Egvpt of the signatorv Powers of 
the present Treatv shill be charged to witch over its 
execution. In c&e of any event threatening the 
security or the free passage of the Canal, they shall 
meet on the summons of three of their number under 
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tile @sidency of their doyen, in order to proceed to 
th& ,r&ce~sary verifications. They shall inform the 
@hediva Government of the danger which they may 
have perceived, in order that that Government may 
take proper steps to ensure the protection and the 
free use of the Canal.’ 
“It is article 8 which you should bring into operation, 
not the Security Council. Apply to the signatories’ 
representatives -in Cairo. You are perfectly entitled 
to complain of obstacles to the free passage of ship- 
ping through the Canal. I believe you know that the 
signatories are France, Germany, Austria-Hungary, 
Spain, Great Britain, Italy, the Netherlands, Russia 
and the Ottoman Empire. These countries exist. 
They 
ing. 

even have successors. Their number is increas- 
You can easily find any of these countries. 

You can find three to call together the signatories’ 
representatives in Cairo. Take your complaint to 
them. But to raise the question of free passage 
through the Suez Canal in the Security Council is 
wrong. It is completely at variance with Article 24 
of the United Nations Charter.” 
In this position the representative of Egypt was sup- 

ported by the representative of Lebanon who made 
full reservations about the propriety or impropriety of 
raising the issue of maritime interests in the Security 
Council. At the 663rd meeting on 25 March 1954, the 
representative of the United Kingdom declared that the 
representative of Egypt had oversimplified the question 
since the maritime aspect of the issue was connected 
with two other reasons which affected the Security 
Council very directly. The first was the claim of one 
of the parties to the Armistice Agreement to make 
unfettered use at its discretion of belligerent rights and 
the second was the effect of the action by the Govern- 
ment of Egypt on the Council’s authority in regard to 
Palestine. 

At the same meeting, the representative of France 
observed that the Council was not primarily concerned 
with the validity of any particular article of the Con- 
stantinople Convention. 

66 The Security Council has not, under the 
Chariei, any special competence to examine alleged 
infringements of obligations assumed under a parti- 
cular treaty. The Council is not necessarily compe- 
tent to deal with a case merely by virtue of the fact 
that an international treaty is involved. Its essential 
function is to remove threats to the peace . . .” 

At the 664th meeting on 29 March 1954, the represen- 
tative of the USSR stated: 

“I cannot overlook that the question of shipping 
in the Suez Canal and of the observance of the 1888 
Convention, which is before the Security Council, 
calls for the special consideration of this question by 
all the parties to the convention. However, only 
some of the States parties to that convention are 
represented in the Security Council, and they con- 
stitute a minority of all those who signed the conven- 
tion. 

“E;; what warrant, then, does the-security Council 
in its present composition assume the right to-settle 
problems which it is not competent to settle even 
within the meaning of the 1888 Convention, though 
this constitutes the basis of all the arguments advan- 
ced, of the 1951 resolution and of all the positions 
stated here with regard to Egypt?” 

At the 664th meeting, the New Zealand draft resolu- 
tion failed of adoption. There were 8 votes in favour 
and 2 against, with one abstention. One vote against 
was that of a permanent member.8 

@ 6Mth meeting: para. 69. 

Part III 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 25 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

Discussion regarding Article 25 arose in one ease only in connexion with the 
question of the binding force of a previous resolution of the Security Council. 

Article 25 of the Charter 

Ihe Members of the United Nations agree to accept and carry out the decisions 
of the Security Council in accordance with the present Charter. 

CASE 3.O THE PALESTINE QUESTION: In connexion ing to Israel, in violation of the Security Council resolu- 
with the New Zealand draft resolution con- tion of 1 September 1951, gave rise to a discussion as to 
cerning compliance with a previous Council 
resolution: voted upon and failed of adoption 
on 29 March 1954. 

659th meeting: Egypt*, paras. 65, 135-136; 
661st meeting: Egypt*, paras. 68-70, 107-110; Israel*, para. 133; 
66Znd meeting: Egypt+, paras. 42, 46-47; New Zealand, pa- 

[Note: Consideration of the complaint by Israel of ras* l&18; 
continued Egyptian interference with shipping proceed- 

663rd meeting: Denmark, paras. 12-13; Egypt*, para. 155; 
France, paras. 34-35, 41; Lebanon, paras. 62-65; United King- 
dom, paras. 27-28; United States, paras. 2-6; 

l For texts of relevant statements see: 664th meeting: President (Turkey), para. 67; Brazil, para. 16; 
658th meeting: Egypt*, para. 162; Israel*, paras. 4-5, 97-100, China, para. 6; Colombia, para. 22; Egypt*, para. 155; France, 

112-113; paras. 113-115; USSR, paras. 37, 42-43, 46, 48-52, 55-56, 96. 
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whether that resolution was of the nature of a decision 
referred to in Article 25 and, consequently, whether 
Egypt was under an obligation to comply therewith. 
The New Zealand draft resolution which called upon 
Egypt, in accordance with its obligations under the 
Charter, to comply with the earlier resolution failed of 
adoption.] 

At the 658th meeting on 5 February 1954, the repre- 
sentative of Israel*, in requesting that the Security 
Council confirm and reinforce its decision of 1 Septem- 
ber 1951, which had called upon Egypt to terminate the 
restrictions on the passage of international commercial 
shipping and goods, emphasized the authority of the 
Council as the final arbiter of disputes arising out of the 
armistice agreement concluded in pursuance of a Council 
resolution. This authority had been recognized by 
the parties when they signed the General Armistice 
Agreement. 

He added: 
“It is clear from this fact and from our Charter 

that in such matters affecting international peace and 
security as the rights of war or hostile acts, decisions 
taken by the Council, such as that handed down on 
1 September 1951, possess a far greater legal and 
moral force than do the resAtions of acy other inter- 
national body. A grave moment will be reached in 
the history of the Security Council if this precedent 
for total defiance of its will becomes more firmly 
established.” 
The representative of Israel suggested that the con- 

tinuation by Egypt of a hostile act, based on the asser- 
tion of a state of war, in prolonged and deliberate 
defiance of a Security Council resolution, clearlv created 
the kind of situation to which the enforcement *measures 
laid down in Chapter VII of the Charter should properly 
apply. lo 

. 

At the 659th meeting on 15 February 1954, the repre- 
sentative of Egypt* stated that the Security Council, 
in adopting the resolution of 1 September 1951, had 
based it on considerations other than the essentially 
legal aspects of the case. Quoting the statement of the 
representative of Egypt made at the 558th meeting, he 
stressed that Egypt had accepted that resolution with 
the reservation that the question “was not closed and 
that the decision did not rest on fixed and final founda- 
tions.” It was, therefore, beside the point to state 
that Egypt was acting in a manner incompatible with 
the resolution of 1 September 1951. 

At the 661st meeting on 12 March 1954, the represen- 
tative of Egypt continued his statement. He declared 
that, by adopting the resolution of 1 September 1951, 
the Security Council had disregarded the undeniable 
right of a sovereign State to self-defence which was 
explicitly safeguarded in Article 51. What the Charter 
forbade was acts of aggression and not a legitimate 
exercise of the right of visit and search after an armed 
struggle. The representative of Egypt stated further: 

lo On a previous occasion, when Israel informed the Security 
Council of the detention by Egyptian authorities of a Greek mer- 
chant vassel carrying Israel cargo, the first amrmation was made 
that this was an act of non-compliance with the Security Council 
resolution 5n contravention of Article 25. (S/3093, O.R., 8th year, 
Suppl. for July-Sept. 1953, p. 73.) 

“In establishing the collective security system the 
Charter formulates these two principles: first, member 
States are entitled to exercise the right of self-defence 
individually and collectively; and secondly, the indi- 
vidual or collective right of self-defence may not be 
overriden in favour of the Security Council except 
in so far as the States concerned are so well protected 
by the resources available to the Security Council 
that the abandonment of their right of self-defence 
will not harm them.” 

In the case before the Security Council attention 
must be directed to “Israel’s aggression complex” and 
the situation could not be dealt with by resolutions like 
that of 1 September 1951. The Council was not esta- 
blished to judge legislative policy or to pass upon the 
legislative competence of Member States. The Council, 
having been established to ensure international security 
and to promote the establishment of a lasting peace, 
could and should deal only with acts which constituted 
threats to that peace and security. 

Replying to the representative of Egypt, the repre- 
sentative of Israel contended that his Government was 
“quite certain -absolutely certain” that the injunction 
in paragraph 5 of the resolution of 1 September 1951 
‘L bindiilg upon Egypt sand Ixael as an a:;!l--2ritative 
and final verdict within the framework of the Armistice 
Agreement”. 

At the 662nd meeting on 23 March 1954, the repre- 
sentative of New Zealand, in introducing his draft reso- 
lution” stressed that it was directed primarily to the 
issue of non-compliance with the 1951 resolution. He 
recalled the statement of principle contained in that 
resolution which denied the assertion of active belli- 
gerency, and the finding that Egypt’s practice of inter- 
fering with the passage through the Suez Canal of goods 
destined for Israel was an abuse of the right of visit, 
search and seizure and could not be justified on the 
ground of self-defence. He stated further that the 
resolution of 1 September 1951 had been legally and 
properly adopted by the Council. Under the Charter 
it was “the clear duty of all Members of the Organiza- 
tion to observe the resolutions of this Council”. Thcre- 
fore, the argument that Egvpt was entitled to disregard 
the terms of the resolution of 1 September 1951 by reason 
of a reservation entered at the time of its adoption could 
not be accepted. 

The representative of Egypt, commenting on the 
draft resolution submitted bv the representative of New 
Zealand, stated that, like the resolution of 1 September 
1951, it took no account of the legal character of the 
conflict submitted to the Council. Was the Council’s 
competence in fact invoked in the draft resolution in 
accordance with the terms of the Charter? Was it 
really within the jurisdiction of the Council to discuss 
the question of freedom of navigation through the Suez 
Canal? The provision relevant to this matter was 
contained in article 8 of the Constantinople Convention 
regulating the freedom of shipping in the Suez Canal, 
and this provision, not the Security Council, should be 
brought into operation. To raise the question of free 

l1 S13188iCorr. 1, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. for Jan.-March 1954, 
p. 44. See chapter VII, p. 31. 
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passage through the Suez Canal in the Security Council 
was “completely at variance” with Article 24 of the 
Charter. 

At the 663rd meeting on 25 March 1954, the represen- 
tative of the United States contended that the question 
before the Council was one of compliance with its deci- 
sion. Throughout the history of the Palestine question, 
the United Kations had sought a peaceful settlement 
of many complicated problems arising out of the Pales- 
tine conflict. The parties directly concerned in these 
problems had an equal duty to respect and to make 
every reasonable effort to give effect to the combined 
judgment of the United Nations, whether expressed in 
the Security Council or in the General Assembly, or 
other competent organs. 

The representative of Denmark stated that there was 
no reservation to Article 25 of the Charter. The obli- 
gation to accept and carry out the decisions‘ of the 
Security Council was not limited to such decisions as 
a Member agreed with or considered legal. All Member 
States in ratifying the Charter had agreed to a limitation 
of their sovereignty. If the Council accepted the view 
that a Member State which disagreed with one of its 
decisions by calling it illegal was not bound by the 
decision, the work of the Council would become chaotic. 

. 

The representative of France stated, with reference 
to the Egyptian argument concerning the Constanti- 
nople Convention of 1888, that the Security Council 
had not, under the Charter, any special competence to 
examine alleged infringements of obligations assumed 
under a particular treaty. The Council was not neces- 
sarily competent to deal with a case merely by virtue 
of the fact that an international t.reaty was involved. 
Its essential function was to remove threats to the peace. 
Its competence became operative only if such threats 
existed in circumstances and under conditions referred 
to in Articles 33 et seq. of the Charter. The dispute 
before the Council concerned the application of the 
Armistice Agreement signed by Israel and Egypt in 
1950 of which the Security Council was guardian. The 
representative of France stated further that the draft 
resolution submitted by the representative of New 
Zealand, in so far as it called upon Egypt to comply 
‘with the resolution of 1 September 1951 was manifestly 
based on Article 25 of the Charter. 

At the 664th meeting on 29 March 1954, the represen- 
tative of Brazil stated that the representative of Egypt, 
in declaring that his country had not conformed to the 
Council’s resolution of 1 September 1951, had invoked 
Egyptian sovereignty. But it was in exercise of that 
very sovereignty that Member States had decided to 
abide by the provisions of the Charter. 

The representative of Colombia stated that Colombia 
had not been a member of the Security Council on 1 Sep- 
tember 1951 when the Council adopted the resolution 
on the Suez Canal, but he believed that his country was 
bound by Article 25 of the Charter to support it and that 
the resolution should be respected and implemented, 
since the Council’s function under the Charter was to 
maintain international peace and security and it might 

be assumed that its actions were directed solely towards 
that end. 

The representative of the USSR contended that the 
draft resolution submitted by the representative of 
New Zealand, in fact, contained nothing related to the 
settlement of the Palestine question. It merely referred 
to the resolution of 1951 and to obligations to comply 
with that resolution. The representative of the USSR 
declared that he would disregard the general question 
of the conditions in which any resolution might be 
regarded as legal. He remarked that it could not be 
so regarded in all conditions and stated that, after 
listening to the statements of the representatives sup- 
porting the New Zealand draft resolution, he had 
reached the conclusion that they were disregarding the 
impossibility of settling international problems by the 
method “of imposing upon one of the parties a decision 
which, moreover, has been stated by that party to be 
absolutely unacceptable from the outset”. Chap- 
ter VI, especially in Article 36, stressed the need to 
take special measures for the settlement of disputes be- 
tween the interested parties. Among the methods 
recommended in Chapter VI there was no such method 
as that of imposing on one party “a decision which is 
contrary to and completely disregards &he 41, wishes 
and interests of the oth>r party”. It would be, %iZre- 
fore, more correct to use the normal and generally 
accepted method of international law and the Charter, 
and it would be “far more desirable for the Security 
Council to appeal to both parties to take steps to settle 
their difference on this question by means of direct 
negotiations. The Charter itself imposes on us the duty 
to make such an attempt”. 

The representative of France stated that it was true 
that the Charter called for direct negotiations, and that 
that was generally a preliminary stage in any dispute. 
But the Security Council was aware how far it would 
have been desirable and how difficult it had been prov- 
ing to attempt direct negotiation. Referring to the 
resolution of 1 September 1951 as “a legally-adopted 
resolution”, the representative of France declared that 
it seemed to be “absolutely contrary to the provisions 
of the Charter, most particularly Article 25”, that if a 
resolution were not applied by the parties it should be 
abandoned. 

Replying to the representative of France the repre- 
sentative of Egypt stated that Article 25 was not ap- 
plicable to the resolution of 1 September 1951, since it 
had not been adopted, in the words at the end of Arti- 
cle 25, “in accordance with the Charter”. 

The President, speaking as the representative of 
Turkey, stated that “in the absence of a conciliatory 
settlement between the parties, the Council is left with 
no alternative but to request compliance with its 
previous resolutions”. 

At the 6Mth meeting on 29 March 1954, the New 
Zealand draft resolution was not adopted. There were 
8 votes in favour and 2 against, with one abstention. 
One vote against was that of a permanent member? 

1’ 664th meeting: para. 69. 
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(iv) Dated 19 January 1955: transmitting the texts 
of four communications received from the fact- 
finding Committee, together with a resolution 
adopted by the Council on 14 January16 

(v) Dated 17 January 1955: transmitting four com- 
munications about the situation from the fact- 
finding Committee and from Governments of 
Member States, as well as two resolutions adopted 

- by the Council on 16 January” 

(vi) Dated 18 Februarv 1955: transmitting the report 
of the fact-finding Committee l8 

) Dated 28 February 1955: transmitting four reso- 
lutions adopted by the Council on 24 February 
concerning Costa Rica and NicaraguaI 

) Dated 8 September 1955: transmitting a report 
to the Council submitted by the Special Com- 
mittee established by a resolution of the Council 
of 24 February 1955 and a resolution adopted by 
the Council on 8 September 1955*O 

(vii 
l 

(viii 

7 I. Communications from the Chairman of the Inter- 
American Peace Committee 

Part IV 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER VIII OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

In consequence of the obligation placed by the Char- 
ter upon Members of the United Nations and upon 
regional arrangements or agencies, the attention of the 
Security Council has been drawn during the period from 
1952 to 1956 to the following communications, which 
have been circulated by the Secretary-General to the 
representatives of the Council, but have not been 
included on the provisional agenda: 

1. Communications from the Chairman of the Council 
of the Organization of American States 

(i) Dated 10 January 1955: transmitting a resolution 
adopted by the Council at the request of the 
Government of Costa Rica, which had stated 
that it was convinced that an attack was immi- 
nent on its frontier with NicaraguaI 

(ii) Dated 12 January 1955: transmitting a resolution 
adopted at a special session of the Council on 
11 Janus@ 

(iii) Dated 13 January 1955: transmitting the text 
of the resolution adopted by the Council on 
12 January15 

(i) Dated 7 January 1952: transmitting the records 
of the special session of the Committee held on 

I* s/3314. 
I’ s133-45. 
I5 S/3348. 
l’ s/33-n 
lT s/3349. 
l’ S/3366, S/3366/Add.l. 
la s 13393. 
z0 S/3438. 

(ii) 

(iii) 

( ) iv 

( 1 V 

+*3. 

4. 

0 i 

( ) ii 

(iii) 

w 

( ) v 

25 December 1951, including the text of a decla- 
ration signed by the Government of Cuba and 
the Dominican Republic *l 

Dated 2 February 195-i: transmitting the text 
of the Committee’s conclusions in the case sub- 
mitted to it by Colombia on 17 November 
1953; ** 

Dated 27 June 1954: transmitting copies of 
various notes and information concerning the 
itinerary of the Committee to Guatemala, Hon- 
duras and Nicaragua 23 

Dated 5 July 195-k transmitting information 
that Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua in- 
formed the Committee that the dispute between 
themselves has ceased to exist 24 

Dated 8 July 19,5-k transmitting a report of the 
Committee on the dispute between Guatemala, 
Honduras and Nicaragua and copies of all com- 
munications exchanged between the Committee 
and the parties cotierned2s -.- -- w 

Communications from the Secretary- General of the 
Organization of American States 

Communications from States parties to disputes or 
situations 

Dated 5 January 1952: Uommican Republic 
transmitting the text of the declaration signed 
by the Dominican Republic and Cuba before the 
Inter-American Peace Committee on 25 Decem- 
ber 1951 26 
Dated 25 January 1952: Cuba, transmitting 
“necessary rectifications ” to the document listed 
under (i) *’ 
Dated 31 January 195 2: Dominican Republic, 
making statements “in rectification” of the docu- 
ment listed above under (ii)= 
Dated 15 April 1953: Guatemala, requesting if 
necessary a statement annexed to the letter be 
placed on the agenda of the Security Council for 
the record 29 
Dated 9 Julv 1954: Guatemala informing the 
President of {he Security Council that peace and 
order had been restored in Guatemala and that 
there was no reason why the question of Guate- 
mala should remain on the agenda of the Security 
Council 30 

“l s/2494. 
32 s/31x. 
*,j S :3236. 
l’ S/3262. 
25 541326’7. 
l8 s ,12-m. 
l7 S 12495. 
la s/2511. 
so S/2988. 
‘O S/3266. 
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In addition to the circulation to the representatives practice to include summary accounts of the disputes 
on the Council of these communications, it has been the or situations referred to in them in the Reports of the 

31 See Report of the Security Council to the General Assembly, 
Security Council to the General Assemblv? d 

1951-1952 ( G.A.O.R., 7th session, Suppl. h’o. 21, p. 61; Report of 
the Security Council to the General Assembly, 1932-1953 (GA. sion, Suppl. So. 2)) p. 65; Report of the Security Council to the 
O.R., 8th session, Suppl. No. 2), p. 29; Report of the Security General Assembly, 1954-1935 (G.A.O.R., 10th session, Suppl. 
Council to the General Assembly 1952-1953 (G.A.O.R., 9th ses- so. 2), p. 27. 

Chapter VIII of the Charter. Regional Arrangementi 

Article 52 

1. Nothing in the present Charter precludes the existence of regional arran- 
gements or agencies for dealing with such matters relating to the maintenance of 
international peace and security as are appropriate for regional action, provided 
that such arrangements or agencies and their activities are consistent with the 
Purposes apd Principles of the United Nations. 

2. The Members of the United Nations entering into such arrangements or 
constituting such agencies shall make every effort to achieve pacific settlement 
of local disputes through such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies 
before referring them to the Security Council. 

3. The Security Council shall encourage the development of pacific settle- 
ment of local disputes through such regional arrangements or by such regional 
agencies either on the initiative of the states concerned or by reference from the 
Security Council. 

4. This Article in no way impairs the application of Articles 34 and 35. 
w- 

Article 53 
0.0 -- 4 

1. The Security Council shall, where appropriate, utilize such regional 
arrangements or agencies for enforcement action under its authority. But no 
enforcement action shall be taken under regional arrangements or by regional 
agencies without the authorization of the Security Council, with the exception of 
measures against any enemy state, as defined in paragraph 2 of this Article, 
provided for pursuant to Article 107 or in regional arrangements directed against 
renewal of aggressive policy on the part of any such state, until such time as the 
Organization may, on request of the Governments concerned, be charged with the 
responsibility for preventing further aggression by such a state. 

2. The term “enemy state” as used in paragraph 1 of this Article applies 
to any state which during the Second World War has been an enemy of any 
signatory of the present Charter. 

Arficle 54 

The Security Council shall at all times be kept fully informed of activities 
undertaken or in contemplation under regional arrangements or by regional 
agencies for the maintenance of international peace and security. 

CASE 4.s2 THE QUESTIONOFGUATEMALA: Inconnexion to refer the complaint of Guatemala, requesting the 
with decision of 20 June 1954: rejection of Council to take the measures necessary “to prevent the 
the draft resolution submitted by the repre- disruption of peace and international security in this 
sentatives of Brazil and Colombia, referring part of Central America and also to put. a stop to the 
the complaint of the Government of Guate- aggression in progress against Guatemala”, to the Orga- 
mala to the Organization of American nization of American States and to request the Organiza- 
States; and in connexion with decision of tion of American States to inform the Security Coun- 
25 June 195-i: non-adoption of the provisio- cil on the measures it had been able to take in the 
nal agenda. matter. The draft resolution was not adopted. At 

[Vote: At the 675th meeting on 20 June 192, the 
the 676th meeting the provisional agenda- was not 

Security Council had before it a draft resolution sub- 
adopted . In the proceedings of the Council the main 

mitt&by the representatives of Brazil and Colombia Pakistan, para. 130; USSR, paras. 110, 118, 120, 144-145, 148, 173, 
184; United Kingdom, paras. 87-88, 90. 

12 For texts of relevant statements see: 676th meeting: President (United States), paras. 175-178; Bra- 
673th meeting: President (United States). paras. 137, 170; zil, paras. 11, 15,22-23; China, paras. 113-l 13; Colombia, paras. 65- 

Brazil, paras. 67-68; Colombia, paras. i2-73; France, paras. 198- 74, 76-77; Denmark, paras. 131-132; France, paras. 97-99; Xew 
201; Guatemala*, paras. 6, 10, 43-46, 60, 102-104, 189-190; Hon- Zealand, paras. 128-130; Turkey, paras. 1138-109; USSR, paras. 138, 
duras+, para. 63; Sew Zealand, paras. 93-95; Nicaragua*, para, 65; 144, 148, 155-156; United Kingdom, paras. 87-95. 
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question discussed was the question of the relation 
between Articles 52 (2) and (3) and 52 (4).la5 

By cablegram dated 19 June 1954,s” the Minister for 
External Relations of Guatemala requested the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council to convene a meeting 
urgently in order that, in accordance with Articles 34, 
35 and 39, the Council might take the measures neces- 
sary “to prevent the disruption of peace and interna- 
tional security in this part of Central Americd and also 
to put a stop to the aggression in progress against 
Guatemala”. It was stated in the communication that 
expeditionary forces coming from Honduras had cap- 
tured a Guatemalan frontier post on 17 June 1954 and 
had advanced about fifteen kilometres inside Guatema- 
lan territory. On 19 June 1954 aircraft coming from 
the direction of Honduras and Nicaragua had dropped 
explosive bombs on Guatemalan territory and had 
attacked Guatemala City and other towns. 

At the 675th meeting of the Security Council on 
20 June 1954, after the adoption of the agenda, the 
President invited the representatives of Guatemala, 
Honduras and Nicaragua to participate in the discus- 
sion. a5 

The representative of Guatemala* stated that Gua- 
temala had been invaded by expeditionary forces form- 
ing part of an “unlawful international aggression” which 
was “the outcome of a vast international conspiracy”; 
his country was prepared to repel the invading forces 
and not to acquiesce in the invasion. On behalf of his 
Government, the representative of Guatemala made two 
requests of the Security Council: first, to send an obser- 
vation commission to Guatemala “to ask questions, to 
investigaLe, and to listen to the cllplomatic corps”; 
secondly, to constitute an observation commission of 
the Security Council in Guatemala, and in other count- 
ries if necessary, to verify through an examination of 
the documentary evidence, the fact that the countries 
which his Government accused had connived at the 
invasion. He added that the Inter-American Peace 
Committee of the Organization of American States had 
met on 19 June and that his Government, exercising 
the option which was open to the members of that 
Organization, had officially declined to allow it and the 
Peace Committee to concern themselves with the 
situation. 

The representative of Honduras* expressed the view 
that the matter should be referred to the “appropriate 
jurisdiction”, the Organization of American States. 
A similar request was made by the representative of 
Nicaragua*. 

The representative of Brazil stated that it had been 
a tradition among the American States that all disputes 
and situations which could threaten or endanger the 
friendly relations among American republics should be 
dealt with bv the organization set up bv them for that ” d 

aa In connexion with the consideration of Article 52 there was 
also discussion of the bearing of other -4rticles of the Charter. 
For the discussion of Article 33 in connexion with Article 52, see 
chapter X, Case 4; of Articles 34 and 35 in connexion with Arti- 
cle 52, see chapter S, Case 6; and of Article 36 (2) in connesion 
with Article 52, see chapter X, Case 7. 

34 S 13232, 0. R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 1954, pp. 11-13. 
a5 675th meeting: para. 2. 

purpose. According to its charter, the Organization 
of American States was empowered to deal with and 
to solve any problems relating to such disputes or situa- 
tions. Furthermore, Chapter VIII of the United Sa- 
tions Charter acknowledged this principle in Article 52. 
After quoting paragraph 3 of -Article 52, the represen- 
tative of Brazil declared that the Security Council should 
act according to “that very clear provisibn” of the Char- 
ter, and, without going into the merits of the Guatemalan 
complaint, refer it to the Organization of American 
States. For these reasons, and “having in mind the 
traditional way to settle disputes among American 
republics”, he introduced the following draft resolution, 
which was sponsored also by Colombia:38 

“The Security Council, 

“Having considered on an urgent basis the commu- 
nication of the Government of Guatemala to the 
President of the Security Council (S/3232), 

“Noting that the Government of Guatemala has 
dispatched a similar communication to the Inter- 
American Peace Committee, an agency of the Orga- 
nization’ of American States, 

“Having in mind the provisions of Chapter VIII 
of the Charter of the United Nations, 

“Conscious of the atlailability of Inter-Am=eriq 
machinery which can deal effectively with problems 
concerning the maintenance of peace and security in 
the Americas, 

“Reiers the complaint of the Government of Gua- 
temala to the Organization of .4merican States for 
urgent consideration; 

“iFkpeslj ilw OrgaL tuition of American States to 
inform the Security Council as soon as possible, as 
appropriate, on the measures it has been able to take 
on the matter.” 

The representative of Colombia, after referring to 
Article 33 of the Charter, stated that this Article must 
be taken in conjunction with Article 52 (2) which im- 
posed on all Members “the duty to apply first to the 
regional organization, which is of necessity the court of 
first appeal”. This was not a right which could be . 
renounced because the signatories of the United Nations 
Charter had undertaken this obligation. 

The representative of France who had no objection 
in principle to the draft resolution submitted by Brazil 
and Colombia, proposed to add a final paragraph, where- 
by the Council, without prejudice to such measures as 
the Organization of .4merican States might take, would 
call for the immediate termination of any action likely 
to cause further bloodshed and would request all Mem- 
bers of the United Nations to abstain, in the spirit of the 
Charter, from giving assistance to any such action.37 

The amendment was accepted by the sponsors of the 
draft resolution. 38 

During the debate on the amended draft resolution. 
the representative of the Cnited Kingdom stated that 
Chapter VIII of the Charter provided for the emplov- 
ment of regional arrangements to deal with matteis 

3a S/3236, 675th meeting: para. 6% 
37 675th meeting: para. 77. 
3) 675th meeting: paras. 82, 85. 
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relating to the maintenance of international peace and 
security. It seemed to him that the course proposed 
in the draft resolution submitted by Brazil and Colombia 
was the most constructive that the Council could adopt 
and the most conducive to the interests of peace and 
security. 

The representative of New Zealand, after stressing 
that the authors of Chapter VIII of the -Charter had 
especially in mind the regional arrangements already 
in existence on the .4merican continent, observed that 
the desirability of achieving peaceful settlement of local 
disputes was enjoined upon the members of regional 
organizations by .4rticle 52 (2) of the Charter. Arti- 
cle 53 authorized measures of regional organizations 
under the direction or with the authority of the Security 
Council. It might properly be considered, therefore, 
fully consistent with its own overriding responsibility 
for the maintenance of international peace and securitv 
for the Council to refer the problem first to the Organiza- 
tion of American States and to ask it to report to the 
Council at an early date. 

The representative of Guatemala held that Articles 33 
and 52 (2) were completely inapplicable to Guatemala’s 
case because Guatemala had no dispute of any kind 
with Honduras and Nicaragua which required peaceful 
settlement. Guatemala was faced with “an outright 
aggression”. Under the terms of Articles 34, 35 and 39, 
on which Guatemala had based its complaint, Guate- 
mala had an unchallengeable right of appeal to the 
Council, and “the Security Council cannot denv it its 
right of direct intervention by the Council, no< inter- 
vention through regional organization”. Guatemala 
had no obligation to submit this question to the 
Organization of the American States. 

In a subsequent intervention, the representative of 
Guatemala declared that, in the last analysis, in the 
case of a conflict between the obligations under the 
Charter and other obligations of Members of the United 
Nations, the Articles of the Charter must, by reason of 
Article 103, apply. Quoting Article 52 (4), the repre- 
sentative of Guatemala contended that thus under the 
Charter the Security Council was in duty bound to 
investigate the situation which Guatemala, in exercise 
of its rights under the Charter, had brought to the 
Council’s not ice. 

The representative of the USSR stated that the 
Security Council was faced “with an open act of aggres- 
sion” against Guatemala; it should take immediate 
steps to end this aggression, and could not refer the 
matter to another body. ,4rticle 52 (2) envisaged a 
situation in which no aggression had taken place. An 
entirely different situation was before the Council, 
however; an act of aggression had been committed 
against Guatemala, which the Security Council, acting 
under Article 24 of the Charter, was bound to take steps 
to end. There was absolutely no justification for giving 
prioritv in this matter to the Organization of American 
States-rather than to the Security Council. Aggression 
knew no territorial limits, and wherever it was com- 
mitted, even in Central *America, the Security Council 
was in duty bound to consider the case and take prompt 
action to put an end to it. 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
United States, declared that the situation appeared to 
his Government to be precisely the kind of problem 
which should be dealt with in the first place on an urgent 
basis by an appropriate agency of the Organization of 
American States. The draft resolution submitted hv 

d 

the representatives of Brazil and Colombia did not seek 
to relieve the Security Council of responsibility; it just 
asked the Organizatio-n of American States “to see what 
it can do to be helpful”. 

When the draft resolution submitted by the represen- 
tatives of Brazil and Colombia, as amendkd, was put to 
a vote, it was not adopted.3g There were 10 votes in 
favour and 1 against, the negative vote being that of 
a permanent member. 

The representative of France then re-introduced his 
amendment to the Brazilian-Colombian draft resolution 
as a separate draft resolution. He added that the step 
he was taking should not be construed as casting doubt 
on, or weakening the competence of the Inter-American 
Peace Committee. 

The draft resolution read as follows: 
“The Security Council, 

“Having considered on an urgent basis the commu- 
nication of the Government of E;uatemala-Lo the 
President of the Security Council (S/3232), 

“Calls for the immediate termination of any action 
likely to cause bloodshed and requests all <Iembers 
of the United Sations to abstain, in the spirit of the 
Charter, from rendering assistance to any such action”. 
It was adopted unanimously. 4O 

By letter dated 22 June 195-P addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of Guatemala 
stated on behalf of his Government that the resolution 
adopted by the Council at its 675th meeting on 20 June 
19% had not been complied with by those States Mem- 
bers of the United Xations which had acquiesced in or 
assisted from their territories the acts of aggression 
suffered by Guatemala, and requested a meeting of the 
Security Council in order that the Council might use its 
authority with Honduras and Nicaragua as States 
Members of the United Nations to secure the cessation 
of all assistance to, or acquiescence in, the aggressive 
acts which were being committed by mercenary forces. 

At the 676th meeting of the Security Council on 
25 June 1954, the provisional agendaa read as follows: 

“1. Adoption of the agenda. 

“2. Cablegram dated 19 June 1954 from the 
Xnister for External Relations of Guatemala ad- 
dressed to the President of the Security Council and 
letter dated 22 June 1954 from the representative of 
Guatemala addressed to the Secretary-General.” 

The President (United States) drew the attention of 
the members of the Security Council to various com- 
munications which had been* received on the question, 43 
among them a cablegram dated 23 June 195-C from the 

39 675th meeting: para. 194. 
i” 675th meeting: para. 2U3. 
u S/3241, 0. R., 9th year, Suppl. for April-June 1954, pp. 14-15. 
42 676th meeting: p. 1. 
43 676th meeting: paras. l-6. 
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Chairman of the Inter-American Committee of the 
Organization of American States+ informing the 
Security Council that on 23 June 1954 the represen- 
tative 6f Nicaragua had proposed that a commission of 
inquiry of the Inter-American Peace Committee be 
established to proceed to Guatemala, Honduras and 
Nicaragua, and that the Committee had i-oted unanim- 
ously to inform Guatemala of this. 

In response to a proposal that the representative of 
Guatemala be invited to the Council table, the President 
ruled that the Security Council was not involved in a 
discussion relating to a dispute within the meaning of 
Article 32 and rule 37 of the rules of procedure until the 
agenda was adopted. The ruling of the President was 
maintained by the Council, a challenge having been 
rejected. *5 

The representative of Brazil stated that in view of the 
action already take’n by the Organization of American 
States, the most reasonable attitude which the Security 
Council could assume in the matter was to wait for the 
report of the InterWL4merican Peace Committee. Any 
action by the Security Council at that stage or even any 
discussion of the subject without the proper information 
would not be justified and could only introduce confu- 
sion into the current situation. 

. 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
prima facie the situation was one that could not be 
dismissed without investigation. For the Security 
Council to divest itself of its ultimate responsibility 
would be gravely to prejudice the moral authority of 
the United Nations. It was also clear that it was not 
at the moment open to the Security Council to take any 
further action in the matter without having more facts 
at its disposal. The question was how to establish the 
facts. The action of the Inter-American Peace Com- 
mittee was sufficient for the moment as a means of 
providing the necessary information for the Council. 
The Committee was part of the Organization of American 
States, which was a regional organization within the 
meaning of Chapter VIII. Where such an organization 
took, of its own initiative, proper and constructive 
action, it seemed to the United Kingdom delegation 
entirely in accordance with the provisions of the Charter 
that such action should go on and that the Council 
should be kept informed. 

The representative of France stated that the essential 
thing was that the Security Council should be in a posi- 
tion to be acquainted by the fact-finding committee 
with the real situation prevailing in the area under 
consideration. In suspending its action until it was 
more fully informed, the Security Council was in no 
way jettisoning the matter which had been submitted 
to it. By applying the procedure provided for by Arti- 
cle 52 of the Charter, it was not declining any of the 
responsibilities which the last paragraph of that Article 
conferred on it and which governed the interpretation 
of the preceding paragraph. 

44 S 13245, O.R., 9th year, Suppi. for April-June 1954, p. 16. 
4S For consideration of inclusion of the question in the agenda, 

see chapter II, Case 22; for proceedings regarding the retention 
and deletion of the item from the agenda, see chapter II, Case 23; 
for consideration o fthe invitation to the representatives of Gua- 
temala, Honduras and Nicaragua, see chapter III, Case 23. 

The representative of China expressed the view that 
the purposes and procedures of the Organization of 
*4merican States were in perfect harmonv with the 
principles of the Charter. He was convinced that the 
machinery of that Organization was adequate to handle 
the matter before the Securitv Council. It was even 
possible to say that the machinery of the Organization 
of American States had been specifically designed to 
meet such a situation as existed in Guatemala. After 
studying the basic documents involved, the represen- 
tative of China could not escape the conclusion that the 
members of that organization were legally bound to 
take their disputes or controversies in the first instance 
to that organization, and not to the Security Council or 
to the General Assembly. 

The representative of New Zealand considered that 
the Securitv Council should not, bv any decision it 4 d 
might reach, give the appearance bf abdicating the 
supreme responsibility and authority conferred upon 
it by the Charter. This was a matter of principle and 
cardinal importance to small nations. Any decision 
not to proceed with the discussion of the Guatemalan 
complaint at that meeting of the Council did not affect 
this principle and did not prejudice the Council’s right 
to take up the question in the future if eve_nts made this . 
necessary. *-- --M 

The representative of Denmark, having in view the 
provisions of Chapter VIII of the Charter and consider- 
ing the practice which had developed with regard to 
the way in which disputes on the American continent 
were dealt with, did not wish to oppose a procedure 
along the lines suggested by the Inter-&4merican Peace 
Committee. The Security Council would thus in no 
way divest itself of its interest in the matter, becab;e 
it was clear from Article 5-1 of the Charter, and from 
the words of the Secretary-General of the Inter-Ameri- 
can Peace Committee, that the Committee was ready 
to keep the Securitv Council fully informed of the results c 
of its procedure. 

The representative of the USSR stated that, a(-lmit- 
tedly, Article 52 provided for the consideration of certain 
disputes between States in regional organizations. It 
stated precisely, however, that such organizations could 
examine all types of disputes before they were referred 
to the Security Council, The question, however, was 
already before the Council. It had never been the 
practice of the Security Council to transmit questions 
of aggression to some other organization, particularly 
the Organization of American States. The procedure 
of outside settlement could not be forced upon the 
Security Council. The question of putting a stop to 
aggression should be dealt with by the Security Council, 
upon which Article 24 of the Charter laid primary res- 
ponsibility for the maintenance of peace and securitv. 
Consequently, the Security Council must deal with tie 
question in accordance with .Qticle 52 (2). Also, in 
view of the stipulation of Article 52 (-Q the provisions 
of the Charter relating to the prevention of aggression 
prevailed over regional arrangements. 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
United States, declared that the Government of Gua- 
temala had regularly exercised the privileges and had 

Y? 
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enjoyed all the advantages of membership in the Orga- 
nization of American States. Guatemala was obligated 
by Article 52 (2) of the Charter to “make every effort 
to achieve pacific settlement of local disputes through 
regional arrangements”. Its effort to * by-pass the 
Organ&&ion of American States was, in substance, a 
violation of Article 52 (2). The United States was, 
both legally and as a matter of honour, bound by its 
undertakings contained in Article 52 (2) of the Charter 

of the United Nations and in Article 20 of the Charter 
of the Organization of American States, to oppose 
consideration by the Security Council of the matter 
until it had first been dealt with by the Organization 
of American States, which through its regularly consti- 
tuted agencies, was already dealing with the problem. 

The provisional agenda was not adopted? 

4@ 676th meeting: para. 195. 

Part v 

**CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 82-83 OF THE CHARTER 

Part VI 

**CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER XVII OF THE CHARTER 
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