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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

The present volume constitutes the second supple- 
ment to the Repertoire of rhe Prucfice of the Security 
Council, 1946-1951, which was issued in 1954. It covers 
the proceedings of the Security Council from the 710th 
meeting on 12 January 1956 to the 844th meeting on 
IS December 1958. Further supplements covering the 
proceedings 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 Secu- 
rity Council were presented in the original volume have 
been maintained unchanged in this supplement. New 
headings have been inserted where required. Topics 
which the Council has not discussed anew during this 
time arc identified by double asterisks. 

The methods employed and the principles observed 
in the preparation of this supplement have been the 
same as for the original volume of the Repertoire. They 
are explained in the General Introduction to that 
volume. The Repertoire is an expository work, which 
presents the results of an empirical survey of the proce- 
dures of the Council in a way calculated to make 
rcfcrence easy, and constitutes essentially a guide to the 
proceedings of the Council. 

As was observed in the original volume, the Reper- 

toire is not intcndcd as a substitute for the records of 
the Security Council, which constitute the only com- 
prchcnsivc and authoritative account of its deliberations. 
The catcgorics employed to arrange the material are not 
intcndcd to suggest the cxistcncc of proccdurcs or prac- 
ticcs which have not been clearly or demonstrably 
csti~blishcd by the Council itself. The Security Council 
is at alI times, within the framework of the Charter, 
“master of its own procedure “. The object of the 
Reprtoire will hnvc been achieved if the reader, by 
using the dcscriptivc titles of the headings under which 
the material is presented, is enabled to find relevant 
proceedings in order to draw conclusions for himself 
concerning the practice of the Council. 

Details of the decisions of the Council have been in- 
cluded whcrc appropriate in the accounts of its pro- 
cccdings which make up this volume. The term ” deci- 
sion ” has again been used to mean not only those 
“ decisions ” to which specific refcrcncc is made in the 
text of Articles of the Charter, but all significant steps 
dccidcd upon by the Council, whcthcr by vote or othcr- 
wise, in the course of consideration of a question. 

The rcadcr should refer for full explanations of the 
organization and presentation of material to the ex- 
planatory matter in the original volume. An effort has 
been made to avoid unncccssary repetition of such 
explanations in this supplement. 
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Editorial note 

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

177th meeting : para. 10. 

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 
refcrcnce has been given accordingly. For S/documents 
printed only in the Official Records of meetings, ref- 
erence is given to the meeting and page. S/references 
without addition indicate that the text is available only 
in the S/scrics. 

3. Keferences from one chapter of the Repertoire to 
other chapters arc in the following form : 

See chapter X, Case I I. 

Keferences to other cases in the same chapter are in 
the following form : 

See Case 1 I. 

4. In citing statements in case histories it has been 
considered necessary at certain points to distinguish 
between statements made by representatives on the 
Council and statements by representatives or other per- 
sons 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 oj the Practice of the Security Coun- 
cil 19461951. The present volume should be cited as 
Rep~rtnire of the Pruc’tice of the Security Council, Sup- 
plcJrnent 1956-1958. 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

- 

The material included in this chapter pertains to the 
proceedings of the Security Council in relation to all the 
provisional rules of procedure with the exception of the 
rules dealt with in other chapters as follows : Chapter 11 : 
Agenda (rules 6-l 2) ; chapter III : Participation in the 
proceedings of the Council (rules 37-39) ; chapter VII : 
Admission of New Mcmbcrs (rules 58-60) ; and chap- 
ter VI : Relations with other organs (rule 61). Material 
relating to the application of Article 27 (rule 40) is 
presented in chapter IV. 

The major headings under which the material is 
presented in this chapter follow the classification 
previously adopted for the Repertoire. The arrange- 
ment of each part is based on the successive chapters 

of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 
Council. 

During the period under review, the Council has not 
considered the adoption or amendment of rules of pro- 
cedure. Therefore, the case histories included under 
each rule are confined to those proceedings of the 
Council in which a question has arisen regarding the 
application of the rule or where discussion has taken 
place regarding a temporary departure from the usual 
practice. As was noted in the previous volumes, the case 
histories in this chapter do not constitute cumulative 
evidence of the practice of the Council, but arc indicative 
of special problems which have arisen in the proceedings 
of the Council under its provisional rules. 

Part I 

MEETINGS (RULES l-5) 

NOTE 

The proceedings of the Security Council relating to 
rules l-5 of the provisional rules of procedure rcflcct the 
provisions of Article 28 of the Charter. In accordance 
with paragraph I of the Article, which provides that the 
Council “ bc so organized as to bc able to function 
continuously “, rule 1 stipulates that “the interval 
between meetings shall not exceed fourteen days “, As in 
earlier periods, when no particular item on the agenda 
required immcdiatc consideration, the President has 
consulted with the rcprcscntativcs on the Council to 
ascertain whether thcrc was any objection to his 
intention to waive rule I. During the period under 
review, the rule was thus waived twenty-two times. 

In rcccnt years consultation has generally taken place 
before the calling of a meeting. The summoning of a 
meeting in urgent circumstances has given rise to dis- 
cussion with respect to omission of such prior con- 
sultation with members of the Council (Casts 2 and 3), 
and the cffcct on requirements as to timely submission 
of credentials (Cast 4). 

No periodic meetings, as provided under rule 4, were 
held during the period covered by this Supplement. 

+*I. CONSIDERATION OF TIIE ADOPTION OH AMENU- 
MENT OF HIJLES l-5 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCXHNING T1IE APPLICATION OF 
HlJLES I-5 

a. Rule 1 

CASE 1 

At the 734th meeting on 26 September 1956, in 
connexion with items submitted by France and the 

3 

United Kingdom and by Egypt concerning the Suez 
Canal, the representative of the United Kingdom sug- 
gestcd that the Council adjourn until the afternoon of 
4 October 1956 to enable the Foreign Ministers of the 
countries concerned to take part in the meetings. The 
suggestion of the representative of Iran to adjourn until 
5 October 1956 was supported by the rcprcsentatives of 
Peru and the USSR. 

The representative of the United Kingdom thereupon 
urged that the President (Cuba) consult the convenience 
of delegations and set a date accordingly. The rcpre- 
sentative of Iran agreed, observing that in any case, 
under the rules of procedure, it was for the President to 
decide the date of the next meeting. 

The President stated that though he would no longer 
be President the following month he would. on 28 Sep- 
tcmbcr, consult the members of the Council through the 
Secretariat, and then call a meeting on the date chosen 
by the majority.’ 

b. Rule 2 

CASE 2 

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, when the 
provisional agenda included the letter’ dated 27 October 
1956 from the representatives of France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States concerning the situation 
in Hungary, the representative of the USSR, speaking 

1 For texts of relevant statements. see : 
734th meeting : President (Cuba), paras. 163. I65 ; Iran, 

paras. 84, I61 ; Peru, para. I58 ; USSK, paras. I56- I57 ; 1Jnited 
Kingdom, paras. 10, 22, 159-160 ; United States, prrra. 44. 

* S/3690, O.R.. 1 IA year, SuppI. jar OCI.-lhc. IY56, p. 100. 

-. 
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on a point of order, stated that the meeting had been 
called in a manner inconsistent with the traditions of the 
Council, for the President (France), in fixing the date 
and time of the meeting, had failed to consult certain 
members, including the delegation of the Soviet Union. 
This disregard by the President of certain members was 
inadmissible, and the haste with which the meeting had 
been convened on the question raised by the letter of 
27 October was in no way justified by the circumstances. 

The President stated that he was required, under the 
rules of procedure, to call a meeting at the request of 
any member or members of the Council. and that when 
a meeting was requested as a matter of urgency, the 
President was required to convene the meeting as such. 
There was nothing in the rules of procedure which 
required the President to consult his colleagues. Quite 
apart from considerations of courtesy, the President 
would in any event have been unable to hold con- 
sultations in the short time that was available. However, 
he had asked the Secretary of the Council to notify all 
members immediately, and that had been done. 

The reprcsentativc of the USSR replied that, although 
the President had described the rules of procedure cor- 
rectly, a definite tradition with regard to fixing the date 
of a meeting existed in the Council, and had never 
previously been infringed. In this instance it had been 
infringed without any justifications 

8 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
746th meeting : President (France), para. 3 ; USSR, paras. 1,4. 

CASE 3 

At the 752nd meeting on 2 November 1956, the 
provisional agenda included the letter ’ dated 27 October 
1956 from the representatives of France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States, concerning the situation 
in Hungary. The President (Iran) informed the Security 
Council that by another letter6 dated 2 November 1956, 
the three representatives had m-an urgent 
meeting of the Council to consider the ltcm on the 
situation in Hungary of which the Council had already 
been seized. The Prcsidcnt, having noted that the letter 
had reached him at 1.00 p.m. that afternoon. stated that 
the urgency of the matter of which the Council was 
already seized had left him no choice but to convene 
the Council. It had been impossible to consult members 
beforehand. He hoped in future to have the necessary 
time for such consultations. 

The representative of the USSR stated that in view 
of the President’s explanation there was no need for him 
to dwell on the hurried manner in which the meeting of 
the Council had been called.’ 

4 S/3690, O.R., I I th year, Strppl. for Oct.-DEC., 1956, p. 100. 

5 S/3723, O.R., I tth yew, SuppI. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 117. 

0 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
752nd meeting : President (Iran), para. 3 ; USSR, para. S. 

Part II 

REPRESENTATION AND CREDENTIALS (RULES 13-17) 

NOTE 

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

In one instance during the period under review, the 
question of the validity of the credentials of the repre- 
sentative of a Member State invited to participate in the 
discussions of the Council was raised. The discussion 
turned on three questions : (a) whether rule 14 or rule 17 
was to bc applied; (6) whether an invited representative 
could be seated at the Council table without permission 
to speak pending the verification of his credentials; and 
(c) whether credentials empowering a representative to 
participate in a special session of the General Assembly 
could be accepted as empowering him to participate on 
invitation in the discussions of the Council (Case 4). 

The question of the continued validity of the creden- 
tials of the representative of a member of the Council 
in circumstances of contested authority to issue creden- 
tials was discussed in the proceedings presented in 
Casts 5 and 6. 

The proceedings relating to Cases 4, 5 and 6 have 
been presented as a whole under rules 13-17 of the 
provisional rules of procedure because the discussions 
in connexion therewith touched upon all the rules in- 
cluded in chapter III of the rules of procedure. 

+*I. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND- 
MENT OF HIJI.FS 13-17 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION OF 
RULES 13.17 

Rules 13-17 in general 

CASE 4 

At the 752nd meeting on 2 November 1956, in con- 
ncxion with the letter dated 27 October 1956 from the 
representatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States concerning the situation in Hungary, the 
President (Iran) invited the representative of Hungary, 
Mr. Szabo, to take a place at the Council table. The 
President then called upon the representative of China 
on a point of order. 

The representative of China, having stated that at a 
previous meeting of the Council [746th meeting] a 
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representative of Hungary had been asked to participate 
- in the debate, inquired of the President whether he had 

any assurance that the person invited did in fact 
represent the Government of the Hungarian Republic, 
and, if so, whether he would give the Security Council 
the necessary assurance in regard to his representative 
character. 

The President observed that in the absence of evidence 
to the contrary the Council was supposed to accept the 
representative of a country as long as his status had not 
been disapproved. 

The representative of the United States requested that 
the credentials “of the gentleman who is sitting in the 
seat of Hungary” be submitted to the Council so that it 
could see whether he did in fact represent the Hungarian 
Government. 

The President said that under the rules of procedure 
credentials must bc submitted to the Secretary-General, 
whose duty it was to study their validity. 

The Under-Secretary stated that the meeting of the 
Council had been called at very short notice, and that 
when, with the permission of the Prcsidcnt and under 
his instructions, he had informed the Hungarian dclc- 
gation, he had been told that a rcprcscntativc would 
attend the meeting. Hc had also been informed by 
Mr. Szabo that hc had been authorized by his Govem- 
ment to act in the absence of Ambassador Kos. The 
Under-Secretary added that he had just been informed 

- 
that a cable had been rcccived from the Hungarian 
Government signed by lmrc Nagy, Prime Minister and 
Acting Minister of Foreign Affairs, appointing Mr. Szabo 
as representative at the emergency session of the General 
Assembly which convened on 1 November 1956. 

The representative of the United States, after quoting 
rules 14 and IS of the rules of procedure, raised the 
question “ whether this gentleman here on t-r&y left” was 
qualified, in the light of those rules, to sit at the Council 
table. 

The President replied that he had been aware of the 
two rules which the reprcscntativc of the United States 
had read out, but: 

“ . . . as the Council was called on only three hours’ 
notice, it was very difficult to ask the representative 
of a country to submit his credentials twenty-four 
hours before the meeting. It was physically impossible 
for the Secretariat to comply with the requirements of 
the rules mentioned. 

‘I . . . but as the rules of procedure allow us to scat 
the representative of a country provisionally pending 
the approval of his credentials, I would suggest that 
the rcprcscntativc of Hungary should sit at the Council 
table, but should not make a statement until the 
Secretariat has time to verify his credentials.” 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
he had a slight doubt whether it would bc proper to 

- provide that until the credentials had been verified. the 
representative should merely sit at the table and not 
speak. Under rule 16, the representative would appear 
to have the same rights as other representatives. 

The representative of the United States supported the 
suggestion made by the President. 

The representative of the USSR maintained that at the 
746th meeting the Security Council had adopted a 
decision to invite the rcprcscntativc of Hungary to par- 
ticipate in the consideration of the item. That decision 
still stood. In opposition to the President’s suggestion, he 
drew the attention of the Council to rule 17 of the rules 
of procedure. 

The representative of Peru acknowledged that rule I7 
was quite explicit, but the President’s suggestion imposed 
a moral duty on the representative of Hungary, who, 
moreover, would only be entitled to speak after the 
members of the Council had stated their views. He 
suggcstcd that the Council adopt the President’s sug- 
gestion, without specifically challenging rule 17. 

The representative of Cuba expressed the view that 
rule I7 did not apply to the present case, but solely to 
the rcpresentativcs of members of the Security Council 
who were to bc cnablcd thereby to continue discharging 
their duties as long as their crcdcntials were not declared 
invalid. If rule I7 were to apply, it was quite con- 
ceivable that “this gentleman might make a statement 
on behalf of a Government he was not authorized to 
represent “. Rule 14, which alone was pertinent, required 
that the credentials of a representative be submitted 
before the meeting. As a compromise measure. however, 
the rcprcscntative of Cuba was prepared to accept the 
Prcsidcnt’s suggestion. 

The rcprescntativc of Yugoslavia observed that since 
three members of the Council had deemed it necessary 
to call an emergency meeting of the Council, the Council 
should illso apply the emergency rule of procedure. 
namely rule 17, which in his view was applicable not 
only to members of the Security Council, but also to 
any representative in the Council. Therefore. the Security 
Council should either recognize the right of the repre- 
scntativc of Hungary to participate in the discussions 
with the same rights as any other representative, or 
adjourn the meeting. 

The President, after observing that there would be no 
opportunity for the representative of Hungary to speak 
at that meeting, stated : 

“ . . . In the circumstances. it might be better to take 
no decision, bccausc T know that there is uncertainty 
in the minds of lawyers x to whether rule 17 applies 
exclusively to members of the Security Council or also 
to States invited to participate in the dcbatc.. .” 

He thought it would be advisable, following the sug- 
gestion of the representative of Peru. to leave the 
question to the discretion of the Prcsidcnt and proceed 
with the discussion. There was no need to take a decision 
on the question of crcdcntials, as the Secretariat would 
have an opportunity to verify them in the meantime. 

The representative of Australia pointed out that at 
the instant meeting the place of the permanent repre- 
sentative of Hungary had been taken at the Council 
table by a member of the Permanent Mission of Hungary 
who, like all mcmbcrs of pcrmancnt missions listed in 
the official list, had presumably been properly accredited 



6 Chapter I. Provisional rules of procedure 

by the head of his mission. This conferred on him a 
certain official character reinforced by the arrival of a 
telegram establishing credentials for his appearance at 
the emergency special session of the General Assembly. 
The question was whcthcr Mr. Sznbo was qualified to sit 
at the table of the Security Council. The rules of pro- 
cedure wcrc provisional and had not envisaged a meeting 
called with such urgency that the credentials of a new 
representative could not be verified beforehand. He 
suggested that as a matter of democratic procedure 
“the gentleman who has taken the seat of the repre- 
sentative of Hungary ” might be asked to inform the 
Council in what capacity he appeared. 

Following further discussion indicating agreement that 
the representative of Hungary should bc seated, the 
representative of Peru proposed formally that the 
Security Council leave the matter in the hands of the 
President. 

Decision: The proposal of the representative of Peru 
was adopted without objeclion.aa 

4. 

CASE 5 

At the 827th meeting on 15 July 1958. in connexion 
with the letter 7 dated 22 May 1958 from the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon addressed to the President of the 
Security Council, the representative of the USSR asked 
that the powers of the representative of Iraq be clarified 
before the Security Council proceeded to the adoption 
of the agenda. He understood that there was a com- 
munication to the effect that the revolutionary Govcm- 
ment of Iraq had recalled the rcprescntativc of Iraq and 
had named a new representative to the United Nations 
and to the Security Council. 

The President (Colombia) declared that according to 
the rules of procedure, questions relating to the creden- 
tials of members of the Council were to be determined 
by the Secretary-General. He called upon the Secretary- 
General. 

The Secretary-Genera! stated that the communication 
which he had received that morning regarding the 
question of credentials was signed “Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs ” rather than by any person. His only information 
concerning the formation of a new cabinet emanated 
from Baghdad Radio. He noted that article 5 of the 
ratified Constitution of the Arab Union provided that 
“The King of Iraq shall be head of the Union, and, in 
his absence, the King of Jordan shall be the head “. 
Furthermore, hc had noted the declarations which King 
Hussein of Jordan had made regarding the Government 
which claimed to be the Government in Baghdad. Under 
the circumstances, he had not felt that the com- 
munication was in order as credentials. 

N For texts of relevant statements. see : 
752nd meeting: President (Iran). paras. 7-8, 10. 13. 17-19, 

3.5 : Australia. Darns. 37-40 : China, para. 9 : Cuha. paras. 27-28. 
31 ; Peru, park 25-26. 43-44 ; USSR. para. 22 ; United King- 
dom, para. 20 ; United States, paras. I 1, 16, 21 ; Yugoslavia, 
paras. 32, 34 ; Under-Sccrctary, paras. 14-15. 

7 S/4007. O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 33. 

The representative of the USSR thought the Security 
Council should consider and confirm in accordance with 
the rules the new credentials contained in the com- 
munication referred to by the Secretary-General. Iraq 
was an independent country, and the King of Jordan had 
no right to give orders to the new Government. No 
instructions from the King could have binding force on 
the Security Council, the United Nations and the rcprc- 
sentative of Iraq. Iraq’s seat in the Council could be held 
only by a legitimate rcpresentativc of Iraq appointed by 
the legitimate Government of Iraq, which was the 
revolutionary Govcrnmcnt in Baghdad. Under the 
United Nations Charter and the rules of procedure. the 
Security Council was empowered to accept the repre- 
sentation only of the new representative appointed by the 
Government of Iraq. 

The representative of the United Kingdom observed 
that the credentials of Mr. Abbass as the representative 
of Iraq on the Security Council had been duly presented 
to the Secretary-General. It was undoubtedly the legi- 
timate Government of Iraq which had issued those 
credentials. The representative of Iraq was fully cntitlcd, 
under rule 16 of the rules of proccdurc, to take his scat 
in the Security Council with the same rights as other 
representatives, and, under rule 17. to continue to sit 
unless objection to his credentials had been sustained 
by a vote of the Council. The objection to the credentials 
of the representative of Iraq should not be upheld, nor 
should the Council pursue the question of the allcgcd 
credentials of the alleged representative of the revo- 
lutionary Government. 

The representative of Panama observed that the revo- 
lutionary Government of Iraq was a de facto Govcrn- 
ment which had not been duly recognized. Under these 
circumstances, “any objection to the credentials of the 
representative of Iraq would not bc valid on the present 
occasion “. 

The representative of the USSR, having cited a com- 
munication dated 15 July 1958 from Beirut to the effect 
that the revolutionary Government of Iraq had asked 
for a postponement of the emergency meeting of the 
Security Council and had decided to send a new repre- 
sentative to the United Nations, observed : 

1‘ . . . neither the Security Council nor the Secretary- 
General nor the King of Jordan have the right to 
speak either for the people of Iraq or for the Govcrn- 
ment of Iraq. It is only the Iraq people, the Iraq 
Government, which can appoint or recall their 
accredited representatives to the’various organs of the 
United Nations, and specifically to this Council.” 

The Soviet delegation considered, therefore, that the 
powers of the present representative of Iraq in the 
Council were no longer valid. 

The representative of Panama replied that there was 
no need to pass on the question of credentials at that 
time, that sufficient time had not clapsed to demonstrate 
that the new Government was in a position to fulfi! its 
international commitments and maintain public order, 
and that the Council lacked clear and concrete infor- 
mation. He asked that the Council pass to the matter on 
the agenda. 
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The President stated : 

“Bearing in mind the report submitted by the 
Secretary-General, and in accordance with rule 17 of 
the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 
Council, the President is of the opinion that we should 
continue with our agenda for this meeting, unless a 
member of the Council wishes to submit to the vote 
the question of credentials which was raised by the 
Soviet Union representative.“” 

The Council decided, without objection, to proceed 
to consider its agenda.’ 

CASE 6 

At the 834th meeting on 18 July 1958, in connexion 
with the letter lo dated 22 May 1958 from the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon, the Secretary-General submitted, 
under rule IS of the provisional rules of procedure, an 
oral report on the question of the credentials of the 
representative of Iraq, as follows: First, the Secretary- 
General had received a letter, dated 15 July 1958 and 
signed by Mr. A. Joumaro, the Foreign Minister of Iraq, 
declaring that his Government had appointed Mr. Jawad 
as the representative of Iraq on the Security Council 
and that the credentials of Mr. Abbass had been with- 
drawn. Second, the Secretary-General had previously 
received a cable, dated 17 July 1958, stating that on 
15 July 1958 the Council of the Ministers of the Repu- 
blic of Iraq had declared the withdrawal of Iraq from 

/- 
the Arab Union with Jordan, and that the Government 
of the Republic considered as null and void all commit- 
ments and obligations which had arisen from that Union. 
Third, the Secretary-General drew the attention of the 
Council to article 1 of the Constitution of the Arab 
Union, that : “The Head of the Union appoints diplo- 
matic representatives of the Union “. Hc observed that 
this provision had to be read together with article 5 of 
the Constitution, that : “The King of Iraq shall be the 
Head of the Union, and in his absence the King of 
Jordan shall bc the Head “. 

The representative of the USSR maintained that the 
credentials of the representative of Iraq, Mr. Jawad, 
were fully in accord with the provisions of rule 13 of 
the rule of procedure, and that they were duly signed by 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Iraq. There could, 
therefore, be no doubt that Mr. Jawad was the repre- 
sentative of Iraq on the Security Council. With respect 
to the observations made by the Secretary-General 
regarding the provisions of articles 5 and 51 of the 
Constitution of the Arab Union, the representative of the 
USSR declared that the Constitution had ceased to exist 
when the Republic of Iraq withdrew from the Arab 
Union. Even if objections were made to the credentials 
of Mr. Jawad, he was to sit in the seat of Iraq, in 
accordance with rule 17 of the provisional rules of 

R For texts of relevant statements. see : 
827th meeting (PV) : President (Colombia), pp. 2, 16-20 ; 

- Panama. p. 6 : USSR, pp. 2-5, 7-l 1 : United Kingdom, p. 6 ; 
Secretary-General, p. 2. 

@ 8271h meeting (PV): pp. 16-20. 

‘O S/4007. OX., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p, 33. 

procedure, until the Security Council had decided the 
matter. 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
the Security Council had made its position clear at the 
previous meeting when it had not even found it neces- 
sary to vote on the matter. His delegation was not 
prepared to recognize any document purporting to have 
issued from the revolutionary authorities in Baghdad as 
having affected the validity of the credentials of 
Mr. Abbass. 

The representative of Iraq, Mr. Abbass, in reply to 
the inquiry of the representative of the USSR con- 
cerning the identity of the person who had signed his 
credentials, stated that the letter of credentials had been 
signed by the Foreign Minister of Iraq before the Union 
bctwccn Jordan and Iraq had become effective. Sub- 
sequently, hc had been confirmed in his position by the 
Foreign Minister of the Union who had not deemed it 
necessary to issue new credentials. The Constitution of 
the Arab Union stipulated that among the questions 
which were entrusted to the Government of the Ilninn 
was foreign affairs, and that all previous matters of 
foreign affairs would remain in force. After the recent 
turn of events in Iraq, hc had sought a legal inter- 
pretation of his position. He had rcccived official 
communications from Amman stating that, in the 
absence of the King of Iraq, the King of Jordan had 
assumed his constitutional authority as the head of the 
Arab Union and that the direction of foreign affairs of 
the Union had been transferred to Amman. and directing 
him to continue to represent Iraq in the United Nations 
and the Security Council and to rcceivc his instructions 
from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Amman. He had 
also been notified of the appointment by King Hussein 
of a new Minister for Foreign Affairs for the Arab 
Union. 

The Secretary-General. in reply to the inquiry of the 
representative of the USSR, stated that, according to the 
information available to the Secretariat, the Constitution 
of the Arab Union, after having rcccived preliminary 
approval in accordance with the rcspcctivc constitutions 
of Iraq and Jordan, had been signed by Kinc Faisal and 
King Hussein in Baghdad on 12 May 1958, and had 
conic into force on that date. The letter of credentials of 
Mr. Abbass had been signed by the then Minister of 
Foreign Affairs on 18 May. Finally, the Sccretary- 
Gcncral, in confirmation of the statement made by the 
rcprcsentntivc of Iraq, cited a provision of the Con- 
stitution of the Union, which rend as follows : 

“Article 62 (a). The following affairs shall be 
within the cxclusivc jurisdiction of the Govcmment 
of the Union : 

“ 1. Foreign affairs and diplomatic and consular 
representation.” 

The representative of the USSR pointed out that only 
Iraq had been elected as a member of the Security 
Council. Mr. Abbass sat in the seat of the representative 
of Iraq, and not of the Arab IJnion. Two States repre- 
sentcd the Arab Union in the United Nations, namely, 
Iraq and Jordan. After the establishment of the Union, 
these two States had not merged and had not forfeited 
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their sovereignty as far as their representation in the 
United Nations was concerned. This was a different 
situation from the one which had arisen in connexion 
with the establishment, by Egypt and Syria, of the 
United Arab Republic which was represented in the 
United Nations only by one representative. The creden- 
tials of Mr. Abbass, as appeared clearly from the replies 
made by the Secretary-General and Mr. Abbass himself, 
were signed by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Iraq, 
and not of the Federation. These credentials had been 
cancelled out by the other credentials signed by the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Iraq and issued to 
Mr. Jawad. This was a perfectly normal situation which 
might happen to any or all the representatives on the 
Security Council. In the present instance, however, the 
difficulty stemmed not from the juridical situation, but 
from the political attitude of certain countries toward 
the new Government of Iraq contrary to the Charter of 
the United Nations, since no Member could intervene, 
nor could the Organization itself, in the domestic affairs 
of Member States. 

The President (Colombia) expressed his agreement 
with the representative of the USSR in considering that 
the question of the credentials ought to be settled in the 
light of rule 17 of the provisional rules of procedure. It 
was the considered opinion of the Chair that this rule 
should be so interpreted as to indicate that the repre- 
sentative of Iraq who had been occupying the seat of 
Iraq in the Council should continue to sit in the scat of 
Iraq, with the same rights as other representatives, until 
the Council arrived at another conclusion. He added 
that, in the absence of a motion calling for a vote on 
the particular matter, the President’s ruling was that the 
Council should continue the discussion of the item on 
the agenda. 

The representative of the USSR observed that a 
question such as the approval of credentials could not 
be decided by a mere ruling of the President, for the 
question required a formal decision by the Council. 
Since the Council was not yet prepared to take such a 

11 For texts of relevant statements, see: 
834th meeting (PV) ; President (Colombia), p. 21 ; Iraq, 

pp. 12-15; USSR, pp. 5-12, 16-21 ; United Kingdom, p. 11 , 
Secretary-General, pp. 2-5, 16. 

decision, he would reserve his right to raise the question 
at another more appropriate time.” 

On 6 August 1958, the Secretary-General submitted a 
report I* to the Security Council concerning the creden- 
tials of the representative of Iraq. At the 838th meeting 
on 7 August 1958, before the adoption of the agenda, 
the President (France), in welcoming Mr. Jawad as the 
representative of Iraq, drew the attention of the Council 
to the report. 

The report of the Secretary-General referred to the 
cable,ls dated 17 July 1958, which had been received 
from the Minister of Foreign Affairs in Baghdad in- 
forming him, inter al& that the Government of Iraq 
considered all obligations arising from the Arab Union 
as null and void. In the report, the Secretary-General 
noted that he had been officially notified by the Govem- 
ment of Jordan that it considered the Constitution of the 
Arab Union in abeyance and inapplicable. Pursuant to 
rule 15 of the provisional rules of proccdurc, the Secre- 
tary-General referred to the letter,” dated 15 July 1958, 
from the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Government 
of Iraq stating that Mr. Jawad had been appointed as 
the Iraqi representative in the Security Council. The 
Secretary-General stated that in his opinion the creden- 
tials of the representative of Iraq were in order. 

The President further drew the attention of the 
Council to the letter,‘& dated 5 August 1958, from the 
Permanent Representative of Iraq to the Secretary- 
General informing him that the Hashemite Kingdom of 
Jordan had declared the termination of the Arab Union 
as from 1 August 1958, and that this had terminated 
his mission as the Permanent Representative of Iraq to 
the United Nations, accredited as such by the Govern- 
ment of the Arab Union. 

At the 838th meeting on 7 August 1958, Mr. Jawad, 
the representative of the Republic of Iraq, took his seat 
on the Security Council.‘@ 

‘* S/4080. 
1s S/4060. para. 4. 
I’ S/4060, para. 3. 
15 S/4081. 
1’ 838th meeting (PV) : p. 2. 

Part III 

PRESIDENCY (RULES 18-20) 

NOTE 

Part III of this chapter is confined to proceedings of 
the Council directly related to the office of the President. 
Material relevant to the cxcrcise by the President of his 
functions under rules relating to other aspects of the 
practice of the Council will be found also in part V of 
the present chapter. The functions of the President in 
connexion with the agenda are dealt with in chapter II. 

In connexion with rule I9 is presented an instance in 

which the Council availed itself of the services of the 
President to examine with the parties concerned any 
proposals which, in his opinion, were likely to contribute 
to the settlement of a dispute (Case 7). The proceedings 
summarized in Case 8 relate to the temporary cession of 
the Chair under rule 20. 

The six occasions on which the President has for- 
mulated the conclusions reached in the debate are dealt 
with in chapter VIII (part II, decisions of 25 October 



Part 111. Presidency (rules 18-20) 9 

1956, 27 April 1957, 21 and 28 May 1957,21 February 
- 1958 and 4 June 1958). In connexion with the summary 

by the President of views expressed at the 779th meeting 
on 2 I May 1957, one member of the Council observed 
that the President had also summarized certain questions 
which had been raised by members of the Council. 
These, he said, reflected the views of individual dele- 
gations and not the opinion of the whole Security 
Council as an organ of the United Nations. 

+ *l. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND- 

MENT OF RULES 18-20 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING TIIE APPLICATION OF 

RULES 18-20 

a. Rule 19 

CASE 7 

At the 768th meeting on 15 February 1957, in con- 
nexion with the India-Pakistan question, the repre- 
sentatives of Australia, Cuba, the United Kingdom and 
the United States submitted a joint draft resolution” 
requesting the Prcsidcnt of the Security Council, the 
reprcscntativc of Sweden, to visit India and Pakistan 
for the purpose of examining with the two Governments 
proposals which, in his opinion, were likely to contribute 
to the achicvcment of demilitarization or to the establish- 
mcnt of other conditions of progress towards the scttle- 
ment of the dispute, having regard to previous resolutions 

Y 
of the Council and the United Nations Commission for 
India and Pakistan and bearing in mind the statements 
of the representatives of Pakistan and India and the 
proposal for the use of a temporary United Nations 
force. and to report to the Council not later than 
I5 April 1957. 

The reprcscntative of the United Kingdom observed 
that the draft resolution provided for a procedure which 
would, he hoped. cnablc progress to be made, but not 
through the medium of public debate during the next 
few weeks. The Prcsidcnt would undertake his task not 
as the reprcscntativc of any country but would go with 
all the authority of the Security Council to make 
available to the parties his impartial judgemcnt. 

At the 769th meeting on 15 February 1957, the repre- 
sentative of France observed that the draft resolution 
was not in the nature of a substantive decision. It con- 
fined itself to prescribing a fact-finding measure and the 
Council would take no decision on the solution of the 
Kashmir problem until it had heard the report of its 
President. The final phrase of operative paragraph I was 
only an “ indication “. 

At the 770th meeting on I8 February 1957, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR submitted amendments,‘” the 
purpose of which, he said, was to remove from the 
joint draft resolution provisions to which objection had 
been raised by one of the parties, but to retain the core 
of the proposal to send the President of the Council to 

-. India and Pakistan. 
-__ 
I7 S/3787, O.R., 12th year, SuppI. for Jan.-Mar. 1957. pp. 7-8. 
Ia S/3789, O.R.. 12th year, Suppl. for Jun.-Mar. 1957, p. 8. 

At the 77 1st meeting on 18 February 1957, the repre- 
sentative of Colombia, in connexion with the amend- 
ments I9 which he had submitted to the joint draft 
resolution, stated that the President of the Council 
should be free to examine all the suggestions which had 
thus far been made, but that the Council could not seek 
a legal as well as a political resolution at the same time. 

At the 773rd meeting on 20 February 1957, the 
representative of the Philippines observed that, as far 
as the terms of reference of the President were con- 
cerned, it was desirable to mention what kind of 
proposals he was expected to take up with the Govern- 
ments of India and Pakistan. 

Decision : At the 773rd meeting on 20 February 1957, 
the USSR amendments were rejected by I vote in favour, 
2 against, with 8 abstentions. The Colombian amend- 
ment wus rejected by I vote in favour, none aguinst, 
with IO uhstentions. The joint druft resolution was not 
udopted. There were 9 votes in fuvortr und I uguinst, 
with I ub.vtention (the negative vote being that of a 
permanent member). I0 

At the same meeting. the representatives of Australia, 
the United Kingdom and the United States submitted a 
joint draft resolution ** requesting the President of the 
Security Council, the representative of Sweden, to visit 
India and Pakistan for the purpose of examining with 
the two Governments any proposals which, in his 
opinion, wcrc likely to contribute towards the scttlcment 
of the dispute, having regard to the previous resolutions 
of the Security Council and the United Nations Com- 
mission for India and Pakistan, and to report to the 
Council not later than I5 April 1957. 

Decision : At the 774th meeting on 21 February 1957, 
the joint draft resolution wus udopted by 10 votes in 
fuvour to none qainst, w*ith I abstention. 

At the same meeting. the President, having expressed 
his gratitude to the Council, obscrvcd that his acceptance 
of the mission was based on the express understanding 
that the two parties had declared themselves willing, in 
pursuance of operate paragraph 2 of the resolution, 
to co-operative with him in the performance of his 
functions, and that the result of his mission would 
largely depend upon the extent of that co-operation.*” 

I0 W3791iRev.l and Corr.1. O.R.. I21h year, Suppi. for 
Jun.-Mar. 1957. pp. 8-9. See chapter VIII. 

*O 773rd meeting : paras. 124-126. 

*’ S/3792 and Corr.1. 773rd meeting : para. 130. 

** 774th meeting : para. 79. 

*S For texts of relevant statements. see : 

768th meeting : China. paras. 125-126 ; United Kingdom, 
para. 20: United States, paras. 37-38 ; 769th meeting: India *, 
para. 48 ; 770th meetinn : Pakistan *. Darns. 129-130: IISSR. 
barns. 143-146 : 77 I st meeting : C6l6mhia. paras. 6-7. I 1~; 
773rd meeting : President (Sweden). para. I52 : Philinnines. 
para. 36 ; LJsSR. paras. 138-139 : 772th meeting : Pr&ideni 
(Sweden), paras. 81 -X3 ; Australia. paw. 96 ; Philippines, 
para. 93 ; United Kingdom, parns. X7-88 ; llnited States, 
paras. 90-91 : United Nations Representative for India and 
Pakistan, paras. 83-85. 

- - ..--__ 
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On 29 April 1957, the representative of Sweden sub- 
mitted to the Council, in pursuance of the resolution of 
21 February 1957, his report” on the mission which 
he had undertaken as the representative of the Security 
Council to India and Pakistan. At the 79 1st meeting on 
24 September 1957, the representative of Sweden stated 
that the submission of his report to the Council ter- 
minated his duties under the resolution of 21 February 
1957.‘5 

b. Rule 20 

CASE 8 

At the 814th meeting on 29 April 1958, in connexion 
with the letter *O dated 18 April 1958 from the repre- 
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
addressed to the President of the Security Council, the 
President (United States) called on the representative of 
the USSR on a point or order. 

The representative of the USSR inquired whether the 
President intended to invoke the provisions of rule 20 
of the rules of procedure of the Security Council. He 
stated that his inquiry was occasioned by the fact that at 
the last meeting of the Council it had been difficult to 
determine where the statements of the representative of 
the United States had ended and where the statements 
of the President of the Council had begun. 

The representative of the United Kingdom observed 
that the question of the application of rule 20 was 
entirely a matter within the discretion of the President 
of the Security Council. Rule 20 permitted the President 
to vacate the Chair when hc deemed that the proper 
fulfilmcnt of the responsibilities of the Presidency 
required that he should not preside over the Council. 
He expressed full confidence in the Prcsidcnt’s ability 
to conduct the meeting with fairness and impartiality 
and expressed the hope that the President would not find 
it necessary to invoke rule 20. 

The rcprcscntatives of France and Panama, in support 

2’ S/3821, O.R., l21h year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1957, 
pp. 12-16. 

*5 791st meeting : para. 8. 
*II S/3990. O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 8. 

Part 

SECRETARIAT 

NOTE 

Part IV relates to rules 2 I-26 of the provisional rules 
of procedure which delineate the more specific functions 
and powers of the Secretary-General in connexion with 
the meetings of the Council. Certain proceedings of the 
Council shed light on these functions of the Sccretary- 
General in so far as they concern the requirements of 
the Security Council and are summarized here by virtue 
of their possible relationship to rule 21 and Article 98. 

of the views expressed by the representative of the 
United Kingdom, maintained that the proceedings of the 
Council had been conducted in an impartial and regular 
manner. 

The representative of the USSR observed that the 
question before the Security Council was directly con- 
nectcd with the member of the Council which the 
President represented. Therefore, his inquiry had been, 
quite lcgitimatcly. addressed to the President and not to 
the other members of the Council. 

The President. after having quoted rule 20 of the pro- 
visional rules of procedure, observed : 

“ . . . In order to get at the spirit of the rule he has 
taken note that in parliamentary bodies within a 
national Government a member will disqualify himself 
if in his opinion the matter that confronts the body 
involves his persona1 interests. Transferring that line 
of thought to an international body like this, one 
would conclude that a representative of a Government 
should disqualify himself if the matter before the 
international body is one in which his Government has 
a selfish national interest. In my view that is not the 
case today. The proposal which is before us is one 
which involves immediately all the countries which are 
in the Arctic zone, and it involves only a little bit less 
immediately the whole world because it involves a 
question of war and peace.” 

He stated that the pending question did not involve a 
selfish national interest for any of the members of the 
Council, including the United States, and that, therefore, 
he did not deem it necessary to vacate the Chair. 

The representative of the USSR replied that he took 
note of the President’s ruling, although he could not 
asrce with the interpretation which the President had 
given of rule 20 of the provisional rules of procedure. 
There was no reference in that rule to the selfish national 
interest of any State. 

The President declared that the Council would pr& 
teed with discussion of the item on the agenda.” 

*’ For texts of relevant statements. see : 
814th meeting: President (United States), pnras. 12-14 ; 

Panama. pams. 6-7 ; USSR, paras. 2-3. 10-I I, IS ; United King- 
dom, paras. 4-5. 

lv 

(RULES 21-26) 

The proceedings summarized under rule 22 are so 
classified by virtue of the possible relation of that rule 
to Article 99 of the Charter. 

The Security Council, within the period covered by 
this Supplement, has requested the Secretary-General 
to undertake a survey of aspects of the enforcement of 
and compliance with certain of its decisions; sub- 
sequently, it has asked him to “continue his good offices 
with the parties “. The case histories listed under rule 23 
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report statements made by the Secretary-General in 
connexion with this mandate of investigation and report 
conferred upon him by the Council. Under rule 23 also 
will be found a note reflecting the participation of the 
Secretary-General in private proceedings of the Council. 

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. At its 825th meeting 
on I 1 June 1958, the Security Council, in deciding to 
dispatch urgently an observation group to proceed to 
Lebanon, authorized the Secretary-General “ to take 
the necessary steps to that end” and asked the 
observation group to keep the Council “currently in- 
formed ” through the Secretary-GeneraLxR 

The proceedings referred to in Case 20 are included 
as of interest in conncxion with the application of rule 26 
which requires the Sccrctary-Gcncral to prepare docu- 
ments for consideration by the Council and distribute 
them, except in urgent circumstances, at least forty-eight 
hours in advance of the meeting at which they are to be 
discussed. 

“1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND- 
MENT OF RULES 21-26 

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

a. Rule 21 

CASE 9 

At the 748th meeting on 30 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, with special reference 
to steps for the immediate cessation of the military action 
of Israel in Egypt, the President (France) called upon 
the Sccrctary-General. who wished to make a statement. 

The Secretary-General reported to the Council receipt 
of information from the Chief of Staff of the United 
Nations Truce Supervision Organization. lsracl troops 
had crossed the international frontier and occupied 
positions in Sinai, in violation of the General Armistice 
Agreement and the Council’s cease-fire order of 
I 1 August 1949. The Chief of Staff had requested the 
withdrawal of the troops as soon as possible and a cease- 
fire to take effect alt 12.00 local time on 3 October, in 
which the concurrence of Egypt had also been requested. 
On 29 October, a United Nations military observer and 
a radio officer had been expelled from El Aujn ; against 
this action the Chief of Staff had protested. The Chair- 
man of the Egyptian-Israeli Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission had been informed that the demilitarized zone 
under Israel control had been mined, thus making 
impossible access to certain observation posts in the 

tR S/4023. O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 47. 
See also chapter VIII under Complaint of Lebanon. For 
the Secretary-General’s statements concerning the functions 
and duties of the ohservation proun. see : X2Sth mcctinp. : 

F. paras. 80-91 ; 827th meeting (PV): pb. 32-35 ; X2Xth meeti& 
WV) : nn. 23-2s : 829th mccfinp (PV): p. 2 : X3Oth meeting 
(PV) : ii. 22-25 ; 832nd meeting (PV) : pp. 2 I-45 ; X34th meeting 
(PV): p. 16; 83Srh meeting (PV): pp. 21-W: H37th meeting 
(PV) : pp. I t-12 ; 838th meeting (PV) : p. 147. 

area. The Secretary-General had no information con- 
cerning replies which might have been made by the 
Govcrnmcnts of Israel and Egypt. He reminded the 
Council that it had not been possible for the United 
Nations Truce Supervision Organization to investigate 
any of the incidents antcccdent to the events of the 
previous day.*@mJ1 

CASE 10 

At the 756th meeting on 12 December 1956, in 
conncxion with the question of admission of new Mem- 
bers, the President (Peru) called upon the Secretary- 
General, who desired to make a statement. 

The Secretary-General stated : s* 
“The rcprcsentative of the Soviet Union referred to 

a request from the Government of Outer Mongolia to 
the Sccrctnry-Gcncral that I should arrange for 
facilities for an observer at the United Nations. The 
observer arrangement here has no legal basis, nor 
does admittance of an observer have any lcgnl con- 
sequences, for cxamplc, under the Headquarters 
Agrecmcnt. It is purely a question of protocol and it 
has to be resolved at the discretion of the Secrctary- 
General. However, as a matter of course, I have 
estnblishcd ccrtnin rules, which may be found satis- 
factory or unsatisfactory, but which 1 do not think it 
would be useful to discuss here and now. All I want 
to say is that these rules have been applied also in 
this case objectively and impartially.” 

CASE 11 

At the 788th meeting on 6 September 1957, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the representative of 
Iraq inquired of the Secrctaty-General as to the length 
of time which might be required by the Chief of Staff of 
the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization to 
submit a report on the Jordan complaint against Israel. 
The Secretary-General replied that a period of ten days 
or a fortnight would be sufficient and that. if the Council 
were to be on the safe side, it should decide on a fort- 
night.s5 It was so decided.“’ 

b. Rule 22 

CASE I2 
At the 75 1st meeting on 3 1 October 1956, when the 

Council considered the letter dated 30 October 1956 
from the representative of Egypt, the Secretary-General 
made the following statement : sb 

“Yesterday morning--on the basis of the infor- 
mation then available-1 would have used my right 
to call for an immediate meeting of the Security 
Council, had not the United States Government in 
the course of the night taken the initiative. 

W-M 748th meeting: paras. 13-19. 

s* 7S6th meeting: para. 81. 
3) For texts of relevant statements, see : 
788th meeting : Iraq, pam. 86 ; Sccrctary-General, para. 90. 
34 788th meeting : para. 132. 

3% 7.5 I st meeting : paras. 1-S. 
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“Yesterday afternoon--on the basis of reports of 
the Anglo-French ultimatum to Egypt-I would have 
acted likewise, had not the substance of the matter 
already been under consideration as one new aspect 
of the item proposed by the United States. 

“This morning, under my special mandate from the 
Security Council, which still is formally valid, I would 
have directed an appeal to the Governments of Israel 
and Egypt to the effect of the second draft resolution 
of yesterday, had not the most recent developments 
rendered my mandate and such an initiative pointless. 

“ This afternoon I wish to make the following decla- 
ration : The principles of the Charter are, by far, 
greater than the Organization in which they arc 
embodied, and the aims which they are to safeguard 
are holier than the policies of any single nation or 
people. As a servant of the Organization, the Secre- 
tary-General has the duty to maintain his usefulness 
by avoiding public stands on conflicts between Mem- 
ber nations unless and until such an action might help 
to resolve the conflict. However, the discretion and 
impartiality thus imposed on the Secretary-General 
by the character of his immediate task may not 
degenerate into a policy of expediency. He must also 
be a servant of the principles of the Charter, and its 
aims must ultimately determine what for him is right 
and wrong. For that he must stand. A Secretary- 
General cannot serve on any other assumption than 
that-within the necessary limits of human frailty 
and honest differences of opinion-all Member 
nations honour their pledge to observe all Articles of 
the Charter. He should also be able to assume that 
those organs which are charged with the task of 
upholding the Charter will be in a position to fulfil 
their task. 

“The bearing of what I have just said must be 
obvious to all without any elaboration from my side. 
Were the members to consider that another view of 
the duties of the Secretary-General than the one here 
stated would better serve the interests of the Orga- 
nization, it is their obvious right to act accordingly.” 

The President (France) and the representatives of 
Australia, Iran, Peru, the USSR, the United Kingdom, 
the United States and Yugoslavia expressed their con- 
fidence in the Secretary-General and offered him the 
full support of their delegations.3a 

CASE 13 

At the 754th meeting on 4 November 1956, in con- 
nexion with the letter dated 27 October 1956 from the 
representatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States concerning the situation in Hungary, the 
Secretary-General made the following statement : 57 

80 For texts of relevant statcmcnts, see : 

7.5 1st meeting : Prcsidcnt (France). para. 7 ; Australia. 
para. 134 ; Iran, para. 34 ; Peru. paras. 53-S5 ; USSR, para. 8 ; 
United Kingdom, para. 36 ; United States. para. 6 ; Yugoslavia, 
parn. 17. 

S7 754th meeting : para. 76. 

“ Last Wednesday [75 1 st meeting] I had the honour 
to make before the Council the declaration concerning 
the views I hold on the duties of the Secretary-General 
and my understanding of the stands that he has to 
take. It is certainly not necessary, but all the same I 
would like to put on record that the observations I 
made on that occasion obviously apply also to the 
present situation.” 

CASE 14 

At the 755th meeting on 5 November 1956, in con- 
nexion with the cablegram dated 5 November 1956 from 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR concerning 
“Non-compliance by the United Kingdom, France and 
Israel with the decision of the emergency special session 
of the General Assembly of 2 November 1956 and 
immediate steps to halt the aggression of the aforesaid 
States against Egypt “, the President (Iran) called upon 
the Secretary-General, who wished to make a statement. 

The Secretary-Gcncral stated : 
“ . . . The Council will remember that under the 

resolution adopted by the General Assembly, I am 
authorized to pursue efforts in order to achieve a 
cease-fire. That is the point on which I feel that the 
Council would like to be informed. 

“In replies rcccivcd to the rcqucst for a cease-fire, 
effective 4 November at 2400. New York time, the 
Governments of France and the United Kingdom in- 
formed the Secretary-General that as soon as the 
Governments of Israel and Egypt signify acceptance 
of, and the United Nations endorses a plan for, an 
international force with the functions prescribed. the 
two Governments would cease all military action. 

“ By the adoption of the resolution [I O(ES- I)] of 
5 November 1956, providing for the establishment of 
a United Nations Command, the United Nations 
General Assembly has taken the first decisive step in 
the implementation of its previous acccptancc in 
principle of a United Nations Force to secure cessation 
of hostilities under all the terms established in the 
resolution [997(ES-I)] of 2 November on that subject. 

“The Government of Egypt has. through a message 
which I received today, ncceptcd the resolution of the 
General Assembly of 5 November, and may thus be 
considered as having accepted the establishment of an 
international force under the terms fixed by the United 
Nations. The Government of Egypt has further 
accepted yesterday the request of the Sccretary- 
General for a cease-fire without any attached con- 
ditions. It is to be assumed that this acceptance, 
although rcfcrring to the time limits set in my rcqucst, 
is generally valid. 

“Today I received from the Government of Israel, 
in clarification of its first reply to my request for a 
cease-fire, :I statement to the effect that in the light of 
Egypt’s declaration of willingness to cease fire, Israel 
wishes to confirm its readiness to agree to a cease- 
fire. 
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“ The conditions for a general cease-fire would thus, 
- it seems, depend on the possibility of an agreement 

concerning the plan for an international force. The 
Council is aware of the fact that by tomorrow, on the 
instructions of the General Assembly, 1 hope to be 
able to present such a plan, following up the first 
decision through which the United Nations Command 
was established. However, in view of the significance 
of this specific problem and the situation WC are now 
facing in the cease-fire question and in view of the 
progress made, I felt that it was appropriate to seek 
with great urgency a further clarification in order to 
facilitate progress. 

“I have in this situation also to mention that this 
afternoon I received a letter from the permanent 
representative of the United Kingdom which I have 
taken the liberty of having circulated to the mcmbcrs 
of the Security Council. There is one point in that 
letter which is in my view of special significance for 
the progress report 1 have taken the liberty of prc- 
senting. It is the following one : the representative of 
the United Kingdom states that orders have been 
given that all bombing should cease forthwith through- 
out Ebypt,” 

The representative of the USSR pointed out that the 
question raised by his Government had not become less 
timely as a result of the explanations which had been 
given by the Secretary-General. He observed that the 
Secretary-General, in quoting a sentence from the letter 
of 5 November from the representative of the United 

r- Kingdom concerning the orders for the cessation of 
bombing throughout Egypt, had unfortunately not 
quoted the next sentence which read as follows: 

“Any other form of air action as opposed to 
bombing will be confined to the support of any 
necessary operation in the Canal area.” 

This sentence obviously meant that certain operations 
would bc carried out in the Canal area. It had been 
explained to the Council at previous meetings that these 
operations would receive aerial support, which could 
bc given in the form of parachute troops or rocket mis- 
siles. The nature of the United Kingdom reservation 
with regard to military operations was such that the item 
which the Government of the USSR had requested the 
Council to place on its agenda was now just as timely 
as it had been before. 

The Secretary-General replied : SH 
“ 1 am sure there is no misunderstanding between 

the ‘representative of the Soviet Union and myself. 1 
felt free to quote only one sentence, as I had given 
instructions that the letter should bc on the table and 
could be read by all the members. My choice of facts, 
from the very rich story of this day, was based on my 
desire to register the points where progress had taken 
place.” 

38 For texts of relevant statemenls, see : 
755th meeting : USSR, paras. 12-13 ; Secretary-General, 

paras. 3-9, 19. 

CASE 15 

At the 8 15th meeting on 29 April 1958, in connexion 
with the letter 3D dated I8 April 1958 from the repre- 
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
addressed to the President of the Security Council, the 
President (United States) called upon the Sccrctary- 
General. 

The Secretary-General stated : ‘O 
“ It is most unusual, as you know, for the Secretary- 

General to intervene in a debate of the Security 
Council. Indeed, it would be out of order and rightly 
criticized if such an intervention on his part would 
mean the taking of sides in a conflict before the 
Security Council. 

‘4 . . . on a previous occasion I have stated as my 
opinion that the Secretary-General has not only the 
right but the duty to intervene when he feels that he 
should do so in support of the purposes of this Orga- 
nization and the principles laid down in the Charter. 
Of course, he cannot assume for himself any kind of 
right to, so to say, ‘ speak for man ‘, but he must 
subordinate himself to his duty to express the 
significance of the aspirations of man, as set out in the 
Charter, for problems before this Council or the 
General Assembly. 

“You may recall that some time ago, in a Press 
Conference, I found reason to welcome the decision 
of the Soviet Union to suspend unilaterally tests of 
atomic bombs. I did so solely on the basis of an 
evaluation of the possible impact of this move on the 
stalemate reached in the disarmament debate. In the 
same spirit and on the same basis, 1 wish today to 
welcome the initiative taken by the United States in 
presenting a proposal which might break up the stale- 
mate from the angle of a limited system of inspec- 
tion . . . 

“ . . . 
‘I . . . I trust that my intervention will not be mis- 

interpreted as a taking of sides, but merely as an 
expression of profound feelings which are current all 
over the world and which have a right to bc heard 
here also outside the framework of Government 
policies. 

“ I hope that each one of the Governments repre- 
sented around this table will wish to try out the line 
of trust as a way out of the disintegration and decline 
under which we now all suffer.” 

c. Rule 23 

INote: At the last of three private meetings (739th, 
740th and 741st on 9, I 1 and I2 October 1956), in 
connexion with the Suez Canal question, the Secretary- 
General made a statement on certain exploratory con- 
versations of the Foreign Ministers of Egypt, France and 
the United Kingdom, parallel with the private meetings 

30 S/3990. OX., 13th year, SuppI. for Apr.-June 1958. Q. 8. 

40 815th meeting : paras. 82-90. 
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of the Council, at which he had been present. At the next 
public meeting (742nd on 13 October 1956). a draft 
resolution presented by France and the United Kingdom 
referred in the preamble to the account given by the 
Secretary-General and the Foreign Ministers of the 
“ development of the exploratory conversations ” and, in 
the operative part, incorporated “ certain basic require- 
ments ” which had appeared in the statement by the 
Secretary-General at the last private meeting.‘O” At the 
743rd meeting on 13 October 1956, the Council adopted 
these parts of the joint draft resolution.] ‘Or, 

CASE 16 

At the 722nd meeting on 4 April 1956, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, with special reference to the 
status of compliance given to the General Armistice 
Agreements and the resolutions of the Security Council 
adopted during the past year, after the Security Council 
had, by a unanimous decision, requested the Secrctary- 
General to undertake a survey of the various aspects of 
enforcement of and compliance with the armistice agree- 
ments and three of the Council’s resolutions, the Presi- 
dent (United States) called on the Secretary-General, 
who desired to make a statement. 

The Secretary-General stated : ” 
6‘ . The grave concern about the problems of the 

Middle East, which has been reflected in the debate, 
has prompted a unanimous decision of the Council. 
I share personally this concern and I feel that in the 
circumstances 1 should not hesitate to assume the 
responsibility which the Council has wished to put on 
my office. The scope of the Security Council’s request 
is well indicated and it has been clarified further in 
the course of the debate. The specific responsibility 
which this request puts on the Secretary-General is 
entirely in line with the character and obligations of 
his office. It is obvious that this request neither 
detracts from nor adds to the authority of the Secre- 
tary-General under the Charter. 

“I note that the Council wants me to explore 

(08 For texts of relevant statements, see : 

742nd meeting : President (France), para 32 ; Egypt *, 
paras. 42, 46 ; United Kingdom, paras. 13-1.5. 

4~1 743rd meeting: paras. 106-107 ; S/3675. O.R., 11111 yerrr, 
Srrppl. for Ocr.-Dec. IY56. pp. 47-48. In the week following the 
consideration of the question by the Security Council and until 
19 October IYSh, the Secretary-General held a number of 

private discussions with the Foreign Minister of Egypt in order 
further to explore and clarify existing possibilities of finding a 
solution which would meet the basic requirements that had been 
approved by the Council. On 24 October 1956. the Secretary- 
General addressed a letter to the Foreign Minister of Egypt, 
setting forth his conclusions from the observations which had 
been made in the private talks. He also informed the Foreign 
Ministers of France and the United Kingdom. On 2 November, 
the Foreign Minister of Egypt rcplicd. As this reply. together 
with the letter from the Secretary-Gcncral, scemcd to the latter 
to rcprescnt a significant further development in the con- 
sideration of the matter as initiated by the Council, the Secre- 
tary-General circulated the two lcttcrs to the members of the 
Council on 2 November 1956. [S/3728, O.R., 11th yew, Suppl. 
for Oct.-Dec. 1956, pp. 120-124.) 

*t 722nd meeting: paras. 51-53. 

possible ways of reducing tension along the demar- 
cation lines. The extent to which such an exploration 
is possible and likely to yield lasting results depends 
necessarily on the willingness of all the parties con- 
cerned to co-operate fully with the Secretary-General 
in a joint effort inspired by mutual confidence. 
Assuming the task which the Council has desired me 
to assume, I trust that 1 can count on such collabo- 
ration. 

“ I also trust that all those who are interested in a 
successful outcome of the efforts, but who are not 
parties to the conflict, will assist the parties and me by 
restraint in word and action, as without this the 
difficulties would be unnecessarily increased.” 

CASE 17 

At the 723rd meeting on 29 May 1956, in connexion 
with the report of the Secretary-General to the Security 
Council, pursuant to the Council’s resolution of 4 April 
1956 on the Palestine question, the President (Yugo- 
slavia) called on the Secretary-General, who desired to 
make a statement. 

The Secretary-General stated : 4a 
4‘ . . . I wish first of all, on this occasion, to pay a 

tribute to the Governments of the five Member States, 
parties to the armistice agreements, for their unfailing 
co-operation with me as the agent of the Security 
Council. Fully recognizing the difficulties with which 
some of those Governments were and arc faced, I 
appreciate their efforts to facilitate my task. 

“In the conclusions to my report 1 have indicated 
my feeling that we are at present in a situation where 
we may break the previous chain of events.. . 

“I trust that all the parties will try to see what 
contributions they can now make unilaterally in order 
to re-establish and maintain the quiet and order so 
strongly needed as a background for successful efforts 
to cope with the great practical tasks to be tackled 
within all the countries concerned. Each step taken 
in the right direction may call forward similar steps 
from other sides, and this may start and give direction 
to a development bringing us further and further 
from the risk of conflict. There is wide scope for such 
related unilateral actions in the spirit of co-operation 
evidcnccd by the Member States in the course of my 
negotiations.” 

CASE 18 

At the 728th meeting on 4 June 1956, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, after the Council had 
adopted a unanimous resolution ‘5 requesting the Secre- 
tary-General to continue his good offices with the 
parties, the President (Australia) called upon the Secre- 
tary-Gcncral to address the Council. 

4s 723rd mceling : paras. 9-11. 

48 S/3605, O.R.. IIth year, Suppi. for Apr.-June 1956. 
pp, 72-73. 
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The Secretary-General stated : ” 
“The mandate given to the Secretary-General by 

the Security Council in the resolution of 4 April 1956 
is well known. There is certainly no reason for me to 
recapitulate the terms of reference. In the resolution 
passed by the Council this afternoon, the Council has 
requested me to continue my good offices with the 
parties in pursuance of the said resolution and with a 
view to the full implementation of the armistice agree- 
ments. 

“I wish to say that it is with the best hopes that I 
shall try to meet this request of the Security Council. 
The decision of the Security Council gives me the 
privilege to continue in the spirit in which the work 
has been begun, thanks largely to the co-operative 
attitude of all the parties concerned. The analysis of 
the problems and the reactions to the difficulties and 
possibilities which I will take as the frame for my 
work are fully explained in my report to the Security 
Council on the first part of the Middle East ass@- 
ment. The debate following the vote of the Council 
has highlighted points on which deep differences of 
view exist, It is my firm hope that n&her these 
differences nor any of the expressions they have found 
here will be permitted to harm the effort on which 
the United Nations, in co-operation with the parties, 
has embarked.” 

CASE 19 

At the 844th meeting on 15 December 1958, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question with special reference 
to the letter dated 4 December 1958 from the permanent 
representative of Israel to the United Nations addressed 
to the President of the Security Council,‘5 the President 
(Swcdcn) called upon the Secretary-General who made 
the following statement : ‘0 

“It has always been my firm view that no military 
action in contravention of the cease-fire clauses of the 
General Armistice Agreements, as reconfirmed in the 
undertakings of 1956, can be justified, even by prior 
military action from the other side, except in the case 
of obvious self-defence, in the most accurate sense of 
the word, and even then limited to what the actual 
defence need may reasonably be considered as having 
warranted. . . 

“ . . . 
“One matter is the consideration of the principles 

to be maintained and the judgements which they may 
call for in the case which is before the Council. 
Another matter, to which I as Secretary-General have 
to give most serious attention, is the underlying pro- 
blems which have led to the present state of tension 
and to the use of force. Whatever these problems, if 
they are not considered as justifying the use of force, 
they call, on the other hand, for serious efforts toward 
a peaceful solution eliminating the cause of friction. 

(4 728th meeting: paras. 159-160. 
‘6 S/4123. 

‘6 844th meeting (PV) : pp. 2-10. 

In my opinion, the Chief of Staff has already made 
commendable efforts to come to grips with those 
underlying problems. 1 am convinced that his con- 
tinuing work in this direction has the fullest support 
of the Security Council. It is my hope that the parties, 
likewise, will co-operate with him fully, in a spirit of 
frankness and reconciliation and guided by the 
necessity to restore and maintain peaceful conditions. 

“I am concerned about the deterioration in con- 
ditions around the Huleh region and the northern 
Demilitarized Zone which has taken place over the 
year and has led to serious incidents in November 
and December. I am even more concerned about 
symptoms indicating that the deterioration is con- 
tinuing . . . 

“ I wish to draw the attention of the Council to my 
plan to visit the countries concerned within the near 
future. It is my intention while there to take up the 
situation to which 1 have referred, for most serious 
consideration by the authorities of Israel and the 
United Arab Republic, in the hope of breaking the 
present trend and soliciting their full support for our 
efforts to attack the underlying problems which are at 
the source of the tension.” 

Rule 26 

CASE 20 

At the 811 th meeting on 18 February 1958, in con- 
nexion with the Tunisian question (I), the representative 
of France observed that a document to which the 
representative of Tunisia had referred as an addendum 
to document S/3952 was not listed in the agenda 
adopted by the Council. 

The President (USSR) explained that the document 
mentioned by the representative of Tunisia had appeared 
after the circulation of the provisional agenda. It was 
self-evident that during discussion of an agenda item, 
members of the Council and persons invited to par- 
ticipatc in the debate were entitled to refer to all 
documents which had been submitted in connexion with 
the item on the agenda, related to it and had been cir- 
culated to the members of the Council. 

The represcntativc of France observed that he agreed 
with the President that all documents regularly submitted 
to the Council could be referred to in the course of a 
discussion. Under the rules of proccdurc, documents 
were considered to be regularly submitted, so far as the 
agenda was concerned, only if submitted three days 
before the meeting of the Council, while other docu- 
mcnts, under rule 26, were required to be submitted 
forty-tight hours before the meeting at which they were 
to be considered. Consequently, the Council could not 
at that meeting discuss the documents under reference.” 

The document was not referred to in the brief dis- 
cussion which preceded adjournment. 

47 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
81 lth meeting: President (USSR), paras. 38, 40 ; France, 

paras. 36, 42 ; Tunisia, paras. 35, 39. 
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Part v 

Chapter 1. Provisional rules of procedure 

CONDUCT OF BUSINESS (RULES 27.36) 

NOTE. 

As previously in the Repertoire, the cases included in 
this part are less indicative of the routine practice of the 
Security Council than of special problems which have 
arisen in that practice ; the cases assembled in this part 
relate to such matters as the following: decisions by the 
Council to depart from a rule ; decisions on the conduct 
of business in situations not covered or not clearly 
covered by the rules; and instances where the meaning 
or applicability of the rules was in doubt. The cases, 
arranged in chronological order under the respective 
rules, bear on the following points. 
1. Rule 27 

The order of intervention in the debate (Case 21). 
2. Rule 30 

The submission of a point of order to the Council for 
decision without prior ruling by the President (Case 22). 
3. Rule 32, para. I 

The order or precedence of voting on proposals 
(Case 23). 
4. Rule 32, para. 2 

(a) Requests for a separation of vote (Cases 24 
and 25); 

(6) The bearing of the application of rule 32, para. 2, 
on the vote on the whole (Case 26). 
5. Rule 33, para. I, sub-pat-as. I-4 

Motion to adjourn (Cases 27, 31 and 32). 
Precedence of motion to refer a matter to a rapporteur 

(Case 33). 
Effect of motion to postpone discussion indefinitely 

made before the adoption of the agenda (Case 29). 
Motions to postpone discussion made after the 

adoption of the agenda (Cases 3 1 and 34). 
One of the cases listed under rule 33 involved the 

question whether the Council could commit itself to con- 
clude its discussion of an item by a fixed date (Case 28). 

6. Rule 33, para. 2 
Exclusion of debate after motion to postpone dis- 

cussion (Case 30). 

“1. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND- 
MENT OF RULE!3 27-36 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION OF 
RULES 27.36 

a. Rule 27 

CASE 21 

At the 753rd meeting on 3 November 1956, in con- 
nexion with the letter dated 27 October 1956 from the 
representatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States concerning the situation in Hungary, the 

representative of Yugoslavia, when beginning his state- 
ment to the Council, put a question to the representative 
of Hungary, who had been invited to participate in the 
discussion, and asked the President (Iran) to let him 
have an answer before continuing. The President 
observed that there were three speakers on his list whose 
consent he must obtain. Two of these having indicated 
that they preferred to keep their places on the speaker’s 
list, the President called on the representative of Yugo- 
slavia to continue his statement.‘” 

b. Rule 30 

CASE 22 

At the 751st meeting on 31 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the letter dated 30 October 1956 from the 
representative of Egypt, after the representative of 
Yugoslavia had submitted a draft resolution’0-60 to call 
an emergency special session of the General Assembly 
as provided in resolution 377A(V), the representative 
of the United Kingdom stated that the proposed pro- 
cedure was out of order and not in accordance with the 
clear terms of the “ Uniting for Peace ” resolution. 
Addressing the President (France), he stated : 

I‘ . . . I feel that I must ask you to take a vote on my 
contention that the Yugoslav draft resolution is not in 
order. It is merely to save you embarrassment that I 
am not suggesting that you should make a ruling on 
the matter. Therefore 1 ask for a vote on my con- 
tention that the Yugoslav draft resolution is not in 
order.” &’ 
The motion of the representative of the United King- 

dom was put to the vote and was rejected.“-” 

c. Rule 32 

CASF! 23 

At the 709th meeting on 22 December 1955, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, with particular 
reference to a complaint by Syria concerning incidents 
in the area east of Lake Tiberias, the representative of 
Syria *, who had been invited by the Council to par- 
ticipate in the discussion, introduced a draft resolution.&’ 

At the 7 10th meeting on 12 January 1956, the 
Security Council had before it a letter 65 dated 9 January 

48 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
753rd meeting : President (Iran), paras. 24, 29, 31 ; Australia, 

para. 28 ; Belgium, para. 27 ; United Kingdom, para. 26; Yugo- 
slavia, paras. 23. 30. 

49-o0 S/3719, 751~1 meeting: para. 71. 
61 75 1st meeting : paras. 81, 126. 
~I-M 75 1st meeting : para. 127. 
64 S/3519, O.R., 10th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1955, 

pp. 41-42. 
55 S/3528, O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1956, pp. 1-2. 
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1956 from the representative of the USSR requesting 
- that the Syrian draft resolution be put to the vote with 

certain amendments proposed by the USSR. At the same 
meeting, the Council also had before it a joint draft 
rcsolution5” submitted on I I January 1956 by the 
representatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States. The rcprcsentativc of the United Kingdom 
stated that hc would rcqucst priority for the joint draft 
resolution when the time came for the Council to vote. 

At the 7 14th meeting on I8 January 1956, the rcpre- 
sentative of Yugoslavia submitted a draft reso1ution.67 

At the 715th meeting on 19 January 1956, the rcpre- 
sentativc of the USSR stated that, in order to meet the 
desires of other dclcgations for a unanimous decision by 
the Council, hc would not press to have priority given 
the Syrian draft resolution, as amended by the USSR, 
and would agree that the Yugoslav draft resolution have 
priority instead. 

The President (Peru) observed that priority had also 
been requested for the three-Power draft resolution. 

The representative of the USSR replied that the rules 
of procedure and the established practice of the Council 
required draft resolutions to bc put to the vote in the 
order of submission ; the Syrian and USSR draft rcso- 
lution had been submitted before the three-power draft 
resolution ; there was no legal justification for voting on 
the three-Power resolution first. 

The President declared that: , - I‘ . . . while we have a rule of priority by chrono- 
logical order, we also have the established practice of 
the Council and of the General Assembly, under 
which, if priority is requcstcd, the decision is left to 
the members’ discretion. Therefore, as a request for 
priority has been made by the three Powers, I shall 
have to put that motion to the vote, so that the 
Council itself may decide whether it wishes to give 
priority to the draft resolution in question.” 

The representative of the USSR quoted the first para- 
graph of rule 32 to support the view that noting in the 
rules justified voting on motions and draft resolutions 
in any order other than that of their submission ; “any 
other decision that might be adopted by a majority of 
the members of the Security Council would bc contrary 
to the rules of procedure “. 

The President offered to treat the Soviet repre- 
sentative’s objection as a challenge requiring decision 
by the Council, observing that 

“ . . . the rules of procedure arc not exhaustive, and 
. . . it is established practice-and indeed a general 
rule-for a body to be master of its own rules of pro- 
ccdurc, which may bc amcndcd if a request to that 
effect is made in advance.” 

Following an indication from the rcprcsentativc of the 
USSR that his remarks had not been intended as a 

challenge to the President’s ruling,“” the President put to 
the vote the proposal to give priority to the joint draft 
rcsoIution.fiy 

CASE 24 

At the 7 15th meeting on I9 January 1956, in con- 
ncxion with the Palestine question, when the Security 
Council was considering a joint draft resolution”” sub- 
mitted by the representatives of France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States, the representative of the 
USSR rcferrcd to the second paragraph of rule 32 of the 
rules of procedure and requested that a scparatc vote be 
taken on the fourth preambular paragraph of the joint 
draft resolution. 

The representative of the United Kingdom, as the 
original mover of the joint draft resolution on behalf 
of the three sponsors, objected to the proposal of the 
representative of the USSR, and stated that under rule 32 
he had the right to insist that the draft resolution be 
voted on as a whole. 

The President (Peru) observed that, in application of 
rule 32 and in compliance with the request made on 
behalf of the three sponsors, hc would put to the vote 
the draft rcsolution.el 

The joint draft resolution was put to the vote as a 
whole.e* 

CASE 25 

At the 722nd meeting on 4 April 1956, in conncxion 
with the Palestine question, when the Security Council 
was considering a draft resolution submitted by the 
United States, the rcprcscntativc of the USSR requested 
a separate vote on the first three amendments proposed 
by his delegation and on the corresponding paragraphs 
of the draft resolution. Following the vote on the first 
amendment, the President (United States) announced 
that a vote would next be taken on the second amcnd- 
ment. In reply to the rcncwed request of the reprc- 
scntative of the USSR for a separate vote on the 
corresponding paragraph of the draft resolution, the 
President declared that this would not bc proper. The 
established proccdurc required a vote on the amcnd- 
mcnts first and then on the draft resolution. He added, 
citing rule 32, that the United States delegation objected 
to a separate vote. 

1,1 For texts of relevant stalements, see : 

709th meeting : Syria, p;\r;r. 43 ; 
710th mecting : IJnited Kingdom, para. 4g ; 

7 14th meeting : Yugodavia. par;*. 29 ; 

715th meeting: President (Peru), paws. 120. 123, 127-130; 
USSR, paws. 30, 121-122, 12S-126 ; United Kingdom, para. 48. 

6” S/353O/Rev.3, 7lSth meeting: p;lra. 141. 

HO S/3530/Rcv.2, O.R.. Iltlr yc(tr, Strppl. /or Jan.-Mar. 1956, 
pp. 3-4. 

6’ For texts of relevant statements. see : 

715th meeting: President (Peru). paras. 139, 141 ; USSR, 
paras. 137-138 ; United Kingdom. para. 140. 

liz 7 15th meeting : para. 14 I. 
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The representative of the USSR did not dispute the 
President’s ruling.“s 

Following votes on the succeeding USSR amendments, 
the United States draft resolution was put to the vote 
as a whole.“’ 

CASE 26 

At the 749th meeting on 30 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, with special reference 
to steps for the immcdiatc cessation of the military action 
of Israel in Egypt, the representative of the United States 
pointed out that the draft resolutionn5 which had been 
circulated by his dclcgation represented a unit in its 
entirety. He requested that the dr:lft resolution be voted 
on as a whole under rule 32 of the rules of procedure.“8 

The representative of China observed that his dele- 
gation had difficulty with sub-paragraph a of para- 
graph 3. If the draft resolution were voted on as a 
whole, his vote in favour of it would not commit his 
Govcrnmcnt on the sub-paragraph in question. 

The draft resolution was put to the vote as a who1e.O’ 

d. Rule 33 

CASE 27 

At the 7 14th meeting on 18 January 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the representative of 
Iran suggested adjournment. 

The representative of the USSR proposed adjourn- 
ment until 3.00 p.m. the next day. The representative of 
the United States proposed a recess instead and 
resumption of the meeting at 8.00 or 8.30 the same 
evening. 

The representative of Iran stated that, under the rules 
of procedure, the USSR proposal should be put to the 
vote. 

The representative of Yugoslavia suggested, as a com- 
promise, that the meeting be held at 10.30 a.m. the next 
day. 

The President (Peru), after declaring that the rules of 
procedure made no provision for amendments in such 
cases, asked the reprcscntative of the USSR whether he 
would accept the Yugoslav amendment or wished his 
original proposal to be put to the vote. 

The representative of the USSR replied that failing 
adoption of his proposal, he would bc satisfied with 
convening the meeting at 10.30 a.m. the next day.‘” 

03 For texts of relevant stalements. see : 
722nd meeting : President (United States), paras. 39-40, 43 ; 

USSR. paras. 38, 41-42. 
04 722nd meeting : para. 46. 
CM S/3710, O.R., 111/l year, Suppl. for Ocf.-Dec. 1956, p. 110. 
00 For texts of relevant statcmcnts. see : 
749th meeting : China, para. 136 ; United States, para. 124. 
6’ 749th meeting : para. 186. 
88 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
714th meeting: President (Peru), paras. 118, 120; France, 

para. 119 ; Iran. paras. 105. 112; USSR, paras. 107. 122; 
United States, paras. 1 IO, 125 ; Yugoslavia, para. 117. 

The USSR proposal and, then, the United States 
proposal were put to the vote and rejected.a@ The other 
proposals were not put to the vote and the President 
adjourned the meeting until 10.30 a.m. the following 
day. 

CASE 28 

At the 717th meeting on 26 March 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the representative of 
Iran proposed that the meeting be adjourned until Tues- 
day, 3 April, or Wcdncsday, 4 April, in order to afford 
all the parties directly concerned sufficient time to study 
the draft resolution under consideration by the Council. 
After some discussion, the rcprcsentativc of Iran, having 
withdrawn his original proposal, accepted the suggestion 
that the Council meet on Wcdncsday, 28 March, on the 
understanding that the debate would not bc concluded 
until the following week. 

The President (United Kingdom) observed : 
“ * . . I am bound to say from this Chair that no 

meeting of the Security Council can commit the next 
meeting, but, in the light of what 1 have said already 
by way of summing up, it does emerge with clarity, 
on the one hand, that we arc unlikely to reach a con- 
clusion next Wednesday but, on the other hand, that 
WC arc likely to advance the discussion by having a 
second meeting on Wednesday of this week. 

‘I . . . 

“The proposal before the Council, therefore, is the 
proposal by the representative of the United States 
that the Council should now adjourn and meet again 
next Wednesday, and I, from the Chair, will add at 
3.30 p.m. on that day.” 

The representative of the USSR suggested an amend- 
ment to the summary statement of the President, that the 
Council decide to meet not only on Wednesday, 
28 March, but also “on a day in the first half of next 
week “. 

The President replied : 
“ . , . I am not at all sure that it would be in order 

at a meeting today to decide beyond our next 
meeting.. . . Equally 1 do not think it would be in 
order for me to accept an amendment to a summing 
up. Indeed I do not think it is necessary because I am 
certain that we can take a decision at this moment, 
namely, to adjourn the Council until Wednesday, 
28 March, at 3.30 p.m. with the understanding that 
it will not be necessary for us to have another long 
debate on Wednesday in order to fix our next meeting 
and that the next meeting after that will bc on Tues- 
day, 3 April. In other words, the decision now is that 
the Council is adjourned until Wednesday, 28 March, 
the sense of the meeting being that after that the 
Council will meet again on Tuesday, 3 April, to 
resume discussion of the question.” TO 

69 714th meeting: paws. 123, 126. 
70 For texts of rclcvant statements, see : 
717th meeting : President (United Kingdom), paras. 87, 89, 

95 ; Iran, paras. 55-56. 77 ; USSR, para. 94. 
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CASE 29 

At the 729th meeting on 26 June 1956, when the 
provisional agenda included the letter dated 13 June 
1956 from thirteen Member States concerning Algeria, 
the representative of the USSR moved, under rule 33 of 
the rules of procedure, to postpone discussion of the 
question indefinitely in view of its importance and the 
need for additional information. 

The President (Australia) remarked that, under the 
rules of procedure of the Council, the first question 
would normally be the adoption of the agenda. Under 
rule 33, however, a proposal to postpone indefinitely 
discussion of the question took precedence over other 
motions. The Council should, therefore, deal first with 
the USSR proposal. 

The representative of France maintnincd that adjourn- 
ment could be requested only after a decision had been 
taken on the provisional agenda and asked that the 
Council take a vote on the proposal for adjournment. 
There could be no question of adjourning a meeting 
for which the agenda had not been adopted. 

The representative of Belgium held that since inclusion 
of the question in the agenda and not its consideration 
was at issue, adjournment, on the basis of the arguments 
advanced by the representative of the USSR, could not 
properly be contemplated until the question had been 
placed on the agenda. 

The rcpresentativc of the USSR replied that the 
question bcforc the Council was whether to adjourn 
indefinitely the meeting for which the provisional agenda 
had been proposed. Since rule 33 placed no limitations 
on the Council in this respect, the USSR proposal was 
in full conformity with that rule. 

The representative of the United Kingdom interpreted 
the motion of the representative of the USSR to be a 
request for postponement of the meeting, not of the 
question. The phrase “postponement of the meeting” 
did not exist in the rules. 

1‘ . . . According to rule 33.. . we can suspend a 
meeting or we can adjourn a meeting, but 1 have 
found nothing there which entitles us to postpone a 
meeting. What we can d-and this is what the rule 
says-is postpone discussion of the question. But how 
can WC postpone discussion of a question until we 
have decided to discuss it? 

4‘ 
.  .  .  

“In my view, therefore, the right course would be 
to deal, as we normally do, with the first item on our 
agenda, which is the decision on whether we do or do 
not adopt our agenda.” 

The representative of Belgium requested an immediate 
vote on the USSR proposal. 

The President observed : 
“The Soviet proposal, as I understand it, is to 

postpone discussion of the question indefinitely. Since 
we have not yet adopted the agenda, the effect of this 

proposal, if accepted, will be to adjourn the 
meeting.” ‘I 
The USSR proposal was put to the vote.‘* 

CASE 30 

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the letter dated 27 October 1956, from the 
representatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States concerning the situation in Hungary, the 
representative of the USSR, following adoption of the 
agenda, interrupted a statement by the representative of 
the United States on a point or order and proposed, 
under rule 33 of the rules of procedure, to postpone 
discussion of the question for three or four days, in order 
to enable the members of the Security Council to obtain 
the necessary information on the matter. 

The President (France) declared that the repre- 
sentative of the USSR had requested an adjournment 
which, under rule 33, admitted of no debate.” 
Accordingly, he put the proposal of the representative 
of the USSR to the vote.” 

CASE 31 

At the 747th meeting on 29 October 1956, in con- 
ncxion with the letter dated 25 October 1956 from the 
representative of France, with complaint concerning 
military assistance rcndercd by the Egyptian Government 
to the rebels of Algeria, the President (France) suggested 
following adoption of the agenda that the meeting be 
adjourned in order to give the Egyptian delegation, 
which had just been invited to participate, time to make 
its preparation. It was so decided.‘” 

CASE 32 

At the 753rd meeting on 3 November 1956, in con- 
ncxion with the situation in Hungary, after the repre- 
sentative of Hungary * had informed the Council that 
his Government and that of the Soviet Union were 
engaged in negotiations on the withdrawal of the Soviet 
troops from Hungary, the representative of Yugoslavia 
moved adjournment of the meeting of the Council to a 
later date in order not to impede the negotiations. 

A discussion of the proposal to adjourn followed, 
during which various alternative proposals were made. 

The President (Iran) observed that since there were 
no further speakers on his list for that meeting, it was 
automatically adjourned. The Council’s task was not to 

71 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
729th meeting : President (Australia), paras. 4, 26-27 ; Bel- 

gium, paras. 12. 22 ; France, paras. 5-8 ; Iran, para. 9 ; USSR, 
paras. 2-3, 14-15 ; United Kingdom, paras. 19-21. 

71 729th meeting : para. 27. 
71 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
746th meeting : President (France), paras. 47. 53 ; USSR, 

para. 48. 
74 746th meeting : para. 53. 
‘6 747th meeting : paras. 10-l 1. 
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take a decision on the Yugoslav motion or to discuss 
further the question of adjournment, but to set a date 
for its next meeting. He suggested Monday, 5 November, 
at 10.30 a.m. The representatives of China, Cuba and 
Peru supported the suggestion of the President. 

The representative of Australia moved that the 
Council meet on 4 November, at 5.00 p.m., as originally 
proposed by the representative of Cuba.” 

After further discussion, the proposal of the repre- 
sentative of Australia and, then, that of the President 
were put to the vote.” 

CASE 33 

At the 788th meeting on 6 September 1957,” in 
connexion with the Palestine question under which the 
agenda included as item ((I) a complaint by Jordan, and 
as item (6) a complaint by Israel, the representative of 
Iraq, on a point or order, observed that it had been 
decided at the 787th meeting to consider the order of 
the debate after listening to the statements of the parties. 

The President (Cuba) rcplicd that unless other 
spcakcrs wished to rcfcr to such matters as postponement 
of the debate or requests for information concerning the 
items on the agenda, the question to be discussed by the 
Council was the order of priority of the items on the 
agenda. 

The rcprescntativc of the Philippines proposed that the 
Security Council obtain from the Acting Chief of Staff 
of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization a 
report on the matters involved in the complaint of 
Jordan and a further report in conncxion with the 
question raised by Israel. 

Following discussion of the Philippine proposal, the 
President, in reply to a further observation from the 
rcprcsentative of Iraq, declared that he had made no 
ruling on the point of order bccausc the representative 
of the Philippines had proposed something for which 
provision was made in rule 33 (4) of the rules of pro- 
cedure, i.e., a request to a rapporteur, namely, the Chief 
of Staff, to submit two reports, a proposal which had 
found general support in the Council. 

CASE 34 

At the 790th meeting on 9 September 1957, in con- 
nexion with the question of admission of new Mcmbcrs, 
when the Security Council considcrcd resolution 1017 B 
(Xl) of the General Assembly and a joint draft rcso- 

‘6 For texts of relevant statements, XC : 

753rd meeting : President (Iran), paws. 59, 67, 109, 134-135, 
137, 140, 142, 146, 154; Australia, paras. Sh, 85, 9X. 127-128, 
143. I52 : Hclaium. nara. 1 I5 : China. nara. 1 I I : Cuba. naras. 
102:103, .I IO ; F&cc, paras.’ 58, 130: 139. l5j ; Hu&ary *, 

para. 62 : Peru. paras. 95. 125 : USSR, miras. 132-133 : United 
-Kingdom, pnr;w’X7-XX, 113, 144-145 ; U&cd States. para. 107 ; 
Yugoslavia, paras. 33-35, 64, 66. 

77 753rd meeting : paras. 147, 150. 

7R For texts of rclcvant statements. see : 

788th meeting: President (Cuba), paras. 5S and 97 ; Iraq, 
pnms. Sl and X2 ; Philippines, para. 59. 

lution,7g the rcprcsentative of the USSR proposed to 
postpone consideration of the question until Vict-Nam 
had become unified in accordance with the decision of 
the Gcncva Confercncc of 1954.“O The President (Cuba) 
invited discussion of this proposal as having been made 
under rule 33 (5). As there were no speakers, he put the 
USSR proposal to the vote.“* 

CASE 35 

At the 8 13th meeting on 2 I April 1958, in conncxion 
with the letter”’ dated I8 April 1958 from the rcpre- 
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
addrcsscd to the Prcsidcnt of the Security Council, after 
the Prcsidcnt (United St&s) had proposed to put to the 
vote the USSR draft resolution, the representative of the 
USSR moved to adjourn the meeting until 22 April at 
3.00 p.m. 

The President, having inquired if there were any dis- 
cussion on the USSR motion, put the question to the 
vote. The USSR motion was rcjccted by 2 votes in 
favour, 4 against, with 5 abstentions.“” 

The rcprcsentativc of the USSK observed : 

“ 1 do not quite understand the import of the vote 
which has just occurred. I think that if you as Presi- 
dent had inquired, as is usually done, whether there 
arc objections to this proposal, the answer would have 
been as unanimous as it was at the beginning ; nobody 
wanted to make any remarks. Obviously no one had 
any objections ; if anybody had had any objections he 
would have asked to speak. Thereupon, you put the 
motion to the vote in such a way that the result was 
a different one. 

“ I now make a new proposal, and that is that we 
adjourn this meeting and meet again at 10.30 
tomorrow morning.” 

The President did not consider that his putting of the 
first USSR motion to the vote was at all unusual. He 
assumed that all the mcmbcrs understood exactly what 
they had voted on. 

The representative of Canada, speaking on a point 
of order, stated that his delegation would vote against 
an adjournment if it wcrc a question of pursuing the 
Soviet complaint which the Canadian delegation 
regarded as unfounded and not necessitating any further 
discussion. If, howcvcr, the proposal were to adjourn 
to discuss disarmament, that would raise another 
question. 

The representative of the USSK stated that he had 
made the proposal to adjourn in order to have an 
opportunity to study the statements which had been 
made during the discussion of the item on the agenda. 

i@ s 3x8 I, 0.R.. 121/r ycwr, SuppI. /or July-Sept. 1957. p. 34. 

“0 For texts of relevant slatcmcnls. sw : 

790th mecling : Prcklent (Cuba), para. S4 ; USSK, para. 45. 

81 790th meeting : para. 55. 

m S/3990, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 8. 

HJ Xl3th mccting : para. 144. 



Part VII. Languages (rules 41-47) 
~~----~ ~-.-~--. -- ~-. __- -__- 

21 

He requested that the ordinary procedure which had 
always been observed in the Council should continue 
to bc observed. He proposed to discuss at the next 
meeting the item which had already been listed on the 
agenda, and to adjourn the meeting, under rule 33, 
until 22 April at 10.30 a.m. 

The representative of Colombia observed that the 
USSR motion for adjournment of the meeting would 
bc contrary to the spirit invoked by the representative 
of the USSR, when, in his letter of submission to the 
Security Council, he referred to the primary respon- 
sibility of the Council for the maintennncc of inter- 
national pence and security.” 

The President then put to the vote the USSR motion. 
The motion was rejected by 6 votes to 2, with 
3 abstentions.R6 

04 For texts of relevant stalemcnts, see : 

813th meeting : President (United States). paras. 144, 148, 
160 ; Canada, para. I50 ; Colombia, paras. 156-l 59 : USSR. 
paras. 140, 145. 146. 

80 813th meeting : para. 160. 

CASE 36 

At the 821st meeting on 4 June 1958, in connexion 
with the complaints of Tunisia and France, the repre- 
sentative of France proposed to postpone the discussion 
of the question for a period of two weeks in order to 
allow direct conversations to proceed. 

In response to an invitation from the President to 
comment, the representative of Tunisia * stated that he 
had no objection, in principle, to the proposal made 
by the representative of France. Hc recalled that 
rule 33, paragraph 3, of the rules of procedure pro- 
vided for the adjournment of meetings “to a certain 
day or hour “. In order to have the decision conform 
with the rules of procedure, the Security Council 
should set the date for its next meeting. It would there- 
fore be better to state that the discussion of the present 
item be adjourned until 18 June.“’ 

It was so decided.” 

00 For texts of rclevnnt statcmentz, set : 
X2lst meeting : President (China) ; para 59 ; France : para. 

.(I ; Iraq : para. .53 ; Tunisia + : paras. 56-57. 

a7 X2 1st meeting : para. 62. 

Part VI 

**VOTING (RULE 40) 

C 

Part VII 

LANGUAGES (RULES 41-47) 

NOTE 

During the period under review, rules 42-43 regarding 
interpretation into the two working languages (English, 
French) have been applied on all occasions except two 
when consecutive intcrprctation was waived, as an 
exceptional measure, in order to expedite discussion or 
to lighten the heavy work schedule at the time. In the 
proceedings reported in Case 38, there was some dis- 
cussion as to the purpose of consecutive interpretation. 

*+I. CONSIDERATION OF TIIE ADOPTION OR AMEND- 
MENT OF RUIXS 41.47 

2. SPECIAI, CASFS CONCERNING ‘I’IIE APPI.ICATION OF 
RIJIXS 41-47 

Rules 42-43 

CASE 37 

sidercd exhausted and other representatives who wished 
to speak could do so at the next meeting. 

The representatives of China, France and Peru 
signified their agreement with the suggestion of the 
President, and it was so decided.“” 

CASE 38 

At the 768th meeting on IS February 1957, in con- 
ncxion with the India-Pakistan question, the President 
(Swcdcn) suggcstcd that because the General Assembly 
and other organs of the United Nations had a VCIJJ 

heavy schedule before them, the Security Council 
should, as an exceptional measure, dispcnsc with con- 
secutivc interpretation of the statements which were to 
be made. The Council would return to its normal 
procedure when it began to consider the draft resolution 
hcforc it. 

At the 752nd meeting on 2 November 1956, in con- The representative of the USSR had no objection to 
nexion with the situation in Hungary, the President the Prcsidcnt’s suggestion in the circumstances, but 
(Iran) stated that if the spcnkcrs whose names were on disliked the fact that this exception had become a 
his list would agree to waive consccutivc intcrprctation regular practice in the work of the Council. The rules 

/- of their statcmcnts, the Council could avoid holding 
another meeting that evening. He noted that the sug- MN For texts of relevant statements, see : 
gested procedure was exceptional and would not 
constitute a prcccdcnt. The dcbatc would not be con- 

752nd meeting: President (Iran). parns. 102, 102-n. 104 ; 
China, para. 102-c ; France, paras. 102-h. 104-a. 
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of procedure required the Council to work unhurriedly, the departure from the rule and stated that, if there 
so that members could ponder everything that was said. were no objections to his suggestion, he would consider 
The procedure of consecutive interpretation had been it adopted. It was so decided.‘O 
established for that reason. Exceptions to that procedure 
should be less frequent in the future. 

The representative of France associated himself with 
Bo For texts of relevant statements, see : 

the views expressed by the representative of the USSR.“0 
768th meeting : President (Sweden), paras. 41-42 ; France, 

para. 46 ; USSR, paras. 43-44. 
The President reiterated the exceptional character of DO 768th meeting : para. 47. 

Part VIII 

PUBLICITY OF MEETINGS, RECORDS (RULES 48-57) 

NOTE 

In accordance with rule 49, the verbatim records of 
each meeting arc made available in the working 
languages (English and French) to the representatives 
on the Council, as well as to the representatives of any 
other States which have participated in the meeting. In 
mimeographed copies of the record is incorporated a 
note showing the time and date of distribution. Cor- 
rections are requested in writing, in duplicate, within 
two working days, to be submitted in one of the two 
working languages, preferably in the same language as 
the text to which they refer. These corrections are 
included, in the absence of any objection, in the Official 
Record of the meeting which is printed and distributed 
as soon as possible after the time limit for correction. 
During the period under review, the Security Council 
held six private meetings ; at the close of each it issued 
a communiquC through the Secretary-General in 
accordance with rule 55 of the provisional rules of 
procedure. On two occasions, the Security Council 
acceded to requests to publish as annexes to the record 
of a meeting of the Council certain documents which 
had been referred to but not read in their entirety in 
the course of a statement by an invited representative. 
In the first of those proceedings,g’ the Council on the 
request of the invited representative decided that the 
documents should be printed as part of his statement. 
In the other instance,O* it was decided only that the 
documents should be annexed to the record of the 
meeting without being included as part of the statement 
of the invited representative. 

“1. CONSIDERATTON OF THE ADOPTION OR AMEND- 
MENT OF RULES 48-57 

2. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION OF 
RULES 48-57 

Rules 48-55 

CASE 39 

At the 735th meeting on 5 October 1956, when the 
Security Council considered complaints submitted by 

** Case 40. 
O* Case 41. 

France and the United Kingdom against Egypt, and by 
Egypt against France and the United Kingdom, the 
representative of the United Kingdom suggested that, 
after there had been an opportunity for those who 
wished to state their views in public session, the Council 
should move into private session in order to explore 
the possibility of a pcaccful solution of the problem. 

At the 737th and 738th meetings on 8 and 9 October 
1956, the representatives of Australia, France, Iran, 
Peru, the United States and Yugoslavia supported the 
suggestion made by the representative of the United 
Kingdom.Os 

The 739th to 741st meetings, between 9 and 12 
October 1956, were held in private. In accordance with 
rule 55 of the provisional rules of procedure, the 
Council issued a communiquC at the close of each 
private meeting. 

CASE 40 

At the 761st meeting on 16 January 1957, in con- 
nexion with the India-Pakistan question, the repre- 
sentative of Pakistan +, who had been invited to 
participate in the discussion, requested that the Security 
Council print the texts of some letters to which he 
referred, as well as other documents, as annexes to his 
statement before the Council.s’ 

Decision: Upon the proposal of the President (Philip- 
pines), the Council decided, without objection, to pubfish 
the documents as part of the statement of the repre- 
sentative of Pakistan *, as annexes to the record of the 
meeting.g6 

@a For texts of relevant statements, see : 
735th meeting : President (France), para. 100 ; United King- 

dom, paras. 94-95 ; United States, para. 160. 
737th meeting : Australia, para. 84 ; Iran, pnra. 58 ; Peru, 

para. 33. 
738th meeting : Yugoslavia, para. 26. 
94 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
761st meeting : President (Philippines), paras. 94-95 ; 

Pakistan l , para. 96. 
00 761st meeting: para. 97. 
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CASE 41 

At the 762nd meeting on 23 January 1957, in con- 
nexion with the IndialPakistan question, the repre- 
sentative of India *, who had been invited to participate 
in the discussion, stated that at some stage he would 
ask that certain documents to which he was making 
reference be circulated as United Nations documents. 

The President (Philippines) took the request of the 
representative of India to mean that he wished the 
documents to be made part of his statement, and, in 
view of the bulk of the documents, he consulted the 
Council on the question whether this should be done. 

The rcpresentativc of India* expressed the hope that 
the documents would be published not as part of his 
statement before the Council, but as United Nations 
documents. 

The representative of the United States observed: 

“In the more than four years during which I have 
been here I have only once seen material incorporated 
as part of a speaker’s statement when he did not 
actually make the remarks himself. That was last 

week, in connexion with the speech of the repre- 
sentative of Pakistan, and if the representative of 
India asks for the same privilege today I would 
certainly be willing to grant it to him. Howcvcr, I do 
not think that we ought to do it again. I feel that it 
is a very bad practice to have the record appear as 
if a representative said something when in fact he 
did not. I hope, therefore, that we shall be very care- 
ful about this, because if we adopt it as a custom it 
can lead to tremendous abuses, and also to very 
considerable expense.” On 

Decision: Upon the proposal of the President (Philip- 
pines), the Council decided, without objection, to publish 
the documents as un annex to the statement of the 
representative of Indiu, und not as part of his state- 
menl.D7 

- 

00 For kxts of relevant statements, see : 

762nd meeting : Prcsidcnt (Philippines). paras. 28, 30-31 ; 
Cuhn, para. 37 ; India *, paras. 27, 34 ; United Kingdom, 
para. 32 ; United States, paras. 35-36. 

0’ 762nd meeting : para. 38. 
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INTRODUCI’ORY NOTE 

The present chapter contains material concerning 
rules 7, 9, 10 and 11 of the provisional rules of pro- 
cedure of the Security Council. No material requiring 
treatment under rules 6 and 8 has been found for the 
period under review. 

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, the 
material in the present chapter is presented directly 
under the rule of procedure to which it relates. The 
chapter is divided into four parts: part I, Consideration 
of the adoption or amendment of rules 6-12 ; part II, 
The Provisional Agenda; part III, Adoption of the 
Agenda (rule 9) ; and part IV, The Agenda: Matters 
of which the Security Council is seized (Rules IO 
and 11). 

No material has been entered under part 1, since the 
Council has not had occasion to consider any change 
in rules 6 to 12. 

Part II provides information concerning the pre- 
paration of the provisional agenda (rule 7). 

Part III contains material on the procedure and 

practice of the Security Council in connexion with the 
adoption of the agenda. Section A includes a list of 
votes taken in adopting the agenda arranged by forms 
of proposals voted upon. This list is followed by two 
case histories summarizing the discussion in the Council 
concerning a procedural aspect of the adoption of the 
agenda. Section B presents case histories setting forth 
discussion in the Council of the requirements for the 
inclusion of an item in the agenda and of the effects of 
such inclusion. Section C covers other questions which 
have been discussed in connexion with the adoption of 
the agenda, such as the order of discussion of items and 
the scope of items in relation to the scope of the dis- 
cussion. 

Part IV relates to the list of matters of which the 
Security Council is seized. The tabulation in Section B 
(rule 11) brings up to date the tabulations in the previous 
volumes of the Repertoire and includes items which 
h;ivc appcnrcd in the Sccrctary-General’s Summary 
Statement on matters of which the Security Council is 
seized during the period 1956 to 1958 inclusive. 

Part I 

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

Part II 

THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA 

NOTE 

The provisional agenda of each meeting is drawn up 
by the Secretary-General and approved by the President 
of the Security Council in accordance with rule 7. The 
inclusion of new items in the provisional agenda is 
confined to those items which have been brought to the 
attention of the Security Council by the Secretary- 
General under rule 6. The proceedings in connexion 
with a proposal to include a new item in the provisional 
agenda are included under rule 7 (Case 1). 

The order of items appearing on the provisional 
agenda, other than the first item relating to adoption, 
usually reflects the stage of consideration reached at 
the previous meeting and the urgency of new com- 
munications. These items are generally described either 
by the title of the relevant document used as a heading 
or a sub-heading, or by a title which has been spe- 
cifically requested or previously approved by the 
Council. The order of items on the provisional agenda 
and their wording may not coincide with the order and 
wording of the items in the agenda as adopted, for these 
are matters which are subject to the final approval of 

the Security Council. Proceedings related to the order 
of discussion are included in part III, C (Cases 14, 15 
and 16). 

**A. RULE 6 : CIRCULATION OF COMMUNICATIONS BY 
THE SECRETARY-GENERAL 

B. RULE 7 : PREPARATION OF THE PROVISIONAL 
AGENDA 

CASE 1 

At the 749th meeting on 30 October 1956, when the 
Council considered the letter’ dated 29 October 1956 
from the representative of the United States concerning 
the Palestine question, with special reference to steps 
for the immediate cessation of the military action of 
Israel in Egypt, the representative of Iran proposed to 
include in the provisional agenda for the next meeting, 
as an additional item, the letter * dated 30 October 1956 
from the representative of Egypt. This proposal was 

L S/3706, O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 108. 
t S/3712, O.R., Ilth year, SuppJ. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, 

pp. 111-112. 
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supported by the representatives of the USSR and C. RULE 8: COMMUNICATION OF THE PROVISIONAL 
Yugoslavia. AGENDA 

The President (France) stated that, in the absence of 
any objection, the letter from the Egyptian delegation 
would appear on the provisional agenda of the next 

[Note : Questions have arisen in the Council during 

meeting of the CounciLa 
the period under review concerning meetings summoned 
as a matter of urgency. Discussion has turned on the 

8 For texts of relevant statements, see : justification for departure from the practice of con- 

749th meeting : President (France), para. 207 ; Iran, para. sulting members of the Council beforehand and is 
204 ; USSR, para. 206 ; Yugoslavia, para. 205. described in chapter 1 (Cases 2 and 3).] 

Part III 

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA (RULE 9) 

NOTE Section C deals with other auestions related to the , 
The first item of the provisional agenda for each adoption of the agenda, such as the order and latitude 

mcetinrr of the Sccuritv Council. under rule 9. is the of discussion of items. 

adoption of the age&. The ;sual practice ‘of the 
Council is to adopt the provisional agenda without vote, 
either with or without amendments, unless an objection 
has been raised.’ Part II1 is concerned with the pro- 
ceedings of the Council in those instances where an 
objection has been raised to the adoption of the agenda. 

cussion in the Council on the procedure of voting on 
the adoption of the agenda. One of these (Case 3) con- 

Section A, dealing with the manner in which the 
Council has taken decisions on the objections raised, 
has been presented in tabular form. The section also 
includes two case histories (Cases 2 and 3) of dis- 

A. PROCEDURE OF VOTING ON ADOPTION OF THE 
AGENDA 

1. Votes taken concerning individual items in rhe 
provisional agenda 

734th meeting, 26 Scptcmber 1956 : item 3 : voted 
uoon at the same mccting.B 

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 two ways. 

(i) On the proposul IO include the item in the ugrndu 

terns an occasion when the Council voted on the ’ 
provisional agenda after a member had suggested that, 750th meeting. 30 October 1956 ; item 3 : voted upon 

in view of the importance of the question, a formal at the same mceting.a 

vote should be taken cvcn if there were no express 842nd meeting, 9 Dcccmber 1958 ; item 2 (b) and 
objections to the adoption of the agenda. 2 (c): voted upon at the same meeting.: 

related to the substance of the item on the provisional 

Section B presents case histories of the discussion in 

agenda. The cast histories are related to the procedural 

the Council when objection had been raised on grounds 

aspects of such discussion at the stage of the adoption 
of the agenda. They are not concerned with the grounds 
of objection which, except for the proceedings of the 
783rd and 784th meetings (Case 1 I), arc more fully 
prcscnted in chapters X and XII. As previously in the 
Repertoire, material from the same cpisodc 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. 

730th meeting, 26 June 1956 ; objection to item 2.” 

(ii) On the adoption oj the agenda as a whole and not 

746th meeting, 28 October 1956; objection to 
item 2.O 

on the individual item 

752nd meeting, 2 November 1956 ; objection to 
item 2.1° 

754th meeting, 4 November 1956 ; objection to 
item 2.” 

778th meeting, 20 May 1957 ; objection to item 2.” 
784th meeting, 20 August 1957 ; objection to item 2.” 

* Meetings of the Council on a question held in the morning 
and afternoon of the same day have been considered to be 
scnarak mectinps. but the Council may dispcnsc with the 
foimality of adopting the same agenda twkc on the same day. 
See Rrrwrroirc of rhc Prmtiw of rlrr Scc‘rrrify Corrncil I Y46- 19.~ I, 
p. 6R.‘On one .occasion during the period under review, the 
Council, at two meetings (746th and 752nd) on a question, voted 
to adopt the provisional agenda over the objections of a 
member. At subsequent meetings (753rd and 754th) on the same 
question the Council adopted the agenda without vote. the 
President declaring the agenda adopted with the understanding 
that note would he taken of the objections raised by the 
mcmhcr when the agenda was first adopted (Case 7). 

b 734th meeting : para. 123. 

0 750th meeting: para. 9. 

7 842nd meeting (PV): p. 8. 

8 730th meeting: para. 85. 

0 746th meeting: para. 35. 

‘0 752nd meeting : para. 6. 

11 7S4th meeting : para. 1. 

12 778th meeting: para. 14. 

1s 784th meeting: para. 87. 
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In the instances under (i) above, the agenda was 
- adopted without vote after the vote on the individual 

item. In the cases under (ii), the vote was taken directly 
on the adoption of the agenda as a whole on each 
occasion. Thcrc was no instance in which a proposal 
was made to include the item in the agenda and post- 
ponc its consideration. 

In other instances, the vote has been taken as fol- 
lows : 

2. Votes taken on proposals to determine or change 
the order of items 

787th meeting, 6 September 1957. 

3. Votes taken on the adoPtion of the agenda as a whole 

755th meeting, 5 November 1956.15 

cAS@ 2 

At the 734th meeting on 26 September 1956, the 
provisional agenda contained, as item 2, “Situation 
created by the unilateral action of the Egyptian Govern- 
ment in bringing to an end the system of international 
operation of the Suez Canal, which was confirmed and 
completed by the Suez Canal Convention of 1888 “,I8 
submitted by Frnncc and the United Kingdom ; and, as 
item 3, “ Actions against Egypt by some Powers, par- 
ticularly France and the United Kingdom, which con- 
stitute a danger to international peace and security and 
are serious violations of the Charter of the United 

- Nations “,li submitted by Egypt. 

The rcprcscntativc of Australia stated that his dele- 
gation considered that the formulation of the problem 
proposed by France and the United Kingdom indicated 
a proper pcrspcctivc of the situation in respect to the 
Suez Canal, whereas the formulation prcsentcd by Egypt 
did not. It was unnecessary to include the third item, 
for the Egyptian Government would be given every 
opportunity to express its views in the course of the 
Council’s consideration of the item proposed by France 
and the United Kingdom. Hc requested that separate 
votes be taken on the two items proposed for the 
agenda. 

The President (Cuba) declared that, in accordance 
with the Australian proposal, the Council would take 
separate votes on items 2 and 3 of the provisional 
agenda.‘” 

Decision : The [~ro/>o.sal to include item 2 in the 
agendu wuy adqted unanimously. The proposal to 
include item 3 MU adopted by 7 votes in favour to none 
against, with 4 ah.stentions. The ugenda W(LY ado~xed.‘e 

1’ 787th meeting: para. 27. 

Ifi 755th meeting : para. 27. 

I0 S, 3654, O.R.. 11111 year. SuppI. for July-Sepl. lYS6. p. 47. 

1’ S/36.(6. O.R., 111/r pew. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1956, p. 48. 

In For texts of rclewnt statcmcnts. set : 
734th meeting : President (Cuba). paras. I2 I- 123 ; Australia. 

paras. X7, 94-9.5. 

10 734th meeting : para. 123. 

CASE 3 

At the 755th meeting on 5 November 1956, the 
provisional agenda included, as item 2, a cablcgram*o 
dated 5 November 1956 from the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of the Soviet Union concerning “ Non-com- 
pliance by the United Kingdom, Frnncc and Israel with 
the decision of the emergency special session of the 
General Assembly of 2 November 1956 and immediate 
steps to halt the aggression of the aforesaid States 
against Egypt “. 

The representative of Belgium, after having observed 
that, in view of the importance of the question before 
the Council, the adoption of the agenda should be put 
to a formal vote even if there were no express objections 
to its adoption, called for a vote on the agenda.” 

Decision : The Council rejected the provisional agenda 
by 3 votes in favour to 4 against, with 4 ahstention.s.s1 

CASE 4 

At the 787th meeting on 6 September 1957, the 
provisional agenda included under item 2, the Palestine 
question, the sub-items : (a) letterzS dated 4 September 
1957 from the permanent representative of Jordan; 
and (h) letter” dated 5 Scptcmbcr 1957 from the acting 
permanent Wpresentativc of Israel. 

The representative of Iraq inquired whether the 
Council would first take up sub-item (a) and then pro- 
ceed with sub-item (h). 

The President (Cuba) replied : 

“ It is, of course, for the Council to take a decision 
on this point. As Prcsidcnt, however, 1 felt that, 
since thcsc two questions were so closely connected, 
they could be discussed jointly. 1 believe that this 
procedure would facilitate the work of the Council 
and enable it to resolve the matter.. .” 

The representative of the USSR observed: 

“The first document referred to in the provisional 
agenda. . . was received yesterday, and this allowed 
time for us to study the document and to form our 
opinion upon it. The lcttcr from the representative 
of Israel. . . has appeared only today on the Council 
table. Hence, the Soviet delegation has not been able 
to study it prior to coming to this meeting.. . If the 
letter were merely a reply or a statement of the 
position of Israel in connexion with the question 
raised by Jordan, that would be a different matter, 
but in it the representative of Israel requests the 
Council to discuss a different question from that 
raised by Jordan. That is why the Soviet delegation 

lo S/3736, O.R.. llllr yew, Suppi. for Oct.-l)ec. 19.56. 
pp. 128-130. 

*I 75Sth meeting : parus. 22-23, 26. 

** 755th meeting : par;~. 27. 

y3 s/31(78, O.R., l+?lh yeur. Suppl. for July-Sepr. 1957, 
pp. 33-34. 

” S/3883, O.R., 12111 yew. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1957, 
pp. 33-34. 
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finds itself in a difficult position as regards taking 
a decision as to whether this letter should be con- 
sidered at today’s meeting of the Council.” 

He believed, therefore, that the Council should adopt 
the provisional agenda and discuss the sub-items con- 
secutively. 

The representative of Iraq expressed views similar 
to those of the representative of the USSR. 

The representative of the United States, in support 
of the suggestion made by the President, observed that 
there was ample precedent for the Council to discuss 
the two sub-items simultaneously. However, in order 
to avoid a procedural debate which would delay and 
complicate the consideration of the matter, his dele- 
gation would be willing to take up these questions either 
simultaneously or consecutively. 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
the Council, by adopting its agenda, would not 
necessarily make a prejudgement on how it intended 
to deal with the items. However, the Council could not 
proceed to deal with any item until it had adopted its 
agenda, since the first item before the Council was 
always the adoption of the agenda. He added: 

“ . , . I should like to remind my colleagues that we 
have had this kind of problem before in connexion 
with Palestine questions-that is to say, the problem 
of an item put down by one party which is then 
followed by an item put down by another party. I 
should like to refer to what happened in May 1954, 
when we had the same problem. After a very long 
procedural debate, which I hope we may be able to 
avoid on this occasion, the decision reached was the 
following : 

“ ‘ 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.’ (670th meeting, 
para. 2). 

“I would suggest that we might usefully follow the 
same procedure on the present occasion.” 
The President observed : 

6‘ . . . Our practice has been first to adopt the agenda 
so that it becomes a definite and not a provisional 
agenda and then to agree as to how the items on it 
should be discussed, whether concurrently, whether 
separately, whether the meeting should be adjourned 
etc. However, if the Council wishes to adopt the 
agenda with the prior condition set forth by the 
representative of the Soviet Union that after adopting 
the agenda sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) will be dis- 
cussed separately the Council can certainly do so.” 

After the representative of the USSR had indicated 
that he had not intended to pose his suggestion as a 

stated that the question of the order of debate should 
be taken up after the adoption of the agenda. 

The President stated that the Council would first 
vote on the adoption of the agenda, and then consider 
whether the sub-items should be discussed separately or 
jointly.” 

Decision: The agenda was adopted unanimously.” 

9. CONSIDERATION OF : 

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

CASE 5 

At the 729th and 730th meetings on 26 June 1956, 
the Council had on its provisional agenda a letter” 
dated I3 June 1956 from the representatives of thirteen 
Member States requesting the Council, under Article 35 
(1), to consider the situation in Algeria. 

The representative of France objected to the inclusion 
of the item in the agenda on the ground of Article 2 (7), 
since the French Government considered that Algerian 
affairs were essentially within the domestic jurisdiction 
of France. In his view, the recognition of the right of 
the United Nations to intervene in the internal affairs 
of a State would establish a dangerous precedent and 
would mean the end of the United Nations. Article 34 
was not applicable to the situation in Algeria, for under 
that Article the Council’s competence was limited to 
disputes or situations of an international character. 
Furthermore, the competence of the Council did not 
extend to questions related to violation of fundamental 
human rights or the denial of the right of self-deter- 
mination. 

The representative of Iran stated that the situation 
in Algeria was of the kind envisaged by Articles 34 and 
35 of the Charter. Stressing the number and importance 
of the Member States which had submitted the question 
to the Security Council, he declared that the question 
should be inscribed in the agenda so as to give those 
Member States an opportunity to express their views 
and in order to determine, under Article 34, if the 
continuance of the situation threatened the maintenance 
of international peace and security. The argument based 
on Article 2 (7) was unfounded, for a question bearing 
on the violation of human rights was not a matter 
essentially within domestic jurisdiction of a State. The 
United Nations had declared itself competent on the 
question of the treatment of persons of Indian origin in 
the Union of South Africa, the Indonesian question and 
the Czechoslovak question. The Security Council had 

*l For texts of relevant statements, see : 
787th meeting: President (Cuba). paras. 3, 12, 19-20, 23-24, 

27 ; Australia, para. 26 ; China, para. 25 ; Iraq, para. 8 ; USSR. 
paras. 13-16, 18, 21-22; United Kingdom, paras. 10-11 ; United 
States, para. 6. 

*a 787th meeting: para. 27. 
*’ Sl3609. OX., Il~ir year, Suppl. for Apr.-lone 1956, 

pp. 74-76. The signatories were Afghanistan, Egypt, Indonesia, 
Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, 

“ condition “, the representatives of Australia and China Syria, Thailand and Yemen. 
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followed from the beginning a liberal policy with respect 
- to inclusion of items in the agenda, a policy which had 

been supported in the past by certain delegations at 
present opposed to the consideration of the Algerian 
question. When there had been doubt as to the inclusion 
of an item, the Council had given the benefit of that 
doubt to the party requesting the inclusion. In numerous 
instances the Security Council had included items in the 
agenda, while stressing the fact that in so doing it was 
in no way prejudging its competence or the substance 
of the question. 

The representative of China stated that any action 
by the Council under Articles 34 and 35, to be fruitful, 
had to have the willing co-operation of France. He, as 
well as the representatives of Peru, the United States 
and Yugoslavia, maintained that under the circumstances 
the inclusion of the item in the agenda would not 
achieve any practical results. The representative of 
Cuba believed that it would be dangerous for the 
Council to intervene in questions within the domestic 
jurisdiction of a State. 

The representative of the United Kingdom observed 
that one of the cardinal principles of the United Nations 
was not to intervene in the domestic affairs of its 
Members, and that a number of founder nations, 
without whose co-operation the Organization could 
hardly have been brought into being, would have 
hesitated to lend their efforts to that great enterprise 
unless they had known that the Charter enshrined this 
cardinal principle. Aside from the conclusive legal 

- arguments against the inclusion of the item in the 
agenda, a debate in the Council on the question of 
Algeria would hamper a peaceful solution of the 
problem. 

The representative of Belgium maintained that the 
prohibition contained in Article 2 (7) was of a cate- 
gorical and general character. It applied to all pro- 
visions of the Charter, including those bearing on 
human rights and specifically on the right of peoples 
to self-determination. Furthermore, the practice of 
placing a matter on the agenda to offer an opportunity 
of elucidating the question of competence was advisable 
when that question had not been discussed ; in the 
Algerian matter, however, the question of competence 
had been the subject of previous lengthy discussion.*” 

Decision: At the 730th meeting on 26 June 1956, 
the Council rejected the provisional agenda by 2 votes 
in favour and 7 against, with 2 abstention.s.sD 

CASE 6 

At the 734th meeting on 26 September 1956, the 
provisional agenda included, as item 2, “Situation 

*a For texts of relevant statements, see : 
729th meeting : France, paras. 29, 97, 100-104 ; Iran, 

paras. 30, 48, 50-54, 71, 75-92 ; 
730th meeting: Belgium, paras. 60-61 ; 66-68 ; China, 

- paras. 32-34 ; Cuba, paras. 35-42 ; Iran, paras. 3, 8-9. 13-17 ; 
23-28 ; Peru. paras. 46-49 ; USSR. para. 76 ; United Kingdom, 
paras. 52-58 ; United Slates, para. 84 ; Yugoslavia, paras. 72-73. 

*Q 730th meeting : para. 85. 

created by the unilateral action of the Egyptian Govem- 
ment in bringing to an end the system of international 
operation of the Suez Canal, which was confirmed and 
completed by the Suez Canal Convention of 1888 “,so 
submitted by France and the United Kingdom; and, as 
item 3, “Actions against Egypt by some Powers, par- 
ticularly France and the United Kingdom, which con- 
stitute a danger to international peace and security and 
are serious violations of the Charter of the United 
Nations “,JL submitted by Egypt. 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated, with 
reference to item 3, that this was clearly an attempt on 
the part of Egypt to confuse the issue and distract 
attention from the very problem which the Egyptian 
Government itself had created. If it was the view of 
other members that the Council should consider the 
item, hc would be prepared not to oppose its inclusion 
in the agenda. The representative of France associated 
himself with the views expressed by the representative 
of the United Kingdom. The representative of Australia 
stated that the request to include item 3 in the agenda 
seemed to be an attempt to divert attention from the 
essential issue which was already before the Council. 

The representative of the United States observed that 
his support for the inclusion of item 3 in the agenda 
did not mean that his Government was in agreement 
with the contention which had been made in the item 
submitted by Egypt. 

The representative of the USSR, speaking in support 
of the inclusion of item 3 in the agenda, stated that at 
a time when the situation in the Near and Middle East 
was becoming increasingly acute, the Security Council 
was in duty bound to discuss the situation in order to 
promote the peaceful settlement of the dispute over 
Suez. Because the Council was obliged to hear both 
sides in a dispute, his delegation was in favour of 
inclusion of both items in the agenda. 

The representatives of Iran and Yugoslavia expressed 
the view that the inclusion of item 3 in the agenda 
would in no way prejudge the substance of the issue.” 

Decision: At the 734th meeting on 26 September 
1956, after item 3 had been included in the agenda by 
7 votes to none, with 4 abstentions, the Council adopted 
the provisional agenda.sa 

CASE 7 

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, the pro- 
visional agenda included a letter a* dated 27 October 
1956 from the representatives of France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States concerning the situation 
in Hungary. 

5o S/3654, O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1956, p. 47. 

3’ S/3656. O.R., IIfh yeor, Srrppl. for July-Sepf. 1956. p. 48. 
J* For texts of relevant statements, see : 
734th meeting : Australia, para. 94 ; France, paras. 109-l IO ; 

Iran, para. X3 ; USSR, paras. 56, 60-61 ; United Kingdom, 
paras. IS, 20 ; United States, para. 43 ; Yugoslavia, para. 74. 

33 734th meeting: para. 123. 
a4 S/3690, O.R., llrh year, Suppl. for Oc:.-Dec. 1956, p, 100. 
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The representative of the USSR, in opposing the 
inclusion of the item in the agenda, observed that the 
Government of the Hungarian People’s Republic, in its 
declaration of 28 October 1956, had protested against 
placing on the agenda the consideration of any question 
which concerned the domestic affairs of Hungary. He 
maintained that the invocation of Article 34 by the 
three sponsoring Powers, in submitting the item to the 
Security Council, was unwarranted because that Article 
empowered the Council to investigate only disputes or 
situations of an international character. 

Decision: At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, 
the Council adopted the agenda by 9 votes in favour to 
I against, with I abstention.3’ 

At the 752nd meeting on 2 November 1956, the 
President (Iran) informed the Council that, by another 
letter”” dated 2 November 1956, the representatives of 
France, the United Kingdom and the United States had 
requested an urgent meeting of the Council to consider 
the item on the situation in Hungary, of which the 
Council had already been seized. 

The representative of the USSR observed: 
“The Soviet delegation objected at a previous 

meeting of the Council [746th meeting] to the in- 
clusion of this item in the agenda, and explained why 
it was opposed to the consideration of this question 
in the Security Council. Our objections still stand, 
and 1 shall vote again today against the inclusion of 
this item in the agenda, especially in view of the way 
in which this meeting of the Council was called. The 
President has already explained the hurried manner 
in which this was done, and there is no need for me 
to deal with the point.” 
Decision: The agenda W(LS adopted by 10 votes in 

favour and 1 uguinst.S’ 

At the 753rd meeting on 3 November 1956, the 
representative of the USSR again stated that he main- 
tained the objections to the inclusion of the item in the 
agenda which he had raised at the 746th meeting. The 
President replied that the objections of the representative 
of the USSR were noted, The President made a similar 
statement at the 754th meeting on 4 November 1956.“” 

CASE 8 

At the 750th meeting on 30 October 1956, the pro- 
visional agenda contained, as item 2, a letters@ dated 
29 October 1956 from the representative of the United 

36 746th meeting : para. 35. 

Jo S/3723. O.R.. 1 Ith yeor. Suppl. for Oc!,-Dec. 1956, p. 117. 

87 752nd meeting: para. 6. 

3” For texts of relevant statements, see : 
746th meeting : President (France), paras. 7. 9 ; USSR, 

paras. 6. 8. IO, 12, 24 ; United Kingdom, paras. 30-31 ; 
752nd meeting: President (Iran), paras. 3-4 ; USSR, para. 5 ; 
753rd meeting : President (Iran). para. 3 ; USSR, para. 2 ; 
754th meeting : President (Iran), para. 1. 

80 S/3706. O.R., Ilrh ymr, SuppI. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 108. 

States ; and, as item 3, a letter do dated 30 October 1956 
from the representative of Egypt. 

The representative of the United Kingdom, speaking 
of item 3, stated that the letter submitted by Egypt 
dealt with the substance of a letter which he himself 
had read out to the Council at its 749th meeting. He 
did not accept the implications and statements con- 
tained in the letter from the representative of Egypt, 
nor did he believe that the item would add to a con- 
structive consideration of the serious question which 
was before the Council. 

The President, speaking as the representative of 
France, associated himself with the statement made by 
the representative of the United Kingdom. 

The representative of Iran proposed to include 
item 3 in the agenda.” 

Decision : At the 750th meeting on 30 October 1956, 
following the adoption of the Iranian proposal to in- 
clude item 3 of the agenda by 7 votes in favour to 
none ugainyt, with 4 ubstentions, the Council udopred 
the agenda.” 

CASE 9 

At the 755th meeting on 5 November 1956, the 
provisional agenda included, as item 2, a cablegram” 
dated 5 November 1956 from the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of the Soviet Union concerning “ Non-com- 
pliance by the United Kingdom, France and Israel with 
the decision of the emergency special session of the 
General Assembly of 2 November 1956 and immediate 
steps to halt the aggression of the aforesaid States 
against Ebvpt “. The cablegram also included a draft 
resolution. 

After the Council had rejected the provisional 
agenda,” several representatives explained their votes 
on grounds related to the substance of the item. The 
representatives of Belgium, China, Cuba, Peru and the 
United States maintained that the question of hostilities 
in Egypt was being dealt with by the emergency special 
session of the General Assembly and by the Secretary- 
General, and that the USSR proposal would hamper 
the efforts which were already being made to solve the 
problem. 

The representative of the United Kingdom main- 
taincd that the USSR proposal was meaningless in 
terms of the United Nations since it embodied the idea 
that two permanent members of the Council should 
combine against two other permanent members, whereas 
the Organization had been founded on the assumption 

(0 S/3712. O.R., llrlt year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. I1 1. 

41 For texts of relevant statements, see : 

750th meeting: President (France), para. 5 ; Iran, para. 6 ; 
United Kingdom, paras. 3-4. 

4* 750th meeting : para. 9. 

4’ S/3736. O.R., Il~h year, Suppl. for OH.-Dec. 1956, 
pp. 228-230. 

44 For decision, see Case 3. 
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that there would be unity among those four great 
_ Powers. 

The representative of the USSR, having noted that 
the resolutions of the General Assembly adopted at its 
first emergency special session had not been complied 
with, stated that the situation rcquircd immediate and 
resolute action by the United Nations in accordance 
with Articlc 42 of the Charter. The fact that the General 
Assembly was taking action on any question did not 
relieve the Security Council of the obligation to act if 
the circumstances so dcmandcd. The Soviet Government 
had submitted the draft resolution to the Council only 
when it had bccomc clear that the moral pressure of 
the General Assembly would have no effect on the 
aggressor Statcs.‘J 

CASE 10 

At the 778th meeting on 20 May 1957, the pro- 
visional agenda included, as item 2, a letter ‘a dated 
15 May 1957 from the reprcscntative of France relating 
to the Suez Canal. 

The representative of the USSR, in opposing the 
inclusion of the item in the agenda, stated that any 
renewal of discussion on the Suez problem, particularly 
in the form suggcstcd in the letter from the rcprc- 
scntative of France, could only lead to undesirable 
complications in regard to pcacc in the Middle East. 

The rcprcscntativc of the United Kingdom, in sup- 
- porting the inclusion of the item in the agenda, 

emphasized that the Egyptian declaration had not closed 
discussion on the question of the Suez Canal, as the 
representative of the USSR had claimed.” 

h&ion: The ugrndu H’US udoptPd by 10 votes to 
none, with I abstention.‘” 

CASE t 1 

At the 783rd meeting on 20 August 1957, the pro- 
visional agenda included, as item 2, a letter’@ dated 
13 August 1957 from the pcrmancnt rcprcscntativcs 
of Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, 
Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia and Yemen 
requesting the Prcsidcnt of the Security Council to 
convene an urgent meeting of the Council, under 
Article 35 of the Charter, to consider the “armed 
aggression ” by the United Kingdom against the in- 

‘s For texts of rclcvant statements, see : 
75Sth meeting: Australia, para. 63 ; Lklgium, paras. 53-54 ; 

China, para. S6 ; Cuba. para. 47 ; France, para. 79 ; Peru, 
paras. 57-60 ; IJSSK. paras. 37-43 ; 65-75 ; United Kingdom, 
para. 50; United Slates. para. 29. 

46 S/3829, O.R.. 12rJr ycwr. Slcppl. /or Apr.-June 1957, 
pp. 20-2 I. 

w For texts of relevant statements. see : 
77Xth meeting : USSR, paras. 4-1 I ; United Kingdom, 

- para. 13. 

4” 778th meeting : para. 14. 

‘o S/3865 and Add.1, O.R., JZ/h year, S~rppl. /or July-&PI. 
1957, pp. 16-17. 

dependence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the 
lmamate of Oman. 

The representative of Iraq stated that the clcvcn 
Member States had brought the matter to the attention 
of the Security Council in the belief that a debate on 
the question and a decision thercon would publicize 
the extent to which the peace of the world was 
endangcrcd when some States arrogated to thcmsclves 
the task of scttting unitatcratly their differences with 
others. British intervention in Oman was not only 
contrary to the principles of the United Nations 
Charter, but it was ntso subvcrsivc of the whole foun- 
dation on which the United Nations W;IS constructed. 
The facts of the situation had thrown in doubt the 
sense of security of the small States created within the 
structure of the United Nations, for an impression had 
been gained that the Organization would bc incapable 
of protecting the intcrcsts of small nations when those 
interests did not suit the intcrcsts of large States. The 
rcprcsentativc of Iraq further stated that the Council 
was called upon to invostigute the matter under 
Articles 34 and 35 of the Charter and, in his view, the 
question descrvcd urgent considcrntion by the Council, 
for the cvcnts which had recently taken place in Oman 
left no doubt that the situation might endanger the 
maintenance of intcrnationat peace and security. 

The rcprcsentativc of the United Kingdom, in 
opposing the inclusion of the item in the agenda, 
observed that in the Security Council the term 
“ aggression ” should bc used with duo regard for its 
meaning. The signatories of the tcttcr of 13 August 1957 
had thcmsctvcs rccognizcd this, at Icast to sonic extent. 
Although they had referred to armed aggression and 
full-scale war, they had not invoked Chapter VII of the 
Charter, but had refcrrcd the matter to the Council as 
a dispute or situation under Article 35. In his view, 
armed aggression prcsupposcd action between two 
sovereign States. The letter of complaint, in charging 
aggression against the indcpcndencc, sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of the Imamatc of Oman, assumed 
th:rt thcrc was an indcpcndcnt sovereign State by that 
name. If the Council wcrc to accept that letter as a basis 
for discussion and decision, then it, too, would be acting 
on such an assumption. In fact, however, thcrc was no 
indcpcndcnt and sovcrcign State of Oman, the district 
of Oman being ;I part of the dominions of the Sultan of 
Muscat and Oman who had already rcmindcd the 
Council that the matter was cxctusivcty within his 
domestic jurisdiction. He further stated that Isritain had 
taken military action in response to the request of the 
Sultan for assistance against a revolt which was 
encouraged and supported from outside, thcrcforc the 
charges against the United Kingdom wcrc not only 
without foundation but the incoherent and illogical 
manner in which thcsc chnrgcs had been formulated 
justified the Council in declining to include the item in 
the agenda. 

The representative of the Philippines observed that 
the mere allegation that aggression had been committed 
by a Men&r State was a matter of deep concern to 
the United Nations. Hc further stated that the fact that 
the lcttcr of submission had been signed by eleven 
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Member States and that the allegation of military inter- 
vention had not been disputed, reflected in some measure 
the seriousness of the charge and the gravity of the 
situation. He reminded the Council that it was obliged 
under Article 39 to consider the item if only to deter- 
mine whether or not an act of aggression had been 
committed, that it was empowered under Article 34 to 
investigate any dispute or situation of the nature defined 
in that Article, and that Article 2 (7) expressly pcr- 
mittcd the United Nations to intervene and take enforce- 
ment mcasurcs where there was a threat to peace, a 
breach of the pcacc or an act of aggression, even in 
matters which wcrc essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of a State. The representative of the Philip- 
pines emphasized that the inclusion of the item in the 
agenda would not prejudge the position of any member 
of the Council on the substance of the question. 

The representative of the USSR, in supporting the 
inclusion of the item in the ngcnda, declared that his 
delegation attached great importance to the appeal by 
eleven Arab Member States since it demonstrated the 
deep concern of the Arab pcoplcs about the situation 
which had arisen because of British intervention in the 
internal affairs of Oman. He further declared that the 
Security Council should not fail to listen to the justified 
request of a group of Mcmbcr States of the United 
Nations. 

At the 784th meeting on 20 August 1957, the repre- 
sentative of Sweden, in supporting the inclusion of the 
item in the agenda, stated that the Security Council 
should not shirk its responsibility to maintain inter- 
national peace and security, nor should a party to any 
dispute be denied an opportunity to present its case. 
While there had been no reason, so far, to dispute the 
British position that no illegal aggression had taken 
place, it was difficult to share the opinion of the 
representative of the United Kingdom that the matter 
was purely within the domestic jurisdiction of the 
Sultan, since the Council was confronted not merely 
with the suppression of an internal revolt but also with 
the intervention of a third Power. 

The representatives of Australia, Cuba and France 
opposed the inclusion of the item in the agenda, ex- 
pressing views in support of the position taken by the 
rcprescntativc of the United Kingdom. 

The rcprcscntative of Iraq stated that the eleven 
Mcmbcr States had invoked Article 35 of the Charter 
merely to define their capacity in requesting the 
Council to consider the question, since under the Article 
any Member had the right and duty to bring any dispute 
or situation of the nature referred to in Article 34 to 
the attention of the Council. In doing so, the signatories 
had reserved their position with regard to any measure 
or action which the Council might take under Chap- 
ter VI or Chapter VII of the Charter. 

The representative of the United States observed that 
the information available on the question was not 
sufficient to justify his Government in committing itself 
for or against the inscription of the item. The United 
States, however, would not accept as valid the inter- 
pretation of the situation as set forth in the letter from 

the eleven Member States, since that letter had been 
formulated in such terms as to constitute a prejudge- 
ment of the case. 

The representative of China stated that, in the light 
of the explanation given by the representative of the 
United Kingdom, the question of whether the Council 
was competent to deal with the matter depended upon 
the legal status of the Sultan of Oman in relation to the 
dispute. Since this aspect of the problem required 
further clarification, it would bc premature for the 
Council to take a decision on the question of the 
adoption of the agenda. 

Decision: At the 784th meeting on 20 Aug14st 1957, 
the Council rejected the provisional a~~,ctrdu by 4 votes 
in fuvour to 5 aguinst, und I abstention, with one 
member present und not voting.bo 

After the Security Council had rejected the pro- 
visional agenda, the representative of Iraq declared that 
the decision did not reflect the liberal attitude which the 
Council had followed in the past with regard to items 
proposed by Mcmbcr States. The rejection of the item 
showed a denial of the principle contained in Article 1 
(4) of the Charter which placed upon the Members the 
duty of utilizing the United Nations as a centre for 
harmonizing the actions of nations in relation to one 
another.” 

2. Effect of the inclusion of an item in the agenda 

CASE 12 

At the 750th meeting on 30 October 1956, the pro- 
visional agenda included, as item 3, a letterb* dated 
30 October 1956 from the representative of Egypt. 

The President, speaking as the representative of 
France, and the reprcsentativc of the United Kingdom 
objected to the inclusion of the item in the agenda. 

The representative of Iran, in supporting the inclusion 
of the item in the agenda, observed : 

“According to the Council’s practice, as the Presi- 
dent knows bcttcr than I, to place a question on the 
agenda of a meeting does not mean that all the 
members of the Council are in agreement with regard 
to the complaint submitted to them. Furthermore, we 
cannot know whether or not there are grounds for 
the complaint unless the item is placed on the agenda 
and the country which had submitted it has an 
opportunity to state its CilSe. . . .“5s 

50 784th meeting: para. 87. 

61 For texts of relevant statements. see : 
783rd meeting : Cuba, pnras, 72-77 ; Iraq, paras. 3-26 ; 

Philippines, paras. 60-71 ; USSR, paras. 78-95 ; United King- 
dom, paras. 27-59 ; 784th meeting, Australia, paras. 17-24 ; 
China, paras. 12-16 ; France, paras. 25-33 ; Iraq, paras. 34-71 ; 
Sweden, paras. H-l 1 ; United Kingdom, paras. 77-81 ; United 
States, paras. 1-7. 

61 S/3712, O.R., 11th pear, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 111. 

63 For texts of rclcvant statements, see : 
750th meeting : President (France), para. 5 ; Iran, para. 6 ; 

United Kingdom, paras. 3-4. For decision, see Case 8. 
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CASE 13 

At the 755th meeting on 5 November 1956, in con- 
nexion with a cablegram&’ dated 5 November 1956 
from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet 
Union, after the provisional agenda had been rejected, 
the President, speaking as the reprcscntative of Iran, 
stated : 

‘I . . . The majority of the Security Council members 
have always held-and my delegation entirely shares 
that view-that the inclusion of an item in the agenda 
in no way prejudges the substance of the question. 
My delegation voted in favour of the adoption of the 
agcndu, because it believes that, if the meaning and 
scope of an item whose inclusion is requested by a 
delegation arc to be properly understood, the item 
must first be placed on the agenda.” lb 

C. OTHER DI!WUSSION ON THE ADOPTION OF THE 
AGENDA 

1. Order of discussion of items on the agenda 

CASE 14 

At the 734th meeting on 26 September 1956, the 
provisional agenda included, as item 2, “Situation 
created by the unilateral action of the Egyptian Govern- 
ment in bringing to an end the system of international 
operation of the Suez Canal, which was confirmed and 

- completed by the Suez Canal Convention of 1888 ” ; 
and, as item 3, “ Actions against Egypt by some Powers, 
particularly France and the United Kingdom, which 
constitute a danger to international peace and security 
and arc serious violations of the Charter of the United 
Nations “. 

The representative of the United Kingdom proposed 
to deal first with item 2 of the provisional agenda, in 
accordance with the normal procedure in the Security 
Council. The represcntativc of the United States 
observed that the item proposed by France and the 
United Kingdom should have priority of consideration 
and that the item submitted by Egypt should be deferred 
until the former item had been disposed of. 

The representative of the USSR proposed to consider 
first the item submitted in Egypt. The representative of 
France opposed this proposal, 

The representative of Yugoslavia maintained that the 
logical procedure would be to discuss both items simul- 
taneously, for it would be impossible to do otherwise 
than consider the various aspects of the problem in their 
intcrrclationship. 

The Prcsidcnt, spcnking as the representative of Cuba, 
and the rcprcscntativc of Peru supported the inclusion 
of both items in the provisional agenda and their dis- 
cussion in the order in which they appcarcd therein. 
The representative of China belicvcd that the rules of 

54 S/3736, O.R. 11111 year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. I956, 
pp. 128-130. 

55 755th meeting: para. 64. For decision, see Case 3. 

procedure of the Council required that the items should 
be dealt with in that order. 

Following the inclusion of the two items in the 
agenda,&’ the President observed in reply to the repre- 
sentative of the USSR that there were no proposals 
concerning the order of consideration of the items 
before the Council and that it was normal procedure 
to deal with them in the order of inclusion. The repre- 
sentative of Yugoslavia then moved that both items be 
discussed simultaneously.b’ 

Decision : The proposal of the representative of Yugo- 
slavia was rejected by 2 votes in favour, 6 against, with 
3 abstentions.68 

The President then declared that, in accordance with 
the Council’s decision, the two items would be discussed 
separately, item 2 first and item 3 second.5g 

CASE 15 

At the 787th meeting on 6 September 1957, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the following sub- 
items appeared under item 2 of the provisional agenda: 
((0 letter O0 dated 4 September 1957 from the permanent 
representative of Jordan, and (b) lettere’ dated 
5 September 1957 from the acting permanent repre- 
sentative of Israel. 

Following adoption of the agenda, the President 
(Cuba) indicated that the Council would have to decide 
whether to proceed in accordance with the proposal 
made by the representatives of Iraq and the USSK to 
consider the sub-items separately. 

The representative of China proposed that the Council 
should take a decision on the order of debate only after 
hearing the statements of the two parties directly con- 
cerned; the Council would then know the extent to 
which the two aspects of the problem were interrelated 
and whether the substance of the matter and the con- 
venience of debate required simultaneous or consecutive 
consideration. This proposal was supported by the 
representatives of Australia and the Philippines. 

The representative of Iraq maintained that the item 
submitted by Jordan was concerned with an immediate 
and actual violation of the armistice agreements, where- 
as the item submitted by Israel was a standing question 
which could have been brought before the Council 
several years earlier. To have statements on two different 
matters would, in his opinion, lead to confusion. He 

66 734th meeting : para. 122. 
‘1 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
734th meeting : President (Cuba), paras. I 18, 126, 133 ; 

China, paras. 78-79 ; France, para. 110 ; Peru. para. 65 ; USSR, 
paras. 60-63, 124-125. 131-132 ; United Kingdom, paras. II, 21, 
107, 130 ; United States, para. 43 ; Yugoslavia, paras. 74-7.5, 
127-128. 

68 734th meeting: para. 133. 
60 734th meeting: para. 143. 
60 S/3878, O.R., 12th year, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1957, 

pp. 33-34. 
01 S/3883, O.R., 12th year, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1957, 

pp. 35-36. 
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therefore proposed, with the support of the repre- 
sentative of the USSR, that the Council first consider 
sub-item (a) and then sub-item (6). 

Decision: The Council dopted the proposal of the 
representdve of China by 9 votes in favour to I against, 
with I ubstention. The proposul of the representutive of 
Iraq was not put to the vote.“’ 

At the 787th and 788th meetings on 6 September 
1957, the representatives of Jordan * and Israel * made 
their preliminary statements bcforc the Council. 

At the 806th meeting on 22 November 1957, after 
inviting the reprcscntatives of Israel and Jordan to par- 
ticipate in the discussion, the President (Iraq) stated: 

“Before I proceed to give the floor to the speakers 
on my list, 1 should like to point out that it may be 
desirable that the spcakcrs who arc called upon to 
take the floor should address themselves to sub- 
paragraph (u) of paragraph 2 of the agenda.” 

The representative of Israel * observed : 

‘I . . . I think it will be recalled that at the last 
meeting of the Council it was decided that, until such 
time as the parties had been heard, thcrc would be 
no determination as to the order in which the two 
sub-items would be taken up. and this was accordingly 
done. The parties were heard, but WC arc still, 1 am 
afraid, in exactly the same state. The parties have not 
complctcd the prcscntation of their cases, and I for 
one am perfectly ready to deal with both sub-items. 

“ 1 think it should bc recalled that this has been 
the practice of the Council in the past. Sub-items on 
the Palestine question have invariably been taken 
together. As far as my dclcgation is concerned, WC 
should prcfcr to pursue the same practice as has 
been adopted by the Council in the past and deal 
with both items together.” 

The President, having drawn the attention of the 
Council to the suggestion of the representative of Israel, 
reiterated his original proposal and invited comment 
thereon. He then stated: 

“ I SW that no member of the Council wishes to 
speak on this point. Since thcrc is no comment, I take 
it that the Council approves the proposal of the Chair 
that all speakers should address themselves to sub- 
paragraph (u) of item 2 of the agenda for today.“EJ 

Decision : 7‘1~ Council udopred, nGthout vote, the 
proposul of the President.“s 

)* 787th meeting : para. 39. 

OS For texts of relevant statements, set : 

787th meeting : President (Cuba). paras. 29, 39 ; Australia, 
para. 32 ; China, paras. 30-3 I ; Iraq, pnras. 35-37 ; Philippines, 
paras. 33-34 ; USSR, parn. 38 ; 

788th meeting : China, para. 70 ; 

806th meeting : President (Iraq), paras. I. S-6 ; Israel l , 
paras. 3-4. 

CASE 16 

At the 789th meeting on 9 September 1957, agenda 
item 2 on Admission of new Mcmbcrs included three 
sub-items relating respectively to the applications of the 
Republic of Korea, Viet-Nam,“L and the Mongolian 
People’s Republic.“” 

The rcprcscntativc of the USSR expressed a pre- 
fercnce for simultaneous discussion of all the sub-items 
and the proposals on them, followed by separate votes 
on the proposals. 

The President (Cuba) replied that, in accordance 
with the practice of the Council and the 1948 advisory 
opinion of the lntemational Court of Justice on 
Admission of a State to the United Nations, the sub- 
items should be discussed separately. 

The representative of the United States, in supporting 
the position taken by the Prcsidcnt, maintained that it 
had been the established practice of the Council to 
consider each application for mcmbcrship on its own 
merits, a procedure which required that each application 
be considered separately. 

The rcprescntativc of the USSR stated that, though 
he would not object to the procedure proposed by the 
President, he believed that each delegation was free to 
decide whether to set forth its position on the three 
applications in one or more statcmcnts. 

The President dcclarcd that the Council would take 
up sub-item (u), but that this would not preclude 
members from speaking on the other sub-itcms.e7 

2. Scope of items and sub-items on the agenda in 
relation to the scope of discussion 

CASE 17 

At the 83 1st meeting on 17 July 1958, in connexion 
with the letter I* of 22 May 1958 from the rcpre- 
sentative of Lebanon, the provisional agenda included 
as a third item a letter dated 17 July 1958 from the 
rcprcscntativc of Jordan entitled, “Complaint by the 
Hashemitc Kingdom of Jordan of interfcrcnce in its 
domestic affairs by the United Arab Republic “. 

The Prcsidcnt (Colombia) suggested that the Council 
take up item 3 first to afford the reprcscntatives of 
Jordan and the United Kingdom an opportunity to be 
heard as a matter of urgency. 

The rcprcscntativc of the USSR suggested that the 
close conncxion bctwccn the two questions on the pro- 
visional agenda warranted discussing them together. 

0s l&solution 1017 (XI), 2X February l9S7 ; S’3XO3, O.K.. 
12th YCIW, SuppI. for lun.-Mu. 10.57. p, I I ; S’3XXO. O.U., 
12rh vef1f 

pp. 3-i-35. 
, SlIppi. for In/y-sepr. 19.57. p. 34; S,3XXI, ibid., 

WI 93X73, O.R.. I2rl1 year, Suppl. for Irrly-Sept. 1957, p. 23 ; 
S/3877, ihid.. p. 33. 

Oi For tcxls of rclcvant statcmcnts. see : 

789th meeting : President (Cuba), para. 6 ; USSR, paras. l-2, 
9 ; Unilcd States, paras. 7-8. 

e4 806th meeting : para. 6. G* S/4007. O.R., 13th ycur, Sfcppl. for Apr.-June 1958. p. 33. 
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The rcprcscntativc of the United States, concurring vations were in effect not in conflict with his suggestion, 
with the rcprcscntativc of the Soviet Union. suggested declared the agenda adopted.“@ 
that the order of the agenda be left unchanged, that 
special statements from Jordan and the United King- 

**3. Phrasing of items on the agenda 

dom on item 3 bc heard at the start of the mcctinE and **4. Postponement of consideration of items 

that members of the Council be free as usual to discuss 
both items. 00 For texts of relevant statements, see : 

The President, after noting that the foregoing obser- 
83lst meeting (PV) : President (Colombia), pp. 2, 6 ; USSR, 

pp. 3-5 ; United states, p. 6. 

Part IV 

THE AGENDA : MATTERS OF WHICH THE SECURITY COUNCIL IS SEIZED (RULES 10 AND 11) 

NOTE 

Rule 10 of the provisional rules of procedure was 
designed to enable the Security Council to continue, at 
its next meeting, the consideration of an unfinished item 
without a rcncwcd debate on the adoption of the agenda. 
Howcvcr, the provisional ngcnda has not invariably 
contained all items of unfinished business. The cast 
history included in section A (Case I8) is rclatcd to an 
instance when the Council continued the consideration 
of an item, as a mnttcr of urgency, at a meeting which, 
by a previous decision, had been allocated to the con- 
sideration of another item. 

In the volume of the Repertoire covering the period 
- 1946 I95 I, it was noted :0 that items on the agenda of 

the Council have rcmnincd on the Sccrctary-Gcncral’s 
Summary Statement of matters of which the Security 
Council is seized when the tenor of the Council’s dis- 
cussion has revcalcd a continuing concern with the 
matter. During the period under review. additional 
evidence supporting such retention has hccn provided 
when the President of the Council has announced, upon 
the conclusion of d&ate, that the Council remained 
seized of a question (Cases 19 and 20). 

The tabulation appearing in section B.1 brings up 
to date those appearing in previous volumes of the 
Repertoire. 

A. R1JI.E 10 

CAW IX 

At the 74Xth meeting on 30 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, with special reference 

70 Hepertoirr of Ihe I’mclke of the Seewiry Council. 
1946-1951, p. 84. 

to steps for the immediate cessation of the military 
action of Israel in Egypt, after the list of speakers had 
been cxhaustcd, the Prcsidcnt (France) inquired 
whether the Council desired to hear the representatives 
of the parties or to adjourn the meeting until that 
afternoon. 

The rcprcsentative of the United States observed that 
he had a draft resolution to submit to the Council, and 
hc wished to be assured that that would be the pending 
business at the afternoon meeting. 

The representative of Australia recalled that, in 
connexion with the Palestine question, the Council was 
seized of the Israel and Jordanian complaints which 
had been scheduled for discussion at the afternoon 
mccti ng. 71 Howcvcr. it would bc desirable to postpone 
that discussion and continue in the afternoon with the 
consideration of the item which had been introduced 
by the rcprescntativc of the United States. 

At the 749th meeting held in the afternoon of 
30 October 1956. the Council continrlcd its consideration 
of the item submitted by the representative of the 
IJnitcd States.” 

;I At the 745th mcctina on 25 October IY56. the repre- 
sentative of Iran proposed to adjourn the meeting until -the 
followina week. the date to bc decided by the President (France) 
after consultation with the mcmhcrs. The representative of the 
IJSSR proposed, in view of the urgency of the question before 
the Council. to fix a date for the next mcctina not later than 
the following Tuesday. The President adjourned the meeting, 
without objection. until Tuesday afternoon, 30 October 1956. 
For texts of relevant statcmcnts. see : 745th meeting : President 
(Francr). para. I I I : Iran. para. I03 ; IJSSR. paras. 105-106. 

;z f:or 1~x1s of rclcvant statcmcnts. see : 

748th meeting : President (France). paras. 54, 56 ; Australia. 
para. 57 ; United States, para. SS. 
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B. RULE 11 

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

This tabulation, which supplements those appearing in the Repertoire, 1946-1951, pp. 85-91, and the Sr~pplen~n~. 1952-1955. 
pp. 33-40, covers matters appearing in the Secretary-General’s Summary Statements during the period 1956-1958. The items 
included are (I) those of which the Security Council was seized at the close of the period covered by the earlier tabulations, 
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 1955 are numbered to conform with the numbering in the earlier tabulation. 
The titles used are those occurring in the Summary Statement except for occasional nbridgmcnts. Two items : (I) Appointment 
of the Secretary-General, and (2) Election of Members of the International Court of Justice, are not included in the present 
tabulation, because neither item was included in any of the Summary Statements issued during the period under review.8 

Ihm 

1. The Iranian question 

3. Statute and Rules of Pro- 
cedure of Military Staff 
Committee 

4. Special Agreements under 
Article 43 of the Char- 
ter 

5. Rules of Procedure of the 
Security Council 

14. The general regulation 
and reduction of arma- 
ments 

Firat inelwion 
in the apsndo 

3rd meeting 
28 January 1946 

1st meeting 
17 January 1946 

1st meeting 
17 January 1946 

1st meeting 
17 January 1946 

88th meeting 
31 December 1946 

Fir& entry in 
Summa?( statsmsnt 

s/45 
23 April 1946 

s/45 
23 April 1946 

s/45 
23 April 1946 

s/45 
23 April 1946 

S/238 r 
3 January 1947 

Information on armed 89th meeting S/246 ,- 
forces of United Na- 7 January 1947 10 January 1947 
tions (General Asscm- 
bly resolution 41 (I) 
and 42 (I)) 

19. Appointment of a Gover- l43rd meeting S/382 
nor of the Free Tcr- 20 June 1947 2OJune 1947 
ritory of Trieste 

20. The Egyptian question 159th meeting 
17 July 1947 

S/425 
18 July 1947 

Lad action of the Final wtry in 
Council aa of summa+y stotsmsnt aa 

81 Dcesmbsr 1968 of 81 Deeembw JO58 

Adopted Netherlands pro- 
posal to adjourn dis- 
cussion and resume it at 
the request of any mem- 
ber 
43rd meeting, 
22 May 1946 11 

Referred report of Military 
Staff Committee to Com- 
mittee of Experts 
23rd meeting. 
I6 February 1946 

Discussed report of Miii- 
tary Staff Committee 
157th meeting, 
15 July 1957 

Amended rules 
468th meeting, 
28 February 1950 

Dissolved Commission for 
Conventional Arma- 
ments in accordance with 
recommendation in 
Genera1 Assembly reso- 
lution 502 (VI) 
57lst meeting. 
30 January 1952 

Postponed discussion of the 
item 
647th meeting, 
14 December 1953 

Rejected Chinese draft re- 
solution 
20 1 st meeting, 
10 September 1947 (1 

II The item ” Appointment of the Secretary-General ” was 1946-1951, Case 56, pp. 92-93. 
considered by the Council at its 792nd meeting, held in private c Combined in S/279 of 14 February 1947 in accordance with 
on 26 September 1957, and the item ” Election of Members of the Security Council’s decision to deal with the two items 
the International Court of Justice ” was discussed by the Council together. 
at its 793rd and 794th meetings on 1 October 1957. d See Repertoire of the Pruc:ice of the Security Council 

b See Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council 1946-1951. Case 59, pp. 95-96. 
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1tsm Firrt inelu&m Firat entry in 
in the agenda Summo?m statsmsnt 

21. The Indonesian question 17lst meeting s ‘461 
31 July 1947 1 August 1947 

22. Voting procedure in the 197th meeting s/533 
Security Council 27 August 1947 29 August 1947 

24. Procedure in application 
of Articles 87 and 88 of 
the Charter with regard 
to the Pacific Islands 
under Strategic Trustee- 
ship of the United 
states 

25. Applications for member- 
ship! Republic of Ko- 
rea 

Letter of 11 February 
1949 from the reprc- 
sentativc of the USSK 
concerning application 
by the Democratic 
People’s Kcpublic of 
Korea 

26. The Palestine question 

220th meeting 
IS November 1947 

409th meeting 
15 February 1949 

409th meeting 
IS February 19-t) 

222nd meeting 
9 December 1947 

Fi:fi03 
15 November 1947 

S/ 1244 
7 February 1949 

Sil2.57 
14 February I949 

S ‘623 
12 December 1947 

27. The India-Pakistan ques- 226th mecting S/641 
tion R 6 January 1948 9 January 1948 

28. The Czechoslovnk ques- 268th meeting s/700 
tion 17 March 1948 22 March 1948 

Failed to adopt Canadian 
draft resolution and re- 
jected Ilkrainian SSR 
draft resolution 
456th mccting.1, 
I3 Dcccmbcr I949 

Prcsidcntial statement con- 
cerning outcome of 
meetings of five permn- 
ment mcmhcrs in accor- 
dance with <&era1 As- 
scmhly resolution of 14 
April IYJY, 195th ple- 
nary session 
452nd meeting. 
18 Octohcr 1949 

Adopted resolution con- 
cerning procedure to be 
employed in application 
of Articles 87 and 8X of 
the Charter to strategic 
areas under Trusteeship 
4 15th meeting. 
7 March 1949 

Not recommended 
423rd meeting. 
H April 1949 

Rcjectcd IJSSK proposal to 
refer application to Com- 
niittcc on Admission of 
New Mcmbcrs 
4 10th meeting, 
16 t:ehruary 1949 

Noted Secretary-General’s 
intention to visit coun- 
tries conccrncd in order 
to ease tension 
X4Yth mcetinp, 
15 December 19.58 

Adopted a joint draft reso- 
lution (S !3Y 1 I), 3.5 

amended, IO call upon 
the two Governments to 
co-opcrote with the Uni- 
ted Nations Kepresenta- 
tivc in order to arrive at 
a n agrccmcnt on the 
prohlcm of demililari- 
zntion 11 
808th meeting, 
2 Dcccmbcr 1957 

Discussed Argentine draft 
resolution 
305th meeting, 
26 May 194R 

0 See Repertoire of fhe Practice of rhe Securify Council 
x946-1951, Case 61, p. 97. 

and Jammu question in S/653 of 17 January 1948. The present 
title, India-Pakistan question, first appears in S/675 of 

I Listed under this heading are only those applications which 13 February 1948. < - 
failed to obtain recommendations as others were admitted by 
the Council’s later actions as of 31 December 1957. 

R The India-Pakistan question : This item was entitled the 
h The text of the draft resolution as adopted appears in 

Kashmir question in S/641. This was changed to the Kashmir 
document S/3922. O.K., 12th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1957, 
pp. 21-22. 
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I.orf nction of thr FinalPnlTyin 

Counrilnsol Summary *stntrmm1 a* 

3, fbrwnher 1958 of SI Ik!crm&rr IO58 

Kcjected draft resolutions 
submitted by Yugoslavia 
and hy Ukrainian SSK 
354th meeting, 
I9 August 194X 

Heard statements by the 
rcprcscntatives of India 
and Pakistan 
42Sth and 426th meet- 
ings, 
19 and 24 May 1959 i 

Rejected joint draft reso- 
lution (S/ 1048) 
372nd meeting. 
25 Octohcr I948 

Adopted Canadian draft 
resolution, as amended, 
and rcjccted USSR draft 
resolution (S/1391/ 
Rev.1) 
447th meeting, 
16 September 1949 

Rejected draft resolutions 
(S/l757 and Sjl921) 
SBOth meeting, 
30 November 19~50 

Failed to adopt U.S. draft 
rc\olution tS/ 1752) and 
rcjcctcd USSR draft re- 
solution (S: 174S,‘Rcv.l) 
SO I st mecting. 
I2 Scptcmhcr I950 

Adopted I’rcnch motion to 
adjourn the dchatc until 
the International Court 
had ruled on its own 
competence 
565th meeting. 
19 October I95 I 

Not recommended 
603rd meeting, 
19 Scptemhcr 19152 

Not recommended 
603rd meeting. 
I9 Scptemher 19S2 

Rejected USSR draft rcso- 
lution 
SX3rd meeting. 
26 June 1952 

Firnt inrluaion 

in thr aprnria 

s;9s9 
10 August 1948 

rtsm 

30. Question of the Free Ter- 
ritory of Trieste 

344th meeting 
4 August 1948 

31. The Hyderabad question 3S7th meeting 
16 September 1948 

S/lOlO 
22 September 1948 

362nd meeting 
5 Octohcr 1948 

S/ 1029 
Y October 1948 

33. ldentic Notifications dated 
29 Scptembcr lY4X 

38. International Control of 
Atomic Energy j 

444th meeting 
15 September 1949 

S/l394 k 
2 I Scptemher 1949 

43. Complaint of armed in- 
vasion of Taiwan (For- 
mosa) 

492nd meeting 
29 August 1950 

s/ 1774 
7 September 19150 

493rd meeting 
3 I August 1950 

S/l774 
7 September 19SO 

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

4X. Complaint of failure hy 
the Iranian Govcrnmcnt 
to comply with provi- 
sional mcnsures indi- 
cated by the Intcrna- 
tional Court of Justice 
in the Anglo-Iranian 
Oil Company case 

SO. New applications for 
mcmhcrship. Vict-Nam 
(S/2446) 

Democratic Rcpuhlic of 
Vict-Nam (S/2466) 

559th meeting 
I October 1951 

Sl2364 
2 Octohcr 19.5 I 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

S/2770 
8 September 1952 

594th meeting 
2 September 1952 

S/2770 
8 September 1952 

5 I. Question of appeal to 
States to acccdc to and 
ratify the Geneva Pro- 
tocol of 1925 for the 
prohihition of the use 
of bacterial weapons 

S77th meeting 
I8 June l9S2 

St679 
23 June 1952 

i See Hcperfoire of fhe Frcrclice of fhe Srcrrrity 
1946-1951, Case 60, pp. 96-97. 

Council to the President of the Security Council (S/1377) “. 
k An earlier summary statement. S :138X of 12 Septemhcr 

J The agenda item at the 444th through 447th meetings of 1949. refcrrcd under the same heading IO a Canadian draft 
the Security Council was cntitlctl *‘I.etter dated 29 July 1949 resolution (S: 1386) circulated in anticipation of the discussion 
from the Chairman of the Atomic Energy C‘ommission addressed of the question at a forthcoming meeting. 
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Itern 

52. Qucslion of request for 
investigation of alleged 
bacteria1 warfare 

156. Letter dated 29 May 19.54 
from the acting perma- 
nent representative of 
Thailand to the United 
Nations addressed to 
the President of the 
Security Council (S/ 
3220) 

S7. Cablegram dated 19 June 
IYS4 from the Minister 
of External Relations 
of Guatemala addressed 
to the President of the 
Security Council (S/ 
3232) 

59. Letter dated 8 September 
1954 from the rcpre- 
sentative of the U.S. 
addressed to the Presi- 
dent of the Security 
Council 

61. Letter dated 2R January 
19.5.5 from the repre- 
sentative of New Zca- 
land addressed to the 
President of the Secu- 
rity Council concerning 
the question of hostili- 
tics in the area of cer- 
tain islands off the 
coast of the mainland 
of China 

Letter dated 30 January 
1955 from the repre- 
sentative of the USSR 
addressed to the Prcsi- 
dent of the Security 
Council concerning the 
question of acts of 
aggression by the U.S. 
against the People’s 
Republic of China in 
the area of Taiwan and 
other islands of China 

Firnt inrluaion 
in Ihe ogrnda 

58151 meeting 
23June 1952 

672nd meeting 
3 June 1954 

67Sth meeting 
20 June 1954 

679th meeting 
10 September 1954 

689th meeting 
31 January 1955 

Si26H7 
I July 19S2 

S/3224 
6 June 1954 

S/3257 
29June 1954 

S/3289 
I3 September 1954 

s/3359 
7 February 195s 

I.ast action of the Final entry in 
Council RI of .summarg Slntrmr7lt a. 

3, IhYrmbrr ,!J.SX of .,I Ilcrember 1958 

Rejected IJSSR draft reso- 
lution 
SgSth meeting, 
I July 19.52 

Failed to adopt U.S. draft 
resolution 
SX7th meeting, 
3 July 19.52 

Failed to adopt U.S. draft 
resolution 
S9Oth meeting, 
9 July lYS2 

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

Failed to adopt Bratilian- 
Colombian draft rcsolu- 
tion (S/3236 ‘Rev. I) 

Adopted French draft rc- 
solution (S/3237) 
675th meeting, 
20 June 1954 t 

Adjourned to meet again 
upon request of any 
dclcgation 
680th meeting, 
IO September 19S4 

Postponed consideration of 
matters contained in the 
letter from the represen- 
tative of New Zealand 
69 I st meeting, 
14 February I955 

Rejected USSR motion to 
consider the next item on 
the agenda 
69lst meeting, 
14 February 1955 

1 At the 676th mcciing on 25 June 1954, the Council failed to adopt the agenda. For case history, see the Supplcmenf, 
IYSZ-IYS5. Cases 22 and 23, pp. 33, 40. 
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hm 

62. Applications for membar- 
ship ma 

Reconsideration. Mongo- 
lian People’s Republic. 
Japan 

Reconsideration. Republic 
of Korea. Viet-Nam 

64. Admission of new Mem- 
bers. Sudan 

65. Admission of new Mem- 
bers. Morocco 

66. Admission of new Mem- 
bers. Tunisia 

67. The date of election to 
fill a vacancy in the 
International Court of 
Justice 

68. Letter dated 23 Septem- 
ber lY56 from the re- 
presentatives of France 
and the United King- 
dom addressed to the 
President of the Secu- 
rity Council (S/3654) 

69. Letter dated 24 Scptem- 
her 1956 from the re- 
presentative of Egypt 
addressed to the Presi- 
dent of the Security 
Council (S/3656) 

70. Letter dated 27 October 
1956 from the repre- 
sentatives of France, 
the IJnited Kingdom 
and the United States 
addressed to the Presi- 
dent of the Security 
Council (S/3690) 

71. Letter dated 25 October 
1956 from the repre- 
sentative of France ad- 
dressed to the Secre- 
tary-General (S/3689 
and Corr.1) 

Fird inclusion 
in lhs agenda 

Firat entry in 
Summrll stotsment 

Lad action of the 
Council 138 of 

S, December 1958 

Final snip in 
Summal-# statement m 

of Sl Dscambsr lS5S 

70 I st meeting sj3507 
IO December 1955 I3 December 1955 

703th meeting s/3515 
13 December 1955 I5 December 1955 

7 16th meeting s/3549 
6 February 1956 13 February 1956 

73 1st meeting 
20 July 1956 

S/3626 
23 July 1956 

732nd meeting 
26 July 1956 

S/3630 
30 July 1956 

733rd meeting S/3644 
6 September 1956 lOSeptember 1956 

734th meeting S/3661 
26 September 1956 I October 1956 

734th meeting S/3661 
26 September 1956 I Octohcr I956 

746th meeting 
28 October 1956 

S/3738 
6 November 1956 

747th meeting 
29 October 1956 

S/3738 
6 November 1956 

Rejected USSR amendment See items 73 and 79 
(S/35 17) to United King- below 
dom draft resolution 
(S j 35 13) and postponed 
further comideration of 
lalter 
708th meeting, 
21 December 195s 

No1 recommended 
704th meeting. 
13 December 1955 

Adopted joint draft 
lotion (S/3545) 
7 16th meeting, 
6 February 1 Y56 

See item 85 below 

reso- s/3549 
I3 February 1956 

Adopted French draft reso- S/3626 
lution (S/3620) 23 July 1956 
73 1st meeting. 
20 July 1956 

Adopted French draft reso- S/3630 
lution (S/3627) 30 July 1956 
732nd meeting, 
26 July 1956 

Adopted resolution(8/3643) S/3644 
733rd meeting. IO September 1956 
6 September I956 

After adopting the first 
part of the joint draft 
reqolution (S ‘367 I ), the 
Council rejected the 
second part as amended 
by Iran 
743rd meeting. 
I3 Octohcr 1956 

Rejcctcd a motion to dis- 
cuss this item simulta- 
neously with the pre- 
ceding one submitted by 
France and the United 
Kingdom 
734th meeting, 
26 September 1956 

Adopted United States 
draft resolution (S/3733) 
to call an emergency 
special session of the 
General Assembly 
754th meeting, 
4 November I956 

Adjourned its discussion to 
a further date 
747th meeting, 
29 October IY56 

m Under this agenda heading, the applications remaining on the list are only those which failed to obtain recommendation. 
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Adopted Yugoslnv draft 
resolution (S ‘37 19) 
75 1 st meeting. 
31 October 1956 

Firat inclwim Fir& entw in 
in ths agenda suwbma+v statsmsnt 

750th meeting 
30 October 1956 

S/3738 
6 November 1956 

72. Letter dated 30 October 
1956 from the repre- 

sentative of Egypt ad- 
dressed to the President 
of the Security Council 
(S/3712) 

73. Admission of new Mem- 
bers. Japan 

7S6th meeting s/3759 
12 December 1956 17 December I956 

Rccommendcd 
756th meeting, 
12 December 19.56 

Rejected USSR draft rcso- 
lution (S/37SS) 
756th meeting, 
12 Dcccmbcr 19.56 

s: 3759 
17 December 1956 

756th meeting s/3159 
12 December 1956 17 December 1956 

Mongolian 
Republic 

People’s 

s/3770 
14 January 1957 

74. Election of a member to 
fill the vacancy in the 
International Court of 
Justice 

757th meeting 
19 December 1956 

S/3761 Recommended Mr. Wel- 
lington Koo to fill the 
vacancy left by 
Mr. Hsu MO 
760th meeting, 
11 January 1957 

Recommcndcd 
77Sth meeting, 
7 March lYS7 

Recommended 
786th mectiny. 
S September I957 

Rejected USSR amcnd- 
men! (S’3XH7) to rccom- 
mend simultaneous ad- 
mission of 1)emocratic 
People’s Republic of Ko- 
rca and of the Republic 
of Korea 

Not recommcndcd 
790th mecling, 
Y Scplcmber 1957 

Not rccommcndcd 
790th meeting, 
9 September l9S7 

Not rccommcndcd 
790th meeting. 
9 September 19.57 

S; 3804 
11 March 1957 

75. Admission of new Mem- 
bers. Ghana 

775th meeting 
7 March 1957 

S/3804 
11 March 1957 

S 3886 
Y September 1957 

786th meeting S/3886 
5 September 1957 9 September 1957 

76. Admission of new Mem- 
bers. Malaya 

789th meeting S/3888 
9 September 1957 17 September 195 7 

77. Admission of new Mem- 
bers. Republic of KO- 
rea 

Viet-Nam 789th meeting S/3888 
9 September 1957 17 September I957 

Mongolian 
Republic 

People’s 789th meeting S/3888 
9 September 1958 17 September 1957 

78. The Tunisian Question (I) : 
Letter dated 13 February 

1958 from the perma- 
nent representative of 
Tunisia to the President 
of the Security Council 
concerning : “ Com- 
plaint by Tunisia in 
respect of an act of 
aggression committed 
against it by France on 
8 February 1958 at 
Sakiet-Sidi-Youssef ” 

Letter dated 14 February 
1958 from the perma- 

/ nent representative of 
France to the President 
of the Security Council 
concerning : “ Situation 

8 11 th meeting 
18 February 1958 

S/3967 
26 February 195X 

Adjourned the meeting un- 
der rule 33 
8 I I th meeting, 
18 February 1958 
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resulting from the aid 

furnished hy Tunisin to 
rebels cnahling them 

to conduct operations 

from Tunisian territory 

directed against the in- 
tegrity of French tcr- 

ritory and the safety of 

the persons and pro- 
perty of French na- 

tionals ” 

79. Ixttcr dated 20 1;cbruary 

19.5X from the rcpre- 

sentative of the Sudan 

addressed to the Secre- 
tary-General 

80. Complaint of the repre- 8 14th meeting 

sentative of the USSR 29 April 1958 

81. Letler dated 22 May 1958 X IXth meeting 

from the reprcsentativc 27 May 1958 

of I.&anon addrcsscd 

to the President of the 

Security Council con- 
cerning : “ Complaint 

by Lebanon in respect 
of a situation arising 

from the intcrvcntion 

of the United Arab Re- 

public in the internal 
affairs of Lebanon, the 

continuance of which is 

likely to endanger the 
maintenance of intcr- 

national peace and 
security ” 

82. The Tunisian question X 10th meeting 

(II) : 2 June 195X 

Lcltcr dntcd 29 May I958 

from the rcprcscntativc 

of Tunisia to the I’rc\i- 
dent of the Security 

Council concerning : 
I’ Complaint by I‘unisia 

in respect of acts of 

armed aggression com- 
mitlcd ilgiliIlS1 it aincc 

May 1958 hy the 

French military forces 
stationed in it5 territory 

and in Algcri;l ” 

I.ettcr dated 29 May IOSX 

from the rcprcscnrativc 

of France II) Ihc Prcsi- 

dcnl Of Ihc Security 
<‘ouncil concerning : 

S/3996 

28 April 1958 

s/4017 

2 June 1958 

812th meeting s, 3967 Ijccided that the next 

21 February 195X 26 February 1958 mecling. if nccc\\;iry. 

WOIIILI hc c;~lled zkfter 
c0nsi~ltalion ;uiwng nicm- 

bcrs and the p:trtics con- 

ccrncd 

X 12th meeting. 

21 February 195X 

Failed to adopI United 
Stab draft rcsolulion 

(S/3995), as amcndcd by 

Swcdcn, and rejected 
USSK draf: resolution 

(S/3997) 
817th meeting, 

2 May 195X 

Decided to delete this item S/4120 
from the list of matters 1 December 1958 
of which the Council is 

scizcd 
840th meeting, 

25 Novcmhcr 195X 

S,‘402 I 
9 June 19.58 

St;itcmcnts madc hy rhc rc- 

prc\cnlatives of France 

and Tuni\i:i concerning 
the :I:rccmcnt rcachcd 

by their <iovcrnmcnts 

X2hth mectinc .* 
IX June 195X 
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(0) “ The complaint 
brought by France 
against Tunisia on 14 
February IYSX (docu- 
ment S/3954) ” 

fh) “ The situation 
arising out of the dis- 
ruption, by Tunisia, of 
the modus vivendi 
which had hcen cstab- 
lishcd since February 
IY5X with regard IO the 
stationing of French 
troops at ccrmin points 
in Tunisian territory ” 

83. Letter dated 17 July 1958 
from the rcprcscntntivc 
of Jordan addressed to 
the I’rcsidcnt of the Sc- 
curity C’ouncil conccr- 
ning : “ Complaint by 
the Hashcmik King- 
dom of Jordan of intcr- 
fcrcnce in its domestic 
affairs by the United 
Arab Republic ” 

84. The date of election to 
fill a vacancy in the 
Inlcrnational Court of 
Justice 

.- - 
85. Admission of new Mcm- 

hers. Rcpuhlic of 
<iuinca 

Republic of Korea 

Viet-Nam 

R3 1st meeting S/4061 
17 July 1958 21 July 19158 

840th meeting 
25 November 1958 

842nd meeting 
Y Dccembcr 1958 

842nd meeting 
9 December 1958 

842nd meeting 
Y Dcccmher 1958 

Agreed to consider simul- 
taneously the complaints 
suhmittcd by Lebanon 
and Jord:m 
17 July IYSX 

S/4120 
I December 1958 

s/4135 
16 Dcccmber 1958 

s/4135 
I6 December IYSH 

s/4135 
16 December 1958 

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

CASI:. 19 

At the 778th meeting on 20 May 1957, the pro- 
visional agcnd;r of the Council included the lcttcr’S 
dated 15 May 1957 from the rcprcscntativc of France 
addressed to the President of the Security Council 
relating to the Suez Cnnnl (item 68 of the list of matters 
of which the Security Council is scizcd). In conncxion 
with the adoption of the agenda, the rcprcsentative of 
--.-. ~. -~ 

‘3 S/3X29. O.R.. 12111 your, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1957, 
pp. 20-2 I. 

Adopted resolution unani- S/4120 
mously I December I958 
HJOlh mccling. 
25 Novcmbcr I958 

Recommended 
842nd mccling. 
9 Deccmbcr I958 

S’413S 
I6 December 19.5X 

Rejected USSR amend- 
ments (S,4132) to joint 
draft resolution (S/4 I29 / 
Rev. I) 

Not rccommcndcd 
R43rd meeting, 
9 December 1958 

Not recommended 
843rd meeting. 
9 December I958 

the USSR declared that his delegation could not support 
the request to reopen the discussion of the Suez Canal 
question in the Security Council. His reasons were that 
the Dcclnration concerning the Suez Canal and the 
arrangcmcnts for its operation mndc by the Egyptian 
Govcrnmcnt on 24 April 1957 was in accord with the 
Convention of IX88 and the Charter of the United 
Nations and rcflcctcd the principles endorsed in the 
Security Council’s resolution of I3 October 1956. The 
document had been rcgistercd with the United Nations 
by the Egyptian Government and had acquired the 
status of an international instrument. Discussion at the 
776th and 777th meetings of the Council had shown 
that the Declaration constituted a fair and reasonable 

. 



46 Chapter II. Agenda 

basis for the settlement of the question, a conclusion 
confirmed by subsequent events. In these circumstances, 
the USSK delegation felt that a new discussion could 
lcad only to complications which would be undesirable 
from the point of view of peace. 

The representative of the United Kingdom observed 
that at the end of the 777th meeting he had reserved 
his rights to speak again more fully at a subsequent 
meeting of the Council. It would bc clear from this that 
it was far from being the view of his delegation that the 
Egyptian Declaration closed the question of the Suez 
Canal. 

The agenda was adopted :’ by 10 votes in favour 
and none against, with 1 abstention. 

Discussion continued at the 779th meeting, 21 May 
:957, at the conclusion of which the President (United 
States), in summing up the discussion, made the fol- 
lowing statement : 

“These comments reflect continuing doubts on the 
part of a number of members regarding the Suez 
Canal system now put into effect by the Egyptian 
Government, and about which clarification by Egypt 
is desired. 

“The Egyptian Government will presumably wish 
as soon as possible to examine thcsc points carefully 
and to consider the concrete steps it can take to 
remove the doubts which have arisen. Member 
Govcrnmcnts will undoubtedly bc guided in their 
diplomatic actions and users will be guided in their 
practical actions by the views that have been ex- 
pressed here today and by the Egyptian response to 
the questions which have been raised here. In the 
meantime the Council will remain seized of the 
question and will be in a position to meet again when 
the rcpresentativc of Egypt has something further to 
communicate or when other developments make it 
desirable.” 
The representative of France, taking note of the 

President’s summing up, added that: 
“ . . , considering that a great number of questions 

have been asked, that they are still unanswered and 
that WC are waiting for them to bc answered, I should 
like it to bc clearly understood that the Security 
Council is still seized of the problem and could 
reconvene if any Member so desires.” 
The President replied that the representative of France 

understood the situation correctly. “The Council does 
remain seized of the question, the agenda item is still 
pending and the matter can be raised by any member 
of the Security Council.“‘6 

7‘ 778th meeting: para. 14. 

7* For texts of relevant statements, see : 
778th meeting : USSR. paras. 4-l 1 ; United Kingdom, 

para. 13 ; 
779th meeting : Prcsidcnt (United States), paras. 126-127. 

129 ; France, para. 128. 
76 S/3963, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Apr. 1958. 

pp. 21-22. 

CASE 20 

At the 812th meeting on 21 February 1958, in con- 
nexion with the letter Ye dated 20 February 1958 from 
the representative of Sudan, after the Security Council 
had heard the statements of the representatives of Egypt 
and Sudan indicating their willingness to settle the matter 
after the elections of 27 February 1958, the rcpre- 
sentative of the United States observed that, by the 
very action of adopting the agenda, the Council had 
been seized of the question and could always meet again 
on short notice, should the situation deteriorate. 

The President (USSR) declared that the question sub- 
mitted by the representative of Sudan would remain 
on the agenda of the Council.” 

CAKE 21 

At the 840th meeting of the Security Council on 
25 November 1958, after the Council had concluded 
its consideration of the item on its agenda, namely, 
“The date to fill a vacancy in the International Court 
of Justice,” the President (Panama) rcfcrred to the 
following communications : (1) a letter ‘” addressed to 
him on 16 November 1958 by the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Lebanon reporting the resumption of cordial 
and close relationships with the United Arab Republic 
and requesting the Security Council to delete the 
Lebanese complaint from the list of matters of which 
it was seized ; (2) the fifth report 7B of the United Nations 
Observation Group in Lebanon setting forth the con- 
clusion that the task of the Group under the resolution 
of 11 June 1958 might be regarded as completed and 
recommending that the withdrawal of the Group should 
be undertaken; and (3) a letterHo from the Secrctary- 
General of 17 November 1958 stating that in view of 
the two foregoing communications, he had instructed 
the Group to present, in consultation with the Govern- 
ment of Lebanon, a detailed plan for the withdrawal, 
and adding that he considered the task of the Group as 
completed and his remaining duty under the Security 
Council resolution as covering only the necessary 
measures for the liquidation of the operation. 

The President declared that he had engaged in con- 
sultation with members of the Council who appeared to 
agree to the deletion of the Lebanese complaint from 
the list of matters of which the Council was seized, and 
to the liquidation of the operation of the United Nations 
Observation Group in Lebanon. In the absence of 
objection, he would place on the record that the 
Council had agreed to such deletion, with the under- 
standing that the Secretary-General would inform the 
General Assembly under his mandate contained in 
resolution 1237 (ES-3) of 21 August 1958. 

It was so decided. 

‘7 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
812th meeting : President (USSR), para. 81 ; Japan, para. 58 ; 

United Kingdom, para. 61 ; United Slates, para. 54. 
‘0 s/4113. 
‘0 s/4114. 
00 s/4115. 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

As indicated previously in the Kcpcrfoire, Articles 3 1 
and 32 of the Charter and rules 37 and 39 of the pro- 

ticipation in the proceedings of the Security Council is 

visional rules of proccdurc provide for invitations to 
intended to indicate the varictics of practice to which 

non-members of the Security Council in the following 
the C’ouncil has taken rccoursc. The rasons why the 

circumstances : ( I ) whcrc ;I Mcmbcr of the United 
matcrinl is not arranged within ;I classification derived 

Nations brings a dispute or ;t situation to the attention 
directly from Articles 3 I and 32 and rules 37 and 39 

of the Security Council in accordnncc with Article 35 ( I ) 
have been set forth in the Kf,l~foi~, 1946-195 1. 

(rule 37) ; (2) whcrc ;I Mcmbcr of the United Nations, Part I prcscnts a summary of the proceedings whcrc- 

or a State which is not ;t Mcmbcr of the United Nations, in proposals to cxtcnd an invitation to participate in 

IS ;I party to ;I dispute (Article 32); (3) whcrc the the discussion have been made, with special emphasis 

intcrcsts of a Mcmbcr of the United Nations arc spc- on consideration of the basis on which the invitation 

cially affected (Article 3 I and rule 37) ; and (4) where might IX dccmcd to rest. Thcrc has been no discussion 

members of the Secrctarint or other persons arc invited of the terms and provisions of Article 32 during the 

to supply information or give other assistance (rule 3Y). period under rcvicw. 

Of these four categories, only category (2) involves an 
obligation of the Council. 

Part 111 includes summary ilccounts of procedures 

The classification of the material relevant to par- 
relating to the participation of invited representatives 
after the Council has decided to extend an invitation. 

Part I 

BASIS OF INVITATIONS TO PARTICIPATE 

NOTE 

Part I includes all GLSCS in which proposals to cxtcnd 
an invitation to participate in the discussion have been 
put forward in the Security C’ouncil. The GISC histories 
in this part arc grnupcd into invitations to rcprcscntativcs 
of subsidiary organs or other United Nations organs (H) ; 
and invitations to Mcmbcrs of the United Nations (C). 
During the period under rcviow, the Council extended 
no other invitations. 

As previously in the Krpcrtoire, the arrangement of 
section C derives from rule 37 of the provisional rules 
of proccdurc. Section C. I .il. covers those occasions on 
which Mcmbcrs submitting matters under Articlc 35 (I) 
have been invited to participate without vote in the 
discussion.’ 

Section C.2. includes instances of invitation, under 
Article 3 I, to ;I Mcmbcr State when the interests of that 
Member wcrc considered by the Council to bc spc- 
cially affected. In extending these invitations, the 
Council, as carlicr, has mudc no distinction bctwcen a 
complaint involving ;I dispute within the meaning of 
Article 32, or :I situation, or ;I matter not of such 
nature. Section C’.?., thcrcfore, also includes all cxcs of 
invitations to Mcmbcr States against which ;I complaint 
Wils brought bcforc the C’ouncil. Fourteen occasions * 
on which mcmbcrs were invited to participate without 
vote in the Council discussions arc summ;lrizcd. In one 
of these instances. the invited rcprcscntativc ncvcr took 

his place at the Council table because the agenda item 
in conncxion with which the invitation wits extended 
was not discussed iit subscrluent meetings of the 
Council.” Under section C.2.b.. ;L new sub-heading will 
bc found an account’ of an occasion when the Council, 
having considcrcd rcqucsts from several Member Statcs 
to participate in the discussion, dccidcd to invite them 
to submit their views in written statcmcnts for circul;rtinn 
by the Prcsidcnt to the C’ouncil mcmbcrs. In this 
instance. one Member State. in requesting permission 
to participate in the discussion,$ under-took to limit its 
intcrvcntion to the aspect of the problems which arose 
from ;I specific resolution of the Security Council. 

**A. IN THE CASE OF PERSONS INVITEI) IN AN 
INWVVID1JAL CAPACITY 

B. IN TIIE CASE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF UNITED 
NATIONS ORGANS OH SIJBSII~IAHY ORGANS 

CASE 1 

The following was the only occasion during the period 
under review on which the Security Council invited one 
of its subsidiary organs to the tnblc to give information 
required in connexion with consideration of ;I report 
from the subsidiary organ : 

The Utlitetl Nutions rr~pr-r~.ventrrti~~~~ for Irrrliu utul I’okisran 
At the 774th mucting on 21 I:cbruitry lYS7. 

~__I 
3 C’asc Id. 
’ Cxe 23. 
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C. IN THE CASE OF MEMBERS OF THE UNITED 
NATlONS 

1. Invitation when the Member brought to the attention 
of the Security Council 

a. A matter le accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Charter 

CASE 2 

At the 707th meeting on 16 December 1955, in 
conncxion with the Palestine question, the Council 
considered a complaint by Syria against Israel con- 
cerning incidents in the arca cast of Lake Tiberias.’ 

Decision : The President (New Zealund) invited, 
without objection, the representative of Syriu to the 
Council ruble.’ 

CASE 3 

At the 744th meeting on 19 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the Security Council 
considered two complaints, one by Jordan against Israel 
concerning the incidents of Qalqilya and tlusan, the 
other by Israel against Jordan concerning violations of 
the provisions of the Jordan-Israel General Armistice 
Agreement.” 

Decision: The President (France) invited, without 
objection, the representutives of Israel und Jordan to 
the Council table.’ 

CASE 4 

At the 761st meeting on 16 January 1957, in con- 
nexion with the India-Pakistan question, the Security 
Council considered the letter I0 dated 2 January 1957 
from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan. 

Decision : The President (Philippines) invited, without 
objection, the representutive of Pukistun to the Council 
table.” 

CASE 5 

At the 780th meeting on 23 May 1957, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the Security Council con- 
sidered a complaint by Syria against Israel concerning 
the construction of a bridge in the demilitarized zone 
established by the General Armistice Agreement between 
Israel and Syria.” 

Decision : The President (United States) invited, 

0 S/3505. O.H., 10th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1955, p. 21. 

7 707th meeting : preceding para. 1. For invitation to Israel, 
see Case 9. 

w S/3678, S/3683, O.K., I11h yeclr, Suppl. for Ocf.-Dec. 1956, 
pp. 53, 60. 

* 744th meeting : preceding para. 2. 
10 S/3767. O.K., I2111 year. Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1957, pp. I-3. 

rr 76lst meeting : para. 4. For invitation to India, see Case 16. 
I* S/3827, O.R., l2rA yerrr, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1957, 

pp. 19-20. 

without objection, the representative of Syria to the 
Council tuble.LS 

CASE 6 

At the 787th meeting on 6 September 1957, in con- 
ncxion with the Palestine question, the Security Council 
considered complaints by Jordan against Israel and by 
Israel against Jordan concerning violations of the pro- 
visions of the Jordan-lsrael General Armistice Agree- 
ment.” 

Decision: The President (Cuba) invited, without 
objection, the representutives of lsruel and Jordan to 
the Council table.” 

CASE 7 

At the 806th meeting on 22 November 1957, the 
agenda of the Security Council, adopted without dis- 
cussion, included, as item 2, the Palestine question and, 
as sub-items thereunder: (u) the letter I8 dated 4 Scp- 
tembcr 1957 from the representative of Jordan con- 
cerning a violation by Israel of the General Armistice 
Agreement in the arca bctwccn the demarcation lines 
in Jerusalem, and (6) the letter Ii dated 15 Scptcmber 
1957 from the acting representative of Israel regarding 
violations by Jordan of the provisions of the General 
Armistice Agreement and, in particular, of article VIII 
thereof. 

Decision : The President (Iruq) invited, without 
objection, the representutives of Isruel und Jot-dun to 
the Council table.‘” 

CASE 8 

At the 8 12th meeting on 2 1 February 1958, the 
Security Council considered the letter I0 dated 20 Feb- 
ruary 1958 from the representative of Sudan addressed 
to the Secretary-Gcncral concerning the situation on 
the Sudan-Egypt border. 

Decision : The President (USSR) invited, without 
objection, the representative of Sudan to the Council 
ruble.“’ 

13 780th meeting : para. I. For invitation to Israel, see 
Case 17. 

14 S/3878, O.R.. 12th year, .Gppl. for July-Sept. 1957. 
pp. 33-34 ; S/3883. ibid., pp. 35-36. 

lb 787th meeting : para. 27. 
16 S/3878. O.R., 12th yew, Suppi. for July-Sept. 1957. 

pp. 33-34 ; S/3892, ibid., pp. 38-43 ; S./3892/Add.I and 2, O.R., 
12th yew, Sfippl. /or Oct.-Dec. 1957, pp. 1-2. 

17 S/3883, O.R., 12rh year. Suppl. for July-.Sept. 1957. 
pp. 35-36 ; S/3913, OX., 12111 yeffr, Suppl. /or Oct.-Dec. 1957, 
pp. 12-17. 

18 806th meeting : para. 6. Upon the proposal of the President 
(Iraq), the Council decided that these complaints would be 
considered consecutively. See chapter II, Case 13. 

10 S/3963, O.R., 131/z year, Suppl. /or lun.-Mm. 1958, 
pp. 21-22. 

so 812th meeting: para. I. For invitation to Egypt, see 
Case 21. 
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+*b. A matter not being either a dispute or a situation 
--- 2. Invitations when the interests of a Member were 

considered specially affected 

a. To parttclpate without vote to the discusslom 

CASE 9 

At the 707th meeting on 16 December 1955, in 
connexion with the Palestine question, the Security 
Council considered a complaint by Syria against Israel 
concerning incidents in the area cast of Lake Tibcrias.” 

Decision : The President (New Zeulund) invited, 
without objection, the representutive of Isruel to the 
Council table.” 

CASE 10 

At the 7 17th meeting on 26 March 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the Security Council 
considered the lcttcrP:’ dated 20 March 1956 from the 
permanent rcprcsentativc of the United States with 
special rcfcrcncc to status of compliance given to the 
General Armistice Agreements and the resolutions of 
the Security Council adopted during the past year. 

Decision : The President (United Kingdom) invited, 
without objection, the representutive.s of E~ypl, Israel, 
Jot-dun, Leburrort und Syriu to the Council Tuble.” 

CASE 11 

I*- At the 734th meeting on 26 September 1956, the 
provisional agenda included : as item 2, a complaint by 
France and the United Kingdom against Egypt ; and, 
as item 3, a complaint by Egypt against France and the 
United Kingdom. 

The representatives of France and the United King- 
dom proposed that the rcprcscntativc of Egypt be 
invited to participate in the proceedings of the Council 
since Egypt’s interests would bc specially affcctcd. 

After the adoption of the agcndu, the President 
(Cuba) inquired if there was any objection to inviting 
the representative of Egypt to the Council table at the 
appropriate timcY5 

Decision: At the 735th meeting on 5 October 1956, 
after the udoption of the ugendu, the President (Frunce) 

1’ S/3505, U.R., loll2 yeur, sirpp1. /or OCl.-Dc.t. IYSS. p. 21. 

*p 707th meeting : Prcccding para. I. For invitation to Syria, 
see Case 2. 

2:B S: 3561, O.R., 11111 ycwr, S~ppl. for Jurl.-Mtrr. 1956. p. 20. 

*a 717th meeting : preceding para. 4. At the 723rd meeting 
on 29 May 19%. when the Security Council considered the 
Sccrct;lry-(iencr:ll’s report, pursuant to the <‘ouncll’~ resolution 
of 4 April IYSh. the I’rcsidcnt (Yugosl;lvi;t). in inviting the 
reprc.\ent;itivcs of tlgypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon ;md Syria to 
the C‘ouncil t;lhlc. rcfcrred to the requests which had heen made 
by the Ciuvcrnmcnts to p:u?icip;rtc in the discussion (723rd 
meeting : pora 4). For collllli~lnic;ltions requesting p;krIicipation. 
see S 3ShS (Egypt) ; S 3Shh (Jordan) ; S,3567 (Lebanon) ; 

- S/356X (Syria) ; S;35hY (Israel). 

zb For tcxls of rclcv;mt statcmcnts, see : 
734th meeting : Prcsidcnt (Cuba), pare. 146 ; France, 

para. 33 ; United Kingdom, para. 23. 

invited, without objection, the representative of Egypt 
to the Council table.r6 

CASE 12 

At the 744th meeting on 19 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the Security Council 
considcrcd, as sub-item (u), the letter dated 15 October 
1956 from the representative of Jordan containing a 
complaint concerning the incidents of Qualqilya and 
Ilusan ; and, as sub-item (b), the letter dated 17 October 
1956 from the rcprcsentativc of Israel containing a 
complaint concerning violations by Jordan of the 
General Armistice Agrecmcnt and of the cease-fire 
pledge made to the Secretary-General on 26 April 
1956.” 

Decision : The President (Frunce) invited, nithout 
objection, the re/)re.sentutives of lsruei und Jordun to 
the Council table.tn 

CASE 13 

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the lcttcryy dated 27 October 1956 from 
the rcprcsentatives of France, the United Kingdom and 
the United States concerning the situation in Hungary, 
the Council considcrcd the lettcrXU dated 28 October 
1956 from the rcpresentativc of Hungary requesting 
permission to participate in the discussion of the 
Council regarding the item. 

Decision : The President (France) invited, without 
objection, the representutive of Hungury IO the Council 
tuble.s’ 

CASE 14 

At the 747th meeting on 29 October 1956. in con- 
ncxion with the letter”* dated 25 October 1956 from 
the representative of France with a complaint concerning 
military assistance rcndcrcd by the Egyptian Govern- 
ment to the r&Is in Algeria, after the adoption of the 
:lgcnda, the President (France) stated th;tt hc supposed 
that all the mcmbcrs of the Council would agree that 
the rcprcsentative of Egypt should bc invited to par- 
ticipatc in the discussion. Hc further stated that, in 
order to give the rcprcscntativc of Egypt time to make 
his preparations, the meeting of the Council should bc 
adjourned.:‘” 

Decision: In the ubsence of any objection, the pro- 
~msul of the President ngu.s udqted without a vote.S4 

*a 735th meeting: para. IS. 

li S 367X. S 3682, U.R., I /I/I ycvrr, S~cppl. for Ocr.-Dec. 
1Y.M. pp. s3. 00. 

*” 744th meeting : preceding para. 2. 

P-d S’JhYO, U.R.. 11th ycwr, SuppI. /or Oct.-Dw. 1956. p. 100. 

1o S ‘36Y4, O.R.. llrlr pcwr. .Srrpp/. for Oct.-Dcv. 1956. p. 103. 

31 746th meeting : pibras. 36-37. 

3z S ‘368’) ;rnd. Corr.1. O.R., 11th yew. Strppl. for &I.-Dec. 
IY.50. pp. YX-100. 

sa 747th meeting : pams. IO-1 1. 

sd 747th meeting: para. 11. 
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CASE 15 

At the 748th meeting on 30 October 1956, the 
Council considered the letters6 dated 29 October 1956 
from the reprcscntative of the United States concerning 
the Palestine question, with special reference to steps 
for the immcdiatc cessation of the military action of 
lsracl in Egypt. 

Decision : The President (France) invited, without 
objection, the representatives of Egypt and Israel to the 
Council tuble.s” 

CASE 16 

At the 761st meeting on 16 January 1957 in con- 
nexion with the India-Pakistan question, the Security 
Council considered the lettcrsi dated 2 January 1957 
from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan. 

Decision : The President (Philippines) invited, without 
objection, the representative of Indiu to the Council 
tuble.s” 

CASE 17 

At the 780th meeting on 23 May 1957, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the Security Council con- 
sidered a complaint by Syria against lsracl concerning 
the construction of a bridge in the demilitarized zone 
established by the General Armistice Agreement between 
Israel and Syria.aY 

Decision : The President (United States) invited, 
without objection, the representative of Isruel to the 
Council tubfe.‘” 

CASE 18 

At the 787th meeting on 6 September 1957, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, the Security Council 
considered complaints by Jordan against Israel and by 
Israel against Jordan concerning violations of the pro- 
visions of the Jordan-Israel General Armistice Agree- 
ment.” 

Decision : The President (Cuba) invited, without 
objection, the representutives of Israel und Jordan to 
the Council tuble.‘l 

CASE 19 

At the 806th meeting on 22 November 1957, the 
agenda of the Security Council adopted without dis- 

== S/3706, O.R., Ilrh ycwr. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p, 108. 

30 748th meeting : prcccding para. 3. 
J’ S/3767, O.K., 12th yrrrr, Suppl. for Jun.-Mtrr. 1957, pp. l-3. 

SH 7hlsl meeting: para. 4. 
s@ S/3827, O.R.. l21h ytw, SuppI. for Apr.-June 1957. 

pp. I’)-20. 
40 780th meeting : para. I. For invitation lo Syria, see Case 5. 
(1 S/3X78, O.R., 12th yecrr, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1957, 

pp. 33-34 ; S/3883. ibid.. pp. 35-36. 
(I 787th meeting: para. 27. 

cussions included, as item 2, the Palestine question and, 
as sub-items thereunder : (a) the letter 4s dated 4 Sep- 
tember 1957 from the rcprescntative of Jordan con- 
cerning a violation by Israel of the Gcncral Armistice 
Agreement in the area between the demarcation lines 
in Jerusalem ; and (h) the lcttcr”’ dated 5 Scptcmber 
1957 from the acting representative of lsracl regarding 
violations by Jordan of the provisions of the General 
Armistice Agreement and, in particular, of article VIII 
thereof. 

Decision : The President (Iraq) invited, without 
objection, the representatives of Isruel urld Jordan to 
the Council table.‘5 

CASE 20 

At the 81 lth meeting on 18 February 1958, the 
provisional agenda of the Security Council included, as 
item 2, a complaint by Tunisia against France and, as 
item 3, a complaint by France against Tunisia. 

After the adoption of the agenda, the President 
(USSR) drew the attention of the Council to the letter” 
dated 13 February 1958 from the rcprcsentative of 
Tunisia requesting permission to participate in the 
discussion of the Council regarding the item on the 
agenda.” 

Decision : In the ubsence of any objection, the Presi- 
dent invited the representutive of Tunisiu to the Council 
tubk.‘” 

CASE 21 

At the 812th meeting on 21 February 1958, the 
Security Council considered the 1ettcr’O dated 20 Feb- 
ruary 1958 from the rcprcscntativc of Sudan addressed 
to the Secretary-General concerning the situation in the 
Sudan-Egypt border. 

Decision : The President (USSR) invited, without 
objection, the representative of Egypt to the Council 
ruble.“” 

CASE 22 

At the 8 18th meeting on 27 May 1958, the Security 
Council considered a letter b1 dated 22 May 1958 from 

(3 S’3X78, O.R.. 12111 ycvrr, Strppl. far July-Sept. 1957, 
pp. 33-34 ; S/3X92. O.R., 12th yew, .S~~ppl. for JJJ~Y-.%p~. 1957. 
pp. 3X-43 ; S/3892/Add.l and 2, O.R.. 12th yeer, Suppl. for 
Oct.-l)lY.. 1957, pp. l-2. 

44 S/3883, O.R., 12111 yctrr, SuppI. for July-Sept. 1957, 
pp. 33-34. 

(6 806th meeting : para. 6. Upon the proposal of the Prcsi- 
dent (Iraq). the Council decided that these complaints would be 
considcrcd consecutively. See chapter II. 

48 S13YS2, O.R., 13th yew, S~cppl. for /at;.-Mur. 1958. 
pp. 13-14. 

47 8 I lth meeting : para. 5. 

4” 81 Ith meeting : para. 5. 

u Si3Y63, O.R., 13th y(wr, SJJpp!. for Jan.-Mar. 1958. 
pp. 21-22. 

Lo 812th meeting : para. 1. For invitation to Sudan, see Case 8. 

61 s/4007. 
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the representative of Lebanon addressed to the Prcsi- 
-c. A- dent of the Security Council concerning “Complaint by 

Lebanon in respect of a situation arising from the inter- 
vention of the United Arab Republic in the internal 
affairs of Lebanon, the continuance of which is likely 
to endanger the maincntancc of international peace and 
security.” 

Decision : The President (Canada) invited, without 
objection, tke represen1utivP.s of L&anon and the Urlited 
A rub Republic IO the Cmrncil table.Et 

b. To submit written statements 

CASE 23 

At the 734th meeting on 26 September 1956, when 
the Security Council considered a complaint by France 
and the United Kingdom against Egypt, the President 
(Cuba) drew the attention of the Council to a lcttcr”’ 
dated 26 Scptcmbcr 1956 from the representative of 
Israel requesting permission to participate in the dis- 
cussion of the Council regarding the item on the agenda. 

The representative of Australia stated that, since the 
members of the Council had not had sufficient time to 
give the matter consideration, the question of an in- 
vitation to Israel should be deferred until the next 
meeting of the Council. 

The rcprcscntativc of Iran maintained that, in the 
present cast, the interests of Israel were not specially 

,-- 
affected within the meaning of the Charter. Because the 
question at issue was highly spcciaiizcd and, by its very 
nature, compiicatcd. he did not consider that the 
Council should complicate it still further. if the repre- 
sentativc of Israci was invited to participate. other 
interested Govcrnmcnts might also wish to be repre- 
sented. The spirit of the Charter was that only the 
members of the Security Council should take part in the 
discussions of the Council and that, as an cxccptionai 
measure, when the interests of another Member of the 
United Nations were genuinely affected, that Member 
should be given the right to participate in the Council’s 
proceedings. He did not believe that either legal or 
political considerations, or considerations of expediency 
provided any grounds for granting Israel’s rcquest.5’ 

Decision : In the ahsenr~e of my objections, the pro- 
’ posal of the representative of Australia npus adopted 

n~ithorrt a \wte.65 

At the 735th meeting on 5 October 1956, the Presi- 
dent (France) brought to the attention of the Security 
Council the icttcr hfl dated 3 October 1956 from the 
representative of Israel requesting permission to par- 
ticipate in the discussion, and expressing the intention 
of the lsrncl dclcgntion to limit its intervention in the 

6x 818th meeting : parcl. 7. 

6* S/36.(7, O.R.. IIlh ,vcwr. S~rppl. for Jrtly-Sepr. 1956. p, 48. 

5’ For texts of relevant st;ltcmcnts, see : 
- 734th meeting : President (&ha). paras. 14s. 147 ; Australia, 

paras. 148-149; Iran, paras. 150-153. 

55 734th meeting : pnra. 154. 

fin S/3663, O.R.. llrlr yecrr. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 1. 

debate solely to those aspects of the problems which 
arose from the Council’s resolution of 1 September 
195 I. The letter recalled that the resolution had con- 
cluded a Council discussion on this question in which 
Isrnci and Egypt had been invited to participate. 

At the same time. the President referred to a similar 
communication I7 from the representatives of Iraq. 
Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Saudi Arabia, Syria and 
Yemen, requesting permission to participate in the 
discussion of the item. 

The representative of Yugoslavia maintained that the 
Council should not take an immediate decision on 
either of thcsc requests. He formally proposed that any 
decisions thereon should be postponed until later. 

In reply to a question by the rcprcscntative of Cuba 
as to how long the consideration of the requests should 
be postponed, the President stated that the Council 
might take any decision it thought fit at any timc.5n 

Decision : In the absence of any ohjectim. the pr- 

posctl of the representative of Yugoslavia HWS adopted 
u*ilhorrt a vote.50 

At the 742nd meeting on 13 October 1956, the 
representative of the United States stated that at a 
previous private meeting of the Security Council, he 
had suggested that the rcprcscntative of Israci and the 
rcprcscntatives of the Arab States who had requested 
to hc heard should be invited to present their views at 
a meeting of the Council on the following day. Although 
it had been the prevailing view in the Council that this 
would not be convenient, no one denied the right in 
principle of those Governments to bc heard. Since their 
intcrcst in the matter was obvious, the United States 

rcprcscntntivc suggcstcd that the Council IC:WC open the 
question of hcarin.c the above-named rcprescntatives for 
consideration at a later stage in the proceedings. 

IIe suggcstcd that in the meantime the Council invite 
them to prcscnt their Governments’ views to the 
Security Council in written statements to be circulated 
by the Prcsident.W 

Decision : In the absence of any objection, the pro- 
pmwl of the reprr.rentative 11f the United States ~‘a.~ 
cldopted M+lJlollt (I \~ue.*’ 

* *3. Invitations denied 

**D. In the case of non-member States and other 
invitations 

117 S’3664. O.R., 11th yeor, SuppI. for Oct.-Dec. 19.~6, pp. l-2. 
EN For texts of rclcvant statements. see : 

735th meeting: President (France), paras. 7-8, 12, 14 ; Cuba, 
paril. 1 I : Yugoslavia. paras. 9-10. 13. 

69 735th meeting: para. 14. 

a0 742nd meeting: paras. 3-5. 

El 742nd meeting: para. 6. In accordance with this decision, 
writrcn statcmcnts were submitted to the Security Council by 
Israel (S/3673. O.R.. lI#l ymr. Suppl. for Or!.-Dcrc. 1956, 
pp. 21-3X) ; Jordan (S’3f1X0. O.R., llrh ycwr. .Srrppl. /or Ocr.- 
Dec. 1956, pp. SS-59) ; Ixhanon 6’3683. O.R.. 11th var. 
Suppi. for Oct.-Dee. 1956. pp. 61-87) ; Libya (S/3684. b.R.. 
11th vrur, Supp/. j(>r Or/.-lkc.. IYS6, pp. 88-89) ; Saudi Arabia 
(S/3676. O.R.. IIflr yrur. SuppI. for Oct.-Drc. 19.56. pp. 48-52) ; 
Syria 613674. O.R., 11111 ycwr. Suppl. for Ocf.-Dee. 1956. 
pp. 38-47) ; Yemen 6’3681. O.R.. 11th yeor, SuppI. for Oct.- 
Dec. 1956. pp. s9-60). 



54 Chapter 111. Participation in the proceedings 

Part II 

**CONSIDERATION OF THE TERMS AND PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 32 OF THE CHARTER 

Part III 

PROCEDURES RELATING TO PARTICIPATION OF INVITED REPRESENTATIVES 

NOTE 

Part III is concerned with procedures relating to the 
participation of invited representatives after an invitation 
has been extended. 

Section A deals with the related questions of the 
opportune moment for the Council to extend invitations 
and the timing of initial hearing of the invited repre- 
sentative. The section includes two instancesO* in which 
the question as to when an invited representative should 
make his initial statement was decided by the President 
in accordance with the established practice of the 
Council. On another occasiona discussion took place 
on whether the representative of an invited Member 
could be seated at the Council table but not permitted 
to speak pending the verification of his credentials. 

Section B includes three instances a’ illustrating the 
duration of the participation by invited representatives. 
On one occasion,eJ when the agenda included two items, 
one of the invited representatives withdrew after the 
Council had completed its consideration of the item in 
conncxion with which he had been invited. It has been 
the practice of the President, when consideration of a 
question has extended over several meetings, to renew 
the invitation immediately after the adoption of the 
agenda without comment. During the period under 
review, the President, in two instances,a” has extended 
invitations with a reminder to the Council of its initial 
decision to extend the invitation to participate. 

Section C, concerned with limitations of a procedural 
nature applicable throughout the process of participation, 
includes, under sub-section C. I ., three instances” 
illustrative of the order in which the invited repre- 
sentatives are called upon to speak. In one instance 
recorded in section C.2.“” a member of the Council was 
called on to speak before an invited representative who 
had expressed a wish to raise a point or order. Section 
C.3 includes a casean in which a member of the Council 
requested the Council to vote on a draft resolution sub- 
mitted by an invited representative. 

Section D includes case histories bearing on limi- 
tations concerned with those aspects of the proceedings 

01 Cases 24 and 25. 
‘3 See chapter I, Case 4. 
a Cases 26. 27 and 28. 
66 Case 26. 
0s Cases 27 and 28. 

(7 Cases 29. 30 and 3 1. 
M Case 32. 
‘0 Case 33. 

in which the participation of invited representatives has 
usually been deemed inappropriate. In these instances 
invited representatives have indicated awareness of such 
limitations.‘0 

A. THE STAGE AT WHICH INVITED STATES ARE 
HEARD 

CASE 24 

At the 776th meeting on 26 April 1957, in connexion 
with the letter”-‘* dated 24 April 1957 from the repre- 
sentative of the United States relating to the Suez 
Canal, the Security Council resumed consideration of 
the complaint by France and the United Kingdom 
against Egypt. 

After the initial statement by the representative of 
the United States, the President (United Kingdom) in- 
formed the Council that some members had notified 
him of their desire to speak. Hc thought that it would 
be in accordance with the usual practice of the Council, 
however, to ask the representative of Egypt whether he 
wished to make a statement at that stage of the pro- 
ceedings.7s 

Decision: In the absence of any objection, the Presi- 
dent (United Kingdom) called upon the representative 
of E&r to speak.” 

At the 
with the 
sentative 

CASE 25 

778th meeting on 20 May 1957, in connexion 
letter’& dated 15 May 1957 from the repre- 
of France relating to the Suez Canal, the . - . 

Security Council resumed consideration of the com- 
plaint by France and the United Kingdom against 
Egypt- 

After the initial statement by the representative of 
France, the President (United Kingdom) stated: 

“With the consent of members who desire to speak 
at today’s meeting, the Chair now recognizes the 
representative of Egypt in order that the Council 
may hear his views.“‘a 

70 Cases 34-38. 
c7* S/3817/Rev.l. O.R.. 12th year, Stcppl. for Apr.-June 

1957, p. 8. 
7s 776th meeting: para. 15. 
14 776th meeting : para. 15. 
‘6 S/3829, O.R.. 12th year. Suppl. for AprJtrne 1957, 

pp. 20-2 1. 
10 778th meeting: para. 57. 
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Decision: In the absence of any objection, the Presi- 
dent (United Kingdom) culled upon the representative 
of EYgypt to speak.” 

B. THE DURATION OF PARTICIPATION 

CASE 26 

At the 750th meeting on 30 October 1956, when the 
Security Council was considering the Palestine question, 
with special reference to steps for the immediate 
cessation of the military action of Israel in Egypt, the 
President (France) stated that he had no other speakers 
on his list. He therefore considered that the Council 
had complctcd its discussion of this item and should 
proceed to the next item on its agenda.‘” 

Decision: The representative of Israel withdrew, and 
the Council went on to the next item on its agenda.‘@ 

CASE 27 

At the 776th meeting on 26 April 1957, in connexion 
with the letter “O dated 24 April 1957 from the repre- 
sentative of the United States relating to the Suez Canal, 
the Council resumed consideration of the complaint by 
France and the United Kingdom against Egypt. 

The President (United Kingdom) recalled that the 
representative of Egypt had been invited to the Council 

,-. 
table during the proceedings of the Council in 
October 1956 concerning this question. Accordingly, 
with the consent of the Council, he would invite the 
representative of Egypt to participate in the deliberations 
of the Council on this agenda item.R1 

Decision: In the absence of uny objection, the Presi- 
dent (United Kingdom) invited the representative of 
Egypt to the Council tuble.‘* 

CASE 28 

At the 778th meeting on 20 May 1957, in connexion 
with the letternY dated 15 May 1957 from the repre- 
sentative of France relating to the Suez Canal, the 
Council resumed consideration of the complaint by 
France and the United Kingdom against Egypt. 

The President (United States) recalled that the repre- 
sentative of Egypt had been invited to the Council 
table during the discussion of that question in October 
1956 and April 1957. Accordingly, with the consent 
of the Council, he would invite the representative of 
-.-__-.- 

I7 778th meeting: para. 57. 
7” 750th meeting : para. 39. 
io 750th meeting : para. 39. 
wo S/3817/Rev.l. OX.. 1211~ year, Suppl. for Apr.-/me 1957. 

p.8. 
r - BI 776th meeting: para. 4. 

LI* 776th meeting : para. 4. 
Ba S/3829, O.K., 12th year, Srrppl. for Apr.-June 1957. 

pp. 20-21. 

Egypt to participate in the deliberations of the Council 
on this agenda item.“’ 

Decision: In the absence of any objection, the Presi- 
dent invited the representative of Egypt IO the Council 
table.“” 

C. LIMITATIONS OF A PROCEDURAL NATURE 

1. Concerning the order in which the representatives 
are called upon to speak 

CASE 29 

At the 748th meeting on 30 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, with special reference 
to steps for the immediate cessation of the military 
action of Israel in Egypt, after the list of speakers had 
been exhausted, a discussion arose as to whcthcr to 
hear the representatives of the parties, or to adjourn 
the meeting until that afternoon. The representative of 
Esm * asked for the floor to make a brief statement. 

The President (France) stated that, in accordance 
with the rules of procedure. he called uoon the repre- 
sentative of Iran who had asked to speak. 

-- 

Following a statement by the representative 
the President called upon the representative of 

of Iran, 
Egypt .(I6 

CASE? 30 

At the 749th meeting on 30 October 1956, 
nexion with the Palestine question. with 

in con- 

reference to steps for the immediate ccssntion of the 
military action of Israel in Egypt, the President (France) 
reminded the Security Council that the representatives 
of Egypt and Israel had intimated at the 748th meeting 
on the same day that they would ask to speak again at 
the afternoon meetins, but that he had to give priority 
to members of the Council who had asked for the floor. 

At the same meeting, after statements had been made 
by certain members of the Council, the President stated 
that since no other member wished to speak at that 
moment, it rcmaincd for the Council to hear the parties 
as had been agreed at the beginning of the meeting. 
The President called first upon the rcprcsentative of 
Israel, and then on the representative of Egypt, to 
speak.R7 

CASE 31 

At the 75 1st meeting on 3 I October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the letter “’ dated 30 October 1956 from 
the representative of Egypt, after statements had been 

R( 778th meeting: para. IS. 
86 778th meeting : para. IS. 
se For texts of relevant statements, see : 
748th meeting : President (France), paras. 54, 59, 61 ; Egypt l , 

para. 60 ; Iran, para. 62. 
H7 For texts of relevant statements. see: 
749th meeting : President (France), paras. 1, 32. 
we Sl3712, O.K., 11th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dee. 1956, 

pp. 111-112. 
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made by the Secretary-General and certain members of 
the Council, the President (France) interrupted the 
representative of Yugoslavia who had begun to speak, 
and informed the Council that the Egyptian rcpre- 
scntative had asked for the floor. 

The rcprescntativc of Egypt * explained that hc had 
intended to make a brief statement to the Council before 
the debate began. 

The President then asked the reprcsentativcs of Iran, 
the United Kingdom and Yugoslavia, who wcrc on his 
list of spcakcrs. whether they had any objections to the 
Egyptian rcprcscntntivc speaking at that stag.“’ 

Decision : In the ahscwce of any objm~tion, the Pre- 
sident (France) call4 icpon the rvprcsentative of Egypt 
to spelrk .OO 

2. Concerning the raising of points of order by invited 
representatives 

CASE 32 

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, in con- 
ncxion with the lcttcrQ1 dated 27 October 1956 from 
the rcprcsentativcs of France, the United Kingdom and 
the United States concerning the situation in Hungary, 
after the rcprcscntativc of Hungary had been invited to 
the Council table, the Prcsidcnt (France) gave the floor 
to the rcprcscntativc of the United States. 

The rcprcsentativc of Hungary * wished to raise a 
point of order, but the rcprcscntativc of the United 
States dcclincd to yield. 

The Prcsidcnt dcclarcd that the rcprcsentative of 
Hungary could not take the floor before mcmbcrs of 
the Council.“’ 

3. Concerning the submission of proposals or draft 
resolutions by invited representatives 

CASE 33 

At the 710th meeting on 12 January 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palcstine question, the Security Council 
had before it ;I draft resolutionY:’ submitted by the 
reprcscntativc of Syria who had been invited to par- 
ticipate without vote in the discussion, together with a 
Icttcr”’ dated 9 January 1956 from the rcprcscntativc of 
the USSR rcqucsting the President of the Council, in 
accordance with rule 3X of the rules of procedure, to 
put the Syrian draft resolution to the vote with certain 

“0 For texts of rclcvnnt 5Mcmcnts. see : 

7Slsl meeting : Prcsidcnl (France), piir:iS. IR, 20 ; Egypt *, 
para. 19. 

aa 75lst meeting : parn. 21. 

Q’ S’36YO. O.K., I /f/l ywr. Sfrppl. for ocr.-Dw. IY56. p. 100. 

Q* 7461h mecting : paras. 3X-41. 

“3 S13.51Y. O.K., IOl/l ycwr. s1cppt. for Oct.-Dec. IY5.5, 
pp. 41-42. 

Q’ S ‘3528, O.K., I It/t pcur, Suppl. for Jtrtr.-Mur. 1956, p. I. 

amcndmcnts included in the text of that letter. The 
Council also had before it a joint draft rcsolutiono6 
submitted by the rcprcscntativcs of France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States. 

The representative of the United Kingdom, speaking 
in support of the joint draft resolution and referring to 
the lcttcr from the representative of the USSR, 
remarked : 

“ . . . I am not at all clear about the status of this 
document. Is it a Soviet proposal? Is it a Syrian pro- 
posal? Or is it perhaps a Syrian-Soviet proposal’? 
Nor am I at all certain whcthcr this proposal, what- 
ever its paternity, is strictly speaking in order, 
according to the rules of procedure of the Council. 

“ In his letter of 9 January, the Soviet repre- 
sentative cites rule 38 of the rules of procedure as 
the basis on which hc rcqucsts that what hc calls a 
draft resolution, in the form set out in his Icttcr, 
should be put to the vote. If he had requested that 
the Syrian draft resolution IS,/35 191 should bc put 
to the vote in the form in which it was presented by 
the rcprescntativc of Syria, then of course his request 
would bc well founded on rule 38. But this he does 
not do. Hc proposes a scrics of amendments to the 
Syrian draft resolution and then rcqucsts the Council 
to put the nmcndcd form of the draft resolution to 
the vote. 1 question whether such a request is in order 
under rule 38. I hope that we shall receive some 
cl:trification on the parenthood of this rather strange 
offspring. 

“ I can. of course. well understand why the Soviet 
rcprcscntativc wished to amend the Syrian draft reso- 
lution in such drastic fashion. That draft resolution 
was couched in very cxtrcmc terms. But if the Soviet 
rcprcscntativc thought fit to present his own rccom- 
mcndation to the Council in the form of a draft 
resolution, the nlorc normal proccdurc would surely 
have been to submit a draft resolution in his own 
name.” 

The representative of the USSR made a statement in 
support of the Syrian draft resolution and the amend- 
mcnts which his dclcgation had submitted to the 
Council. 

At the 7 ISth meeting on 19 January 1956, after the 
Council had given priority to and adopted unanimously 
the joint draft resolution, the rcprcsentative of the USSR 
inquired whcthcr the rcprcscntativc of Syria considered 
it ncccssary that a vote bc taken on the Syrian draft 
resolution. as ;~mplificd by the USSR dclcgation. 

The reprcscnt;\tivc of Syria * replied that he would 
not press for a vote on his draft resolution but that he 
would prefer it to remain standing in the Security 
Council until ilfl opportune moment.‘” 
- - 

00 S’3530. O.K.. l/r/~ ycur, Suppl. /or Jan.-Mm. 19.56. p. 2. 

06 For texts of relevant htatcmcnts. xc : 

710th meeting : USSR, para. 100 ; United Kingdom, 
paras. 43-45 ; 

715th meeting : Syria *, para. 167 ; USSR, para. 164. 
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D. I.IMITATIONS ON MATTERS TO BE DISCUSSED BY 
INVITED REPRESENTATIVES 

* * 1. Adoption of the agenda 

**2. Extension of invitations 

**3. Postponement of consideration of a question 

4. Other matters 

CASri 34 

At the 749th meeting on 30 October 1956, when the 
Council was considering the lcttcrD’ dated 29 October 
1956 from the represcntativc of the United States con- 
cerning the Palestine question, with special reference to 
steps for the immediate cessation of the military action 
of Israel in Egypt, after the President (France) had 
made a statement as the representative of France, the 
representative of Egypt *, who had been invited to 
participate in the deliberations of the Council, stated: 

“ . . . I regret that YOU should have taken advantage 
of your position as President of the Security Council 
to discuss matters which have nothing to do with the 
item under discussion.. . It would have been easy 
for me to do the same ; but I prefer not to do so, and 
I protest against your conduct as President of the 
Council.” On 

CASE 35 

F- 
At the 761st meeting on 16 January 1957, in con- 

nexion with the India-Pakistan question, the repre- 
sentative of India * stated that his delegation would 
need a reasonable time in which to obtain the necessary 
instructions and to verify the quotations contained in 
the statcmcnt which the representative of Pilkistiln had 
made before the Council. In reply to a question by the 
President (Philippines) whether a meeting be held on 
the afternoon of 18 January I957 would adequate 
to him, the representative of India said that it would 
be physically impossible for him to be prepared for a 
meeting by that date. 

After further discussion, in which 22 and 23 January 
1957 were proposed as possible dates for the next 
meeting of the Council, the rcprcscntativc of India 
stated that he had made no suggestion to the Council 
as to the date of its next meeting. The Indian delegation 
had participated at the meeting under Articlc 32 of the 
Charter. and it was for the Security Council itself to 
decide on the datc.gg 

CASE 36 

At the 763rd meeting on 23 January 1957, in con- 
nexion with the India-Pakistan question, the President 
__~ __-. 

O7 S13706. O.R., Ilth year. Suppl. for Or;.-Drc. 1956, p. 10X. 

PM For texts of relevant statements. see : 

-- 749th meeting : President (Fr;lnce). paras. 152-177 ; Egypt *, 
para. 184. 

w For texts of relevant statements. see : 

76lst meeting : President (Philippines). para. I26 ; Australia, 
paras. 135-136 ; Colombia, para. 139 ; India *, paras. 127, 148. 

(Philippines) asked the representative of India how 
much more time he needed in order to finish his state- 
ment. 

The representative of India * believed that one 
further meeting would bc sufficient. 

The President then stated that he thought the mem- 
bers of the Council would be willing to continue for 
another hour. 

The representative of India replied that he would not 
be able to finish his statement in that time and hc would 
have considcrablc personal difficulty in continuing for 
another two hours. 

The President sugcstcd that the Council adjourn, 
then rcsumc at 8.30 p.m. and continue until the repre- 
sentative of India had complctcd his statement. He asked 
whether the Council agreed to his proposal. 

The representative of the USSR proposed that the 
Council meet on the following day. 

The represcntativc of India asked whether he was 
entitled to speak on this question, the President replied 
that the decision was one for the Council to make. 

The rcprcscntntivc of India then stated that when he 
was asked. under Articlc 32 of the Charter, to par- 
ticipate in the discussion, that participation had to be 
physically possible. 

After the President had agreed to hear his views, the 
rcprcscntativc of India remarked that there appeared 
to be no reason why the Council must conclude its 
consideration of the matter that night. He hoped. there- 
fore. that the Council would not have a night meeting. 

Following an expression of support by the reprc- 
scntativc of Cuba for the position of the representative 
of India. the President obscrvcd that the Council had 
bcforc it a proposal by the rcprcscntativc of the USSR 
to continue the meeting on the following day.lno 

Decision : It1 the uhsence of any ohjec*tion, the Council 
.so ttecided.1o’ 

CASE 37 

At the 774th meeting on 21 February 1957, in con- 
ncxion with the India-Pakistan question the President 
(Swcdcn) called upon the representative of Pakistan to 
speak. 

The President then called upon the representative of 
India who rcqucsted a brief recess to permit con- 
sideration of the statement made by the representative 
of Pakistan. 

The rcprcscntatives of Colombia and the Philip- 
pines suggested that the President request the rcpre- 
scntativcs of India and Pakistan to limit themselves to 
observations on the text of the draft resolution. The 

lo0 For texls of relevant statements. see : 

763rd meeting : President (Philippines). paras. 202. 204. 206, 
208. 210. 212. 216 ; Cuba, paras. 214-215 ; India l , paras. 203, 
205. 209. 21 1, 213 ; USSR. para. 207. 

lol 763rd meeting: para. 216. 
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representative of India having indicated that such a 
request would come too late, the representative of the 
Philippines, on a point of order, observed that the dis- 
cussion of this matter should be limited to members of 
the Council. 

The Council rcccsscd in accordance with the request 
of the rcprcsentativc of India. Upon resumption of the 
meeting the President rcqucstcd the rcprescntative of 
India to take into consideration the observations of the 
representatives of Colombia and the Philippines.“” 

CASE 38 

At the 779th meeting on 21 May 1957, when the 
Council concluded its consideration of the letter lo1 dated 

Iox For texts of rclcvant statements, see : ‘0’ For texts of rclevnnt statements. see : 

774th meeting : President (Sweden), pnra. 25 ; Colombia, 779th meeting : President (United States), paras. 115-127 ; 
paras. 18-19 ; India +, para. 22 ; Philippines, paras. 20-23. Ewpt *B para. 133. 

15 May 1957 from the representative of France relating 
to the Suez Canal, the President (United States) sum- 
marizcd the opinions that had been expressed in the 
Council during the discussion of this agenda item. 

The represcntntivc of Egypt *, who had been invited 
to participate in the deliberations of the Council, stated : 

“Although Egypt is not a member of the Security 
Council.. . I should like to make some reservations, 
on behalf of my dclcgation, with regard to the 
summing up of the discussion which the President 
has just made.” lo* 

1oJ Sl3X29, OX.. 12th yeur. Suppl. for Apr.-June 1957, 
pp. 20-21. 
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-  I  

INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

This chapter contains material from the Official 
Records relating to the practice of the Council under 
Article 27 of the Charter. The arrangement of the 
chapter follows that of the corresponding chapter in 
earlier volumes of the Repertoire. 

Part 1 presents evidence relating to the distinction 
between procedural and non-procedural matters. No 
material requiring treatment in part 11, 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 111 is concerned with the abstention or 
absence of a Council member in relation to the require- 
ments of Article 27 (3). 

During the period under review there has been no 
discussion relating to rule 40 of the provisional rules 
of procedure. Material relating to voting in connexion 
with the election of judges under Article 10 of the 
Statute of the International Court of Justice is included 
in chapter VI, part I, section D. Chapter VII, parts 1 
and V, includes material on the voting procedure 
cmploycd by the Council in conncxion with applications 
for admission to membership in the United Nations. 

As noted previously, the majority of occasions on 
which the Council has voted afford no indication as to 

r’ 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 casts 
where the proposal, having been put to the vote, has 
failed to obtain seven votes in its favour. 

Part I, section A, sets out those instances wherein 
the adoption of a proposal, obtained through seven or 

more votes, with one or more permanent members 
casting a negative vote, indicated the procedural 
character of the decision. While cases in this section have 
been grouped under headings dcrivcd from the subject 
matter dealt with in the decisions, the headings do not 
constitute general propositions as to the procedural 
character of future proposals which might bc dcemcd to 
fall under them. Section A includes a new heading (A.9) 
for the two occasions’ when decisions to convene an 
emergency special session of the General Assembly were 
adopted by the Council, notwithstanding negative votes 
cast by one or more of its permanent members. Since 
thcsc proceedings also involve the question of the rela- 
tions of the Security Council with the General Assembly, 
further treatment of the matter will be found in 
chapter VI, part I, section A. 

Part I, section B, includes those instances in which 
the rejection of a proposal, which had obtained seven 
or more votes with one or more permanent members 
casting a negative vote, indicated the non-procedural 
character of the matter under consideration. During the 
period under review there has been no discussion in the 
Security Council of the procedural or non-procedural 
character of the matters in respect of which decisions 
were to bc taken; the cntrics in this section arc thcre- 
fore restricted to a reference whereby the draft reso- 
lution or proposal and the vote thereon may be 
identified in the record of decisions in other parts of 
this Supplement. 

There have been no occasions during the period under 
review of abstention by a permanent member in 
accordance with Article 27 (3). Part III, section B, lists 
those occasions on which a pcrmancnt member has 
abstained considering that no affirmative decision could 
have been taken had hc voted against the proposal. 

1 Cases 5 and 6. 

Part I 

PROCEDURAL AND NON-PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

A. CASES IN WHICH THE VOTE INDICATED THE Care I 
PROCEDURAI. CHARACTER OF THE MATTER 

At the 746th and 752nd meetings on 28 October and 
1. Inclusion of items in the agenda 2 November 1956 the situation in Hungary.’ 

CASES l-2 
2 746th meeting : para. 35 ; 752nd meeting : para. 6. Also, at 

_ 1 On the following occasions an item has been included the 753rd meeting, para. 3. and 7S4th meeting, para. 1, the 

in the agenda by a vote of the Security Council, not- President (France) stated that the objections to the adoption of 

withstanding the negative vote of a permanent member : 
the agenda raised at the 746th meeting were noted. See 
chapter II, Case 7. 
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Case 2 

At the 842nd meeting on 9 December 1958, two 
letters dated 8 December 1958 from the representative 
of the United States of America addressed to the Pre- 
sident of the Security CounciLs 

*+2. Order of items on the agenda 

**3. Deferment of consideration of items on the agenda 

**4. Removal of an item from the list of matters of 
which the Security Council is seized 

+*S. Rulings of the President of the Security Council 

6. Adjournment of a meeting 

CASE 3 

On the following occasion, a motion to adjourn was 
adopted by a vote of the Security Council, notwith- 
standing the negative vote of a permanent member: 

At the 749th meeting on 30 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the Palestine question, with special 
reference to steps for the immediate cessation of the 
military action of Israel in Egypt, when the motion by 
the reprcsentativc of France to adjourn the meeting was 
adopted.’ 

**7. Invitation to participate in the proceedings 

8. Conduct of business 

CASE 4 

On the following occasion, a proposal with regard to 
the conduct of business was adopted by vote of the 
Security Council, notwithstanding the negative vote of 
a permanent member : 

At the 7 15th meeting on 19 January 1956, in con- 
ncxion with the Palestine question, with special refcrcnce 
to incidents in the arca east of Lake ‘I‘iberias, when the 
Council dccidod, on the proposal of the United King- 
dom, to give priority to the draft resolution jointly 
submitted by France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States.& 

9. Convocation of an emergency special session of the 
General Assembly 

CASES 5-6 

On the following occasions proposals to convoke an 
emergency special session of the Gcncral Assembly, as 
provided in Gcncral Assemblyrcsoltuion 377A (V), were 
adopted by vote of the Security Council, notwithstanding 
the negative vote of a permanent member: 

Case 5 

At the 75 I st meeting on 3 1 October 1956, in con- 

* g42nd mecting (PV) : p. 8. 
4 749th meeting: para. 203. 
6 715th meeting : paro 130. See chapter I, Case 2. 

nexion with the situation created by action taken against 
Egypt when the Council adopted a draft resolution, 
submitted by the representative of Yugoslavia, calling 
for an emergency special session of the General 
Assembly.8 

Case 6 

At the 754th meeting on 4 November 1956, on con- 
nexion with the situation in Hungary, when the Council 
adopted a draft resolution, submitted by the United 
States, calling for an emergency special session of the 
General Assembly.’ 

B. CASES IN WHICH THE VOTE INDICATED THE 
NON-PROCEDURAL CHARACTER OF THE MA’ITER 

1. In connexion with matters considered by the Security 
Council under its responsibility for the maintenance 
of international peace and security 

CASE 7 

Decision of 13 October 1956 (743rd meeting) : 
RcjcJction of .stwmd purt of drufr resolution submitted 
by the rPflr1,srntrrtivr.s of Frunce and the United King- 
dom in wnnexion with the Suez Cunul quesfion.’ 

CASE 8 

Decision of 30 October 1956 (749th meeting) : 
Rejection of draft resolution submitted by the United 
States in corlnexion with the Puksrine question, with 
.speciul rrferww to steps for the immediute cessation of 
the militury uction of fsruel in Egypt.O 

CASE 9 

Decision of 30 October 1956 (750th meeting) : 
Rejection of druft rewlution submitted by the USSR in 
cwmexion ~cYtli the f’ule.srine qwsrion, with special 
refewnce to .vIeps for lhe immediute ccssrction of tile 
miiitury uclion of Israel in fYgypt.‘O 

CASE 10 

Decision of 4 November 1956 (754th meeting): 
Rejection of druft wsofr~tion .wbmitted by the repre- 
sentutive of the United Stute.s in connexion ntith the 
situution in Hungury.‘I 

CASE 11 

Decision of 20 February 1957 (773rd meeting): 
Rejection of drufr rewlution submitted by the rrpre- 
sentutives of Austruliu, Cuba, the United Kingdom und 

e 75 1st meeting : para. 147. Set chapter VI. Case 2. 

7 75&h meeting: pura. 75. See chapter VI, Cast 3. 

H 743rd meeting: para. 106. See chapter VIII, p. 106. 
0 74Yth meeting: para. 186. See chapter VIII. p. 99. 
lo 750th meeting: para. 23. See chapter VIII, p. 100. 

I1 754th meeting : para. 68. See chapter VIII, p. 110. 



Part I. Procedural und nun-l.‘rocedural matters 

the United States in connexion wilh the India-Pakistan 
- question.” 

CASE 12 

Decision of 2 May 1958 (8 17th meeting) : Rejection 
of draft resolution submilted by rhe representarive of 
the United States in connexion Mvith the irtrer I:’ dared 
18 April 1958 from the rr~prr~sentcltive of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Hepublics trddre.s,scd to the President of 
the Security Coimcii.‘4 

CASE 13 

Decision of 18 July 1958 (834th meeting) : Rejection 
of drujt resolution submitted by (he representtrtive of 
the United Sautes in connexion with rhr ktlcr I5 drrtrd 
22 Muy 1958 jrom the representutive of Lebrmon 
addressed 10 the President o) (he Security Council.” 

CASE 14 

Decision of 22 July 1958 (837th meeting) : Rejection 
of druft resolution submitted by the representtrtivc of 
/upan in connexion ,\itll the letter IT dutrd 22 MLI~ I958 
from the representutive of Lebanon adtlre.ssed to tile 
President oj the Srcirrily Council.‘* 

2. In connexion with other matters considered by the 
Security Council 

?- a. In coonexion with admission of new Members to the Unlted 
Nations 

CASES 15-16 

At the 789th mccting on 9 Scptcmbcr 1957, the 
agenda of the Security Council included rcqucsts from 
the Gcncrn] Assembly that the Council rcconsidcr the 
applications of the I&public of Korea and Vict-Nam for 
mcmbcrship in the United Nations.‘” 

The Council had bcforc it two joint draft resolutions,” 
one recommending the Republic of Korea. the other 
recommending Vict-Nam for admission to mcmbcrship 
in the United Nations. In addition, the C’ouncil had 
bcforc it ;L USSR draft resolution ?’ submitted in con- 
nexion with the application yr of the Mongolian Pcoplo’s 

Republic, rccommcnding to the Gcncral Asscmhly the 
admission of that country to mcmbcrship in the United 

I* 773rd meeting : para. 126. See chapter VIII. p. 113. 

1s S/3990. O.K., 13th yeur, Suppl. /or Apr.-/me 1958, p. 8. 

‘4 817th mccting : para. 3. 

13 S/4007. O.R.. /31/r ycwr, .S~cpp/. for Apr.-Jme IYSX, p. 33. 

18 834th meeting (PV) : p. 46. 

1’ S/4007, OX., I.?I/I yeor, Suppl. for Apr.-Jutw 1958, p. 33. 

1” 837th meeting (PV): pp. 7-10. 

10 Rc~ol~tlion 1017 A-H (XI), 2X Fchruary 1957. 

(1 S,‘3877. O.R.. 12th year, Slcppl. /or Jrrly-Scpf. IY57, p. 33. 

l* S;3873, O.R., 12111 yecrr, Suppl. for Jdy-Sept. lY57, p. 23. 
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Nations. During the consideration of the application of 
the Kcpublic of Korea, the rcpresentativc of the USSK 
submitted an amcndmcnt EX to the joint draft resolution 
to insert the words “The Democratic Pcoplc’s Kcpubtic 
of Korea and” before the words “The Kcpublic of 
Korea “. 

At the 790th meeting on 9 Scptcmber 1957, the first 
of the joint draft resolutions rcfcrred to above was 
rejcctcd by 10 votes in favour to 1 against. The Prcsi- 
dent, speaking as the rcprcscntativc of Cuba, then 
obscrvcd : 

“The delegation of Cuba has consistently held, 
since the foundation of the United Nations, that in 
dealing with the question of the admission of new 
Mcmbcrs, the Security Council should adopt the 
position that ;I favourablc decision is one which 
obtains the votes of seven States, whether permanent 
mcmbcrs of the Council or not. 

“ . . . The Council’s practice, which has the backing 
of B m;ljority whose opinion has hitherto rcmaincd 
unchanged, is to consider that a rccommcndation 
aguinst which ;1 pcrmancnt mcmbcr hns voted dots 
not constitute a favourablc rccommcndntion. As the 
rcprcscntativc of the Soviet Union has cast ;I negative 
vote in the prcscnt cast, I ;mi compcllcd, as Prcsi- 
dent. while rcscrving my own position and that of 
my Govcrnmcnt, to dcclarc, in conformity with the 
majority view which has hitherto prcvailcd in the 
Council, that this application for admission has not 
obtained the votes rcquircd for it to bc recommended 
to the Gcncral Assembly.” 

Following the consideration of the application of 
Vict-Nam, the second joint draft resolution was rejected, 
the vote being t 0 in fuvour and I against (the negative 
vote being that of ;I pcrmancnt member). The Prcsidcnt, 
speaking ;IS the rcprcscntativc of Cuba, then rcitcrated 
the statcmcnts hc had made rcgnrding the position of 
his dclcgation, as quoted above. 

The rcprcscntativc of the USSK commented on the 
Prcsidcnt’s statcmcnt as follows : 

“ I should like to point out that this is not only 
the practice of the C’ouncil, but it is also rcquircd by 
the (‘hartcr. Under Article 27 decisions of the Security 
C’ounci] on a]] matters cxccpt procedural matters 
rcquirc an affirmative vote of scvcn mcmhcrs in- 
cluding the concurring votes of the pcrmancnt 
mcmbcrs. It is quite obvious that the question of the 
admission of new Mcmbcrs is not ;I procedural mutter, 
but ;I mnttcr of substance, and as such is covcrcd by 
Artictc 27. In other words, my cmendation of your 
conclusion is that this proccdurc is not only the 
cstablishcd practice of the Security Council, but that 
is is also rcquircd by the United Nations Charter.” *’ 

Decision : The joint draft wsolrrlion slrhmil~d by the 
represenrutives of Austrulia, Chinu, Colonhiu, Cubu, 
.-~-- _- -- 

23 S/3887, O.R., 12th ywr, S~ppl. for Jrtly-Svpt. IY57. p, 37. 

Id For texts of rclewnt statcmcnts, see : 
790th meeting : PrcGdent (Cuba), paras. 1 t-12, 58-159 ; USSR, 

para. 60. 
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Frunce, the Philippines, the United Kingdom and the 
United Stutes to recommend the Republic oj Koreu for 
membership was not ud~ptt~d.‘” 

Decision : The joint druft resolution submitted by the 
representatives of Austrulia, Chinu, Coiombiu, Cuba, 

Frunce, the Philippines, the United Kingdom and the 
United Stutes to recommend Viet-Num (or membership 
was not udopted.‘” 

CASE 18 

Decision of 9 December 1958 (843rd meeting): The 
joint druft resolution submitted by the representatives 
of Frunce, Japun, the United Kingdom und the United 
Stutes to recommend the Republic of Koreu for trustee- 
ship Wus not udopted.L” 

CASE 19 

CASE 17 

Decision of 24 January 1957 (765th meeting): 
Australiu-Colombiu-Cub+Unitrd Kingdom-Urrited Stutes 
joint druft resolution .I’ 

Decision of 9 Dcccmber 1958 (843rd meeting) : Tile 
joint tiruft resolution submitted by the representutives 
of France, Jupan, the United Kingdom and the United 
Stutes to recommend Viet-Num for membership HWS 
not uliopttYi.~” 

-__ **b. In connexion with appointment of the Secretary-General 

*I 7YOth meeting, para. 9. 
I@ 790th meeting. para. 56. 

*I 765th meeting. para. 150. 

*” X43rd meeting (PV): p. 22. 

‘0 843rd meeting (PV) : p. 27. 

Part II 

**PROCEEDINGS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL REGARDING VOTING UPON THE QUESTION 
WHETHER THE MA’ITER 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 CASE 22 

1). VOLUNTARY AIiSTENTION IN RELATION TO 
ARTICLE 27 (3) 

Decision of 2 December 1957 (808th meeting) : 
Amerrdmtwts by Shleden to the Austruliu-Colombiu- 
Philippine.s-United Kingdom-United Stutt~s joint druft 

1. Certain cases in which permanent members have reso/~4ti~>n0~~ 
abstained otherwise than in accordance with the 
proviso of Article 27 (3) 

CASE 23 

INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION Decision of 2 December 1957 (808th meeting) : 
Austruliu-Colombia-Philippines-United Kingdom-United 

CASE 20 Stutes joint druff resulution.ss 

Decision of 24 January 1957 (765th meeting) : 
Australia-Colombiu-Cuba-United Kingdom-United States 

CASE 24 

joint drujt resolution .ao Decision of 11 June 1958 (825th meeting): Swedish 
draft resoIution.34 

CASE 21 **2. Consideration of the practice of voluntary absten- 

Decision of 21 February 19.57 (774th meeting) : tion in relation to Article 27 (3) 

Awtrulia-United Kingdom-United Stutes joint druft reso- **C. ABSENCE OF A PERMANENT MEMBER IN 
lution .=I RELATION TO ARTICLE 27 (3) 

s* 1108th meeting: para. 8. 

so 765th meeting: paw. 150. 33 808th meeting: para. 17. 

sI 774th meeting : para. 79. 8’ 825th meeting : para. 82. 
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INTRODUCI’ORY NOTE 

The material included in this chapter pertains to 
procedures of the Security Council in establishing, under 
Article 29 of the Charter, subsidiary organs deemed 
necessary for the performance of its functions. Part I 
includes a case history of an occasion on which a sub- 
sidiary organ was established by the Security Council. 

No material has been found for the period under 
review which would require inclusion in part II con- 
cerning procedures relative to subsidiary organs. In 
chapter VIII under the Palestine and the India-Pakistan 
questions will be found decisions of the Council giving 

further directives to the subsidiary organs previously 
established in connexion with those questions. 

ARTICLE 29 OF THE CHARTER 

The Security Council may establish such subsidiary 
organs as it deems necessary for the performance of its 
functions. 

Rule 28 of the Provision4 Rules of Procedure 
The Security Council may appoint a commission or 

committee or a rapporteur for a specified question. 

Pfui I 

OCCASIONS ON WHICH SUBSIDIARY ORGANS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL HAVE BEEN 
ESTABLISHED OR PROPOSED 

NOTE 

The case history included in part I gives an account 
of tasks proposed for and entrusted to a subsidiary 
organ, the United Nations Observation Group in 
Lebanon, together with a synopsis of discussion related 
to the question of its composition. In this instance, the 
Council empowered the Secretary-General to determine 
the composition and membership of the subsidiary organ 
in question. 

Of the subsidiary organs established in connexion 
with the Security Council’s discharge of responsibilities 
for the maintenance of international peace and security, 
the United Nations Representative for India and 
Pakistan and the United Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization for Palestine continued to function during 
the period under review. The Council has, from time to 
time, requested these organs to submit special reports 
on particular aspects of the questions with which they 
were concerned.’ 

During the period under review, there has been no 
instance of submission of a proposal for the establish- 
ment of a subsidiary organ which was not adopted. On 
one occasion,’ in conncxion with the Suez Canal 
question, a suggestion was made by a permanent mem- 
ber of the Council for the establishment of a committee 
to settle the problem. However, no formal proposal 

1 Decisions of 19 January and 4 June 1956, 28 May and 
2 December 1957. and 22 January 1958. 

* 736th meeting: paras. 169-172. 

was submitted and the Council took no decision on the 
matter. 

The Council has not, during the period under review, 
entrusted all tasks in connexion with activities at 
“places other than the scat of the Organization” to 
subsidiary organs. In connexion with the Palestine 
question, it addressed itself to the Secretary-General for 
the performance of functions of survey and report (see 
chapter 1, part IV, Note, and in chapter VIII, the 
Palestine question). In connexion with the Complaint of 
Lebanon, it conferred on the Secretary-General authority 
to take the ncccssary steps for the dispatch of an 
observation group to Lebanon, authority which extended 
to the composition of the Group (see in this chapter, 
Case 1). The reports from the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization have usually been submitted 
to the Security Council through the Secretary-General, 
The resolution of the Council of I1 June 1958 estab- 
lishing the United Nations Observation Group in 
Lebanon provided that the Group was to keep the 
Council currently informed through the Secretary- 
General. 

On one occasion, the Council, despite the existence 
of a subsidiary organ to deal with the question, entrusted 
the President of the Council with the task of examining 
with the partics any proposals which, in his opinion, 
were likely to contribute to a settlement and requested 
the subsidiary organ to render the President such 
assistance as he might request (see chapter 1, Case 7, 
and in chapter VIII, under India-Pakistan question, 
Derision of 21 February 1957). 
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A. INVOI.VlNG. TO I’ACII.ITATlt TIlElIt WORK, 
MlXI‘IN<;S AT YI,A(‘RS AWAY l3WM ‘I-IIE SEAT 01; 

TilE OH(;,~hl%ATlON 

1. Subsidiary organs established 

(‘ASi I 

I::vtuhli.vfrrrrent 

At the 824th meeting on IO June 1958. in conncxion 
with the item “ Compltiint by Lebanon in respect of a 
situation arising from the intervention of the United 
Arab Republic in the internal affairs of Lebanon, the 
continuance of which is likely to endunger the main- 
tenance of intcrnationnl pcacc and security “, the 
reprcsentntivc of Sweden introduced ;I drnft resolution 
“ to dispatch urgently :rn observntion group to proceed 
to Lebanon so ;LS to ensure lh:it there is no illcgnl in- 
filtration of pcrsonncl or supply of arms or other 
matcricl ;icross the Lebanese borders ‘r.n 

At the 825th meeting on I1 June Ic)SX, the Security 
Council, in adopting the Swedish draft resolution, 
decided to estublish the Observation Group with 
authority to proceed to Lebanon and to keep the 
Council currently informed through the Secrctary- 
General.’ 

The resolution authorized the Sccrctary-Gcnernl “ to 
take the ncccssary steps” to dispatch the Observation 
Group to the Lebnncsc borders. After the resolution 
h;ld been adopted, the Secretary-General informed the 
Council that, for implementing its resolution, hc 
envisagd an operation on two levels: the observation 
group proper “composed of highly qualified and CX- 

pericnccd men who have to bc collected from various 
corners of the slobc” ; and ;I second category, con- 
stituting ;L group servicing the m:lin observation group, 
which could be immediately recruited from the pcr- 
sonnel already existing in the Truce Supervision Or@)- 
nization in Jcrus;lIcm.‘L On I4 June 1958, the 
~___~_. 

3 S 4022, 824th meeting: para. I I I. For full text, XC 

chapter VIII. pp. 121-128. 

4 825th meeting : paras. HZ, 92. 

) 825lh meeting : para. 90. 

Chapter V. Subsidiary orpm.s 
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Secretary-General announced that, pursuant to the 
Security Council resolution of I I June 1958, hc had 
;lppointcd three persons to compose the Observation 
Group and to proceed to Lebanon without delay. 
Furthermore, ;L number of officers on lcavc from the 
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization would 
be plilccd under the authority of the Observation Group 
in Lebanon as observers on ~1 temporary basis. 

Terrnirution 

On I7 November 1958, the United Nations Obser- 
vation Group in L.cbanon submitted its fifth report’ to 
the Sccrctary-Gcncral stating that “ Since the task 
assigned to it may now bc regarded ;ls completed, the 
Group is of the opinion that the withdrawal of UNOGlL 
should now bc undertaken “. 

In his letter’ of I7 November 1958, the Sccrctary- 
General stated that in view of the statcmcnt” made by 
the Govcrnmcnt of Lcb:mon requesting the dclction of 
the complaint of 22 M:iy 1958 from the list of matters 
of which the Security Council w;ls then scizcd and the 
recommendation of the Observation Group, he had 
given instructions to the Observation Group to prcscnt 
;1 det;iilcd pl;rn for the withdr;lwal and the liquidation 
of that operation. 

In the light of thcsc circumstances. the Council, at its 
840th meeting on 25 November 1958, decided that the 
Lebanese complaint of 22 M:iy 1958 bc rcmovcd from 
the list of m;lttcrs of which the Council W;IS scizcd, with 
the undcrst:lnding that the Sccrctary-Gcncral would 
inform the General Assembly under the mandate ljvcn 
him in Assembly resolution 1237 (ES-3) of 21 August 
195X.’ 

**2. Subsidiary organs proposed but not established 

fl s III-t. 

7 s 4115. 

” s 4113. 

@ 840th meeting (1%‘): pp. 12-13. See in chapter VIII, under 
letter dated 22 May 19.58 from the reprewntative of Lebanon. 
Ikcisiorr of 25 NoVc~nrbar I YSX (8401h IJltVtiflg). 
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lNTRODUtXORY NOTE 

As previously in the Repertoire, the present chapter, 
dealing with the relations of the Security Council with 
all the other organs of the United Nations, is broader 
in scope than chapter XI of the provisional rules of 
procedure of the Security Council (rule 61) which 
governs only certain procedures related to the election 
by the Council 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 also brings up to date the account 
given in the previous volume of the Repertoire 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 relating 
respectively to relations with the Economic 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 regarding 
the appointment of the Secretary-General under 
Article 97 are treated in part I of this chapter. 

RELATIONS 

NOTE 

Put I 

WITH THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

In part 1, concerning relations of the Security Council 
with the General Assembly, the arrangement of the 
material remains the same as before, In Section B 
appears a new sub-heading under which certain pro- 
ceedings of the Security Council relating to the con- 
vocation of emergency special sessions of the General 
Assembly have been treated.’ 

In accordance with the previous arrangement of 
material, part I is mainly concerned with instances 
where the responsibility of the Security Council and of 
the General Assembly is, under the provisions of the 
Charter or the Statute of the Court, either exclusive 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 the other. The proceedings in these 
instances fall into three broad categories. 

The first includes proceedings where the relations 
between the two organs are governed by provisions of 
the Charter (Article 12, paragraph 1) limiting the 
authority of the General Assembly in respect of any 
dispute or situation while the Security Council is 
exercising the functions assigned to it by the Charter. 
During the period under review, there was discussion in 
the Council bearing on the mutual relationships of the 
Security Council and the General Assembly when the 
latter was exercising its functions with regard to matters 
concerning the maintenance of international peace and 
security. This has been treated * in section A. The second 
category comprises instances where the decision by the 

/- Council must be taken before that of the General 

1 Cases 2 and 3. 
* case 1. 

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. Proceedings in the second and third categories 
have been dealt with’ in sections C and D respectively. 

A continuation of the tabulation of recommendations 
to the Security Council adopted by the General 
Assembly in the form of resolutions will be found in 
part I, section F, and references to the annual and 
special reports of the Security Council submitted to the 
General Assembly in section C. 

A. PRACTICES AND PROCEEDINGS IN RELATION TO 
ARTICLE 12 OF THE CHARTER 

“ Artide 12 of the Charter 

“ I. While the Security Council is exercising in 
respect of any dispute or situation the functions 
assigned to it in the present Charter, the General 
Assembly shall not make any recommendation 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 
Assembly at each session of any matters relative to 
the maintenance of international peace and security 
which are being dealt with by the Security Council 
and shall similarly notify the General Assembly, or 
the Members of the United Nations if the General 

a Cases 5-7. 
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Assembly is not in session, immediately the Security 
Council ceases to deal with such matters.” 

[Note: During the period under review, discussion 
arose in the Council on the question of the respective 
competcncc of the Security Council and the General 
Assembly to deal with a matter relating to the main- 
tenance of international peace and security, which the 
Council had considcrcd and then referred to the General 
Assembly. In connexion with a proposal that the 
Council should consider an item relating to non-com- 
plinncc with a decision of the first emergency special 
session of the Assembly, and take action under 
Chapter VII, it was maintained, on the one hand, that 
should the Council concern itself with the matter, the 
Assembly would be prevented from continuing the 
peace-making process it had initiated, and on the other 
hand, that the fact that the General Assembly was 
dealing with a question did not relieve the Security 
Council of the obligation to act under Chapter VII of 
the Charter, should circumstances nccessitatc, since the 
Gcncrnl Assembly, in any case, could not act under that 
Chapter of the Charter. 

Notifications to the General Assembly under 
Articlc 12 (2) by the Sccrctary-General, with the con- 
sent of the Security Council, of “matters relative to the 
maintcnnnce of international peace and security which 
arc being dealt with by the Security Council “, and of 
matters with which the Council has ceased to deal, 
have been drafted on the basis of the “Summary State- 
ment by the Sccrctary-General on matters of which the 
Security Council is seized and on the stage rcachcd in 
their consideration ” which is circulated each week by 
the Secretary-Gcncral in accordance with rule I I of the 
provisional rules of procedure. 

The notification issued before each session of the 
Gcncral Assembly contains the same agenda items as 
those in the current Summary Statcmcnt. cxccpt that 
certain items in the Statcmcnt which arc not considered 
I1S “ matters rclntivc to the maintenance of international 
peace and security” for the purpose of Articlc 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 with regard 
to strategic areas. In addition, the notification contains 
a list of any items with which the Council has ccascd 
to deal since the previous session of the General 
Assembly.’ 

Matters being dealt with by the Security Council have 
been listed in the notification, since I95 I, in two catc- 
gotics: (1) matters which arc being dealt with by the 
Council and which have been discussed during the period 
since the last notification ; and (2) matters of which the 

4 In the notification issued before the convening of the 
thirteenth session of the General Assembly (A 39 19, I6 Scp- 
tember 1958) thcrc were no items listed as matters with which 
the Security Council had ccwA to deal. In a Iatcr notification 
to the thirteenth session of the Central Assemblv (A 4008. 
26 November 19.58) the Secretary-General informed (he General 
Assemhlv that the Sccuritv Council had drcidcd, at its 840th 
meeting -on 25 Novembe; IOSR. to dclctc from the list of 
matters of which the Council was seized the complaint sub- 
mitted on 22 May 1958 by the Government of Lebanon. 

Council remains seized but which have not been dis- 
cussed since the last notification.” 

Since 1947, the consent of the Council required by 
Article 12 (2) has been obtained through the circulation 
by the Sccrctary-General to the members of the Council 
of copies of draft notifications.] 

CASE 1 

At the 755th meeting on 5 November 1956, the 
Security Council rcjcctcd the provisional agenda which 
included a cablegram 0 from the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of the USSR concerning “Non-compliance by 
the United Kingdom, France and Israel with the decision 
of the cmcrgency special session of the General 
Assembly of 2 November 1956 and immediate steps to 
halt the aggression of the aforesaid States against 
Egypt “. The cablegram contained a draft resolution 
under which the Council would take action in accordance 
with Article 42 of the Charter. 

Prior to the vote, the Secretary-General reported to 
the Council on his efforts to achicvc a cessation of 
hostilities in Egypt, in accordance with the authorization 
contained in Gcncral Assembly resolution 997 (ES-l). 

After the vote,’ the rcprcsentativc of the United 
States, in explaining his vote, stated : 

“ . . . The fact is that the United Nations, through 
the General Assembly, has acted and is acting on the 
situation in Egypt. . . The Secretary-General is 
bending cvcry effort to arrange a cease-fire,. . . The 
question of the hostilities in Egypt is being actively 
dealt with by the Gcncral Assembly and the Secre- 
tary-General. WC hcrc should lend every assistance, 
and, in the judgcmcnt of the United States, the 
course proposed by the Government of the Soviet 
Union would run counter to everything the General 
Assembly and the Secretary-General are doing. For 
these reasons, we cannot possibly support the pro- 
posal of the Soviet Union.” 

6 In the notification issued hefore the convening of the 
thirteenth cr\Gon of the Gcncral Ahxmbly (A’3919, I6 Sep- 
tcmbcr IY5H) thcrc appearctl listed among the matters discussed 
by the Security C‘ouncil during the period since the previous 
notific;ltion. the following accnJ:i items : (I) ‘* Letter dated 
22 M:iy 1058 from the rcpr&ntativc of Lehnnon addrcsscd lo 
the PrcGdcnt of the Security C‘ouncil “, and (2) ** I.etter dated 
I7 July IYSX from the rcpr&cnt:~tivc of Jordan addrcs>ed to the 
Prcsidcnt of the Security <‘ouncil “. Roth the\c items were dealt 
with at rhc third cmcrgcncy bpcci;ll \cssion of the General 
As~mbly. Among the rnattcrs which had not been tlisc~~~~l by 
the Security Council during the period since the previous 
notification, but of which the Council remained seized. the 
following agcnd:l items appeared : (I) “The xitu;ltion in Hun- 
garv ‘** which was tlc;~lt with al the second cmcrgencv special 
seslion. and at the clcvcnth, twelfth and thirtccnt‘h se&& of 
the General Assembly ; and (2) ” Ixtter dated 30 October 1956 
from the rcprssentatke of Egypt xitlrcsscd IO the Prcsidcnt of 
the Security Council “. This item wax Jc;~lt with. in substance. at 
the first cmcrgcncy qxci;tl session and at the eleventh and 
twelfth schsion\ of the <kncral Assembly. 

6 S 3736. O.K.. /II/I gcor, SI&. /or Oct.-Dec. 1956. 
pp. 128-130. 

i 75Sth meeting : para. 27. 
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The representative of Cuba expressed the view that 
_ the Security Council was not competent to consider this 

question since it was then pending consideration by the 
Gcncral Assembly. 

/- 

The rcprcscntativc of Belgium, after noting that the 
Gcncral Assembly had discussed and adopted recom- 
mendations on the same question in pursuance of a 
resolution adopted by the Council, stated : 

“ . . 9 If  the Security Council wcrc to deal with the 
matter. as it has been requcstcd to do, it would 
paralyse the Gcncral Assembly, for the Charter 
clearly seeks to prcvcnt the confusion and possible 
conflict which would arise if thcsc two bodies wcrc 
to take up the same question at the same time.” 

The rcprcscntativc of China exprcsscd apprchcnsion 
that consideration of the proposal made by the USSR 
“ would only scrvc the purpose of hampering the pc;~ce- 
making process which the special session of the Gcncral 
Assembly has so auspiciously inaugurated “. 

The reprcscntativc of Peru maintained that “ ovcr- 
lapping compctcncc or double jurisdiction” should be 
avoided. Hc added : 

“ * . . Just as the General Assembly cannot consider 
a question of which the Security Council is scizcd, so 
the Security Council obviously cannot logically con- 
sider a question which is pending bcforc the Gcncral 
Assembly, particularly one rcfcrred to it by virtue 
of a procedural resolution adopted by the Council 
itself. 

“ . . . Nothing, not even the Charter, much less the 
specific provisions of General Assembly resolution 
377 (V) cntitlcd ‘ Uniting for pcacc’ and those of us 
who participated in the cxtcnsivc dcbatc which 
rcsuftcd in the adoption of that resolution arc familiar 
with its provisions-nothing, I say, would authorize 
the Council at this stage to dccfarc itself compctcnt 
in the matter and so to provoke an unwarranted and 
in cvcry respect undcsirnblc suspension of the action 
initiated by the Gcncral Assembly. . .” 

The representative of the USSR, in replying to the 
above objections, stated : 

‘I . . . Only when it bccamc clear that the morn1 
pressure of the General Assembly had no effect on 
the agprcssor count&. did the Soviet Union submit 
its proposnl. So this proposal cannot paralysc the 
decision adopted by the Gcncrat Assembly. On the 
contrary it would only help to clarify it.” 

He further stated : 
“ . . . the proposal dots not violate the Charter in 

any way ; nor is thcrc any conflict of jurisdiction 
bctwcen the Gcncral Assembly and the Security 
Council. The fact th;It the Gcncral Asscmhty is taking 
action on any question dots not rclicvc ttic Security 
Council of the obligation to act if the circumstances 
demand it. 

“ . The Gcncral Asscmbfy cannot act under 
Ch;&r VII ; this is set forth cxpticitly in Article I I 
of the Chnrtcr. . . . In the present case, when rcfcrcncc 
is made to the USC of the armed forces of other 
Mcmbcrs of the Organization, WC arc dealing with 

Il. 

‘action’ in conncxion with a threat to the peace, and 
Article 42 speaks of such action. Any objections 
based on the Charter arc thcrcforc unfounded.. . .“” 

PRACTICF,S ANI) PROCEF,I)INGS IN RELATION TO 
THE CONVOCATION OF A SPECIAL SESSION OF THE 

GENERAL ASSEMRLY 

“Artide 20 of the Charter 

“The Gcncral Assembly shall meet in regular 
annual sessions and in such special sessions as 
occasion may rcquirc. Special sessions shall bc con- 
vokcd by the Sccrctary-Gcncral at the rcqucst of the 
Security Council or of ;I majority of the Mcmbcrs of 
the llnitcd Nations.” 

[Note, : No special session of the Gcncral Assembly 
was convcncd at the call of the Security Council during 
the period under rcvicw.” On three occasions the Security 
(‘ouncit has caltctl cmcrgcncy special sessions of the 
General Assembly. In the first two instances,‘” specific 
rcfcrcncc to resolution 377 A(V) ‘I wits made in the 
decisions adopted by the Council. In the third instance,” 
no such rcfcrcncc WiIs ma& in the resolution adopted 
by the Council. In all three instnnccs, the decisions 
stated that the lack of unanimity of the pcrmancnt 
nicmbcrs of ttic Sccurily C’ouncit had prcvcntcd it from 
cxcrcising its prim:Irg responsibility for the maintcnnncc 
of international pc;Icc and security. The rclcvant pro- 
cccdings of the (‘ouncil on c;~ch occasion arc set forth 
in the cast histories cntcrcd below. 

Under the “ Uniting for pcacc ” resolution, cmcrgency 
special sessions of the Assembly arc convcncd upon the 
rcqucst of the Security (‘ouncil. on the vote of any scvcn 
of the mombcrs. In the first two casts prcscntcd below, 
ncgativc VOICS wcrc cas;l by pcrm;mcnt mcmbcrs of the 
Council white in the third cast the vote to make the 
rcqucst was uminimous. In the first c;Isc.~~ rccoursc to 
tl1c I‘ llniting for pcocc ” resolution was opposed by 

* For 1~x1s of rclcv;lnI sI:itcmcnIs. set : 
755th meeting : lklpillm. para. 51 ; China. para. 56 : Cuba, 

para. 47 ; Pcrn. p;ir;~s. 57-5X ; (JSSK. p;~;r~ 66. 70-71 ; llnitcd 
States. pxi. 29. 

D See C;ISC 8 hclow for ;1 presitlential stntement concerning 
special \cssions. 

1” c;1sc’i 2 ;1nd 3. 
11 The rclcvant pa~wgc from rc\ollltion 377 (A) (V) follows : 

” ?‘/rc~ <;c,rtc,rrr/ A.\wvI/~/Y. 1. R~vc~/vc~s that if the Security 
Council. IW~XIIW of IxL of un;lnimity of Ihc pcrmnnent mcm- 
her%. f:ril\ IO cxsrcizc it\ primrry rc\ponyihilily for the 
ni;linlen:~ncc of intcrn:lIion;ll pcacc and sccllrily in any c;isc 

whcrc thcrc appear\ to hc ;I Ihre;it to Ihc pc;rcc. hrc;rch of Ihc 
pc;~cc. or :ICI of ;iggrcx\ion. the C;cncr;ll A\~rnhly shall con- 
der the m;rtlcr immetli:~tcly with :i view to m;iLinp appropriate 
rccommcnd:ltions to Mcmhcrs for collcctivc measnrcs. including 
in the C;~W of ;I hrc;tch of the pcxc or ;ICI of ;tggrc\4on the 
IIW of ;rrmctl forcc wfhrn nccc\\ary. to m;tint;lin or restore 
intcrn;ltion;~l I)C;KC and stxllriti(. If not in sc\\ion :II the time. 
the Cicncral Asxmhly may meet in emergency \pccial xc\\ion 
within twenty-four honr\ of the rcqnc\t thcrcfor. Such emcr- 
gcncy cpccial x\\ion \h:lll hc called if rcqncstcd by the Sccrlrity 
(‘ouncil on the VOIC of any \rvcn mcmhcr\, or hy ;I majority of 
the Mcmhcrs of the IJnitctl Nations ;” 
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two of the permanent members of the Council on the 
following grounds : (1) that there had been no fulfilment 
of the condition in resolution 377 A (V) of a previous 
determination by the Council that there existed a threat 
to the peace, a breach of the peace, or an act of aggres- 
sion ; (2) that the question to be brought before the 
General Assembly at the proposed emergency special 
session was not specified ; (3) that the agenda item be- 
fore the Council was not the one in respect of which the 
permanent mcmbcrs had disagreed ; and (4) that the 
agenda item in respect of which there had been lack of 
unanimity among the permanent members fell within the 
scope of Chapter VI rather than Chapter VII of the 
Charter. In the second case,” a permanent member of 
the Council objected to the proposal to summon an 
emergency special session on the ground that Article 2 
(7) of the Charter barred consideration of the matter by 
the United Nations. In the third case,” two draft reso- 
lutions were submitted to the Council which had the 
common purpose of calling an emergency special session, 
but differed in formulating the question to be brought 
before the General Assembly and in specifying the 
basis of such convocation. The resolution adopted by 
the Council defined the matter to be dealt with only by 
reference to the agenda of the Council and omitted 
reference to resolution 377 A (V).] 

CASE 2 

At the 748th meeting on 30 October 1956, in con- 
nexion with the letter’” dated 29 October 1956 from the 
represenlntivc of the United States concerning “The 
Palestine question : steps for the immediate cessation 
of the military action of Israel in Egypt”, the repre- 
sentative of the United States contended that it was 
imperative that the Council act in the promptest manner 
to determine that a breach of the peace had occurred in 
the area of the Sinai Peninsula, and to order the ces- 
sation of the military action by Israel and the withdrawal 
of its armed forces behind the established armistice 
lines. To this effect he announced that he would intro- 
duce a draft resolution. 

At the 749th meeting held on the same date, the 
representative of the United Kingdom reported to the 
Council that the Governments of France and the United 
Kingdom intended to despatch armed forces to occupy 
temporarily key positions in the area of the Suez Canal. 
This action had been made necessary because of the 
lack of implementation of the Charter articles providing 
for a military arm of the Security Council. 

The representative of the United States introduced 
a draft resolution I7 calling upon Israel immediately to 
withdraw its armed forces, and calling upon all members 
to refrain from the use of force, or threat of peace in 
the area. He later accepted lR an amendment to his draft 

14 Case 3. 

iI Case 5. 

16 S/3706, O.R.. 11th pear, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 108. 

17 Sl3710. O.R., llrh year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 110. 

1” 749th meeting : para. 125. 

resolution to insert a new paragraph containing an 
injunction to Israel and Egypt immediately to cease fire. 

Decision: The United States druft resolution, as 
amended, was not adopted. There were 7 votes in 
javour, 2 against, with 2 abstentions (the negative votes 
being those of permanent members of the Council).” 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR 
submittedzo a modified text of the draft resolution that 
had not been adopted. He later accepted” amendments 
proposed by the representatives of China and Iran. 

At the 750th meeting. held on the same date, the 
Council adopted an agenda which included, as item 2, 
the letter** dated 29 October 1956 from the repre- 
sentative of the United States, and as item 3 the letter*S 
dated 30 October 1956 from the representative of 
Egypt. Objections to the inclusion in the agenda 
of item 3 had been raised by the representatives of 
Australia and the United Kingdom, on the grounds that 
the substance of the matter had been before the Council 
at the 749th meeting, during its consideration of item 2. 

The representative of the USSR, in connexion with 
agenda item 2, submitted” a revised text of his draft 
resolution to insert a new paragraph calling upon all 
the parties concerned immediately to cease fire. Upon 
suggestions from several members, he later reverted” 
to the draft resolution, as amended, previously placed 
before the Council. 

Decision : The USSR drclft resolution was not adopted. 
There nvrp 7 votes in favour, 2 against, with 2 absten- 
tiony (the negative votes bring those of permanent 
members of the Council).‘@ 

At the same meeting, the Council proceeded to the 
consideration of agenda item 3. on the substance of 
which no proposals had been submitted. 

The reprcsentntivc of Yugoslavia. after remarking the 
unwillingness of two permanent members of the 
Council to support the cease-fire, stated that a situation 
had been created in which the Security Council had 
been rendered powerless through the use of the veto. He 
suggested that the members of the Council should con- 
sider the possibility of calling an emergency special 
session of the General Assembly under the terms of 
General Assembly resolution 377 (V) entitled “Uniting 
for peace “. 

At the 7Slst meeting on 3 I October 1956, the 
representative of Yugoslavia submitted the following 
draft resolution *’ to call for an emergency special session 

10 749th meeting: para. 186. 

*a 749th meeting: para. 1RR. 

21 749th meeting : paras. 192, 199 and 201. 

If S/3706. O.R.. IIth year. SuppI. for Oct.-Dee. 1956, p. 108. 

12 S/3712, O.R., 11th year, S~rppl. for Ocr.-Dec. 1956, 
pp. 111-112. 

M 750th meeting : para. 15. 

16 750th meeting : para. 22. 

*a 750th meeting: para. 23. 

17 S/3719. 751st meeting: para. 71. 
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of the General Assembly, in accordance with rule 8 (b) 
-e of the rules of procedure of the General Assembly : 

” The Security Council, 
“Considering that a grave situation has been 

created by action undertaken against Egypt, 

“ Tuking into account that the lack of unanimity 
of its permanent members at the 749th and 750th 
meetings of the Security Council has prevented it 
from exercising its primary responsibility for the 
maintenance of international peace and security, 

“Decides to call an emergency special session of 
the General Assembly, as provided in General 
Assembly resolution 377 A (V) of 3 November 1950, 
in order to make appropriate recommendations.” 

The reprcsentativc of the United Kingdom, in 
opposing the draft resolution, stated that it was out of 
order because the “ Uniting for peace ” resolution of the 
General Assembly could only bc invoked under certain 
conditions, one of which was that a lack of unanimity 
among its permanent members should have prevented 
the Council from taking a decision. This fact clearly 
presupposed that a draft resolution on the item being 
considered by the Council should have been submitted, 
circulated and voted upon. but this had not been the 
case. Furthermore, the two draft resolutions which had 
been voted upon and not adopted at the 749th and 
750th meetings of the Council under another agenda 
item were not within the compass of the “Uniting for 

- peace ” resolution. and therefore could not be invoked 
to support the Yugoslav proposal. 

The representative of Yugoslavia stated, in reply to 
the representative of the United Kingdom, that the 
problem in respect of which it was proposed that an 
emergency special session of the General Assembly be 
convened was fully covered by the draft resolution*” 
submitted by the United States at the 749th meeting of 
the Council. That draft resolution. in effect, also 
covered the question of the intervention in Egypt of 
forces other than Israel forces, which was the substance 
of the matter before the Council. As had been recognized 
by the representatives of Australia and the United 
Kingdom during the discussion on the inclusion in the 
agenda of the item before the Council, the question 
dealt with by the Council was in substance the same as 
that in respect of which the two draft resolutions had 
been submitted. voted upon and not adopted on the 
previous day. The provisions of the “Uniting for 
peace” resolution were therefore fully applicable to the 
Yugoslav draft resolution. 

The representative of the United Kingdom further 
contended that the “ Uniting for peace ” resolution 
could only be invoked following action under Chap- 
ter VII of the Charter. He added : 

“Action under Chapter VII is dependent upon a 
determination by the Council of the existence of a 

- threat to the peace, a breach of the peace or an act 
of aggression. The draft resolutions which were 

aD S/3710, O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. I IO. 
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before the Council yesterday contained no such 
findings.” 
The President, speaking as the representative of 

France, noted that the draft resolution before the 
Council did not specify the question which would be 
brought before the General Assembly. He stated further 
that there had been no evidence of a lack of unanimity 
among the permanent members at the 749th meeting of 
the Council. He also observed that the voting which 
had taken place at the 750th meeting was related to an 
agenda item which was no longer being considered by 
the Council and. moreover, that that voting had not 
come within the terms of Chapter VII of the Charter. 
Therefore the Yugoslav draft resolution was inconsistent 
with the texts on which it was based. 

The representative of Yuqoslnvia, in commenting on 
this statement, recalled that the draft resolution which 
had not been adopted at the 750th meeting called for 
the immediate withdrawal of armed forces, expressed 
grave concern at the violation of the Armistice Agree- 
ment and requested a cease-fire. He added : 

“ . . . It would stem to me, according to my under- 
standing of the Charter, that all of this is covered by 
Chapter VII, Articles 40 and 41.” 
The representatives of Cuba and Peru agreed that, 

although listed separately, the problems dealt with under 
the agenda item being presently discussed by the 
Council. and under the agenda item discussed the day 
before. were essentially the same, and that a breach of 
the peace had occurred. In the circumstances. the United 
Nations had to pursue its peaceful efforts at an 
emergency special session of the General Assembly. 

The President (France) put to the vote a motion by 
the reprcsentativc of the United Kingdom to the effect 
that the Yugoslav draft resolution should be ruled out 
of order. 

Decision : The motion wan rejected by 4 votes in 
fwmr to 6 rrFrrinst, with I ub.stenrion.‘e 

Before the Yugoslnv draft resolution was put to the 
vote, a brief discussion took plncc as to what agenda 
item the Security Council was to refer to the General 
Assembly. 

The representative of Yugoslavia observed that the 
General Assembly, if convened, was the master of its 
own procedure and business. 

The representative of the United States stated that 
the draft resolution which he had submitted and which 
had not been adopted at the 749th meeting should be 
the one to be referred to the General Assembly. and 
that its text was adequate to meet all the needs of the 
situation.‘O 

*a 75131 meeting : pera. 127. 

30 For texts of relevant statements, see : 

74Rth meeting : United States, para. 8. 
749th meeting : LJniIed Kingdom, paras. 2-1 I. 
7SOth meeting : Australia. para. IO ; United Kingdom, paras. 

3-4 : Yugoslavia. paras. 79-84. 
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Decision : At the 7Slst meeting on 31 October 1956, 
the Council udopted the Yup~sluv druft resolution by 
7 votes in favour to 2 against, with 2 ub.~tentions.Y’ 

CASE 3 

At the 754th meeting on 4 November 1956, in con- 
nexion with the situation in Hungary. after the Security 
Council had voted upon, and not adopted, a United 
States draft resolution :X on the substnnce of the question. 
the representative of the United States stated that the 
USSR, by the USC of the veto. h:id thwnrted the Council 
as the main organ for the m;tintcnancc of international 
pcitcc and security. He then submitted the following 
draft resolution:‘:’ to call an emergency spcciill session 
of the General Assembly in accordnncc with rule 8(b) 
of the rules of procedure of the General Assembly : 

” The Security Council, 

“ Considering that ;1 grave situntion hns been 
crcatcd by the USC of Soviet military forces to suppress 
the efforts of the Hungarian people to reassert their 
rights, 

“ Tuking into uccount that bccausc of the lark of 
unimimity among its permanent mcmbcrs the Security 
Council has been unable to exercise its primary 
responsibility for the maintcnancc of intcrnntional 
pcacc and security. 

“ Decides to calI nn emergency special session of 
the Gcnernl Assembly, ;Is provided in General 
Assembly resolution 377 A(V) of 3 November 1950, 
in order to make appropriate recommendations con- 
cerning the situation in Hungnry.” 

The rcpresentntivc of the USSR stated that he had 
objected to ;\ny examination of the situation in Hungary 
by the Security C‘ouncil on the gounds that it wx 
unjustified ;md constituted :rn :rct of intervention in the 
domestic affairs of Hungary. The s;unc criticism applied, 
in his view. to the proposal to rcfcr the question to the 
Gcncrnl Assembly.:” 

Decision : The Council &opted the United States 
druft rcsolrrtion by 10 votes in fuvour to I uxuin.Q.Sb 

CASE 4 

At the 838th meeting on 7 August 1958, in con- 
nexion with the letter d:lted 22 May I958 from the 
representative of Lebanon and the letter dated I7 July 
1958 from the rcprcscntntivc of Jord;rn, the Security 
Council h:td bcforc it two draft resolutions, one sub- 

31 7.51~1 meeting : para. 147. Concerning the procedural 
character of the vote. see chapter IV, part I, Case 4. 

32 s '373o'Rcv.I. OX., I It/r ycrrr, SlippI, for Oct.-Drc. 1956. 
pp. 125-126 ; 754th meeting : para. 6X. 

33 754th meeting : para. 70. 

3’ For ICXIS of rclcvant htatcments, see : 

754th meeting : (JSSR, par;,. 71 ; United States. paras. 69-70. 
77 ; Yllgoslavi;l. para. 74 ; Secretary-Gcncral, para. 78. 

35 754th meeting: p;ira. 75. Concerning the procedural 
character of the vote, see chapter IV, part I, Case 6. 

mittcd by the United Stiltes”’ and the other by the 
USSR,“’ to decide to call ;m emergency spccinl session 
of the Gcncral Assembly in view of the Council’s in- 
ilbility, because of the lack of unanimity of its permanent 
members, to exercise its primilry responsibility for the 
maintenance of intcrnationnl peace zrnd security,:‘” The 
opcrativc p:~ragraphs of the two draft resolutions dif- 
fcrcd. The call for iin emergency special session in the 
United States revised draft resolution referred to 
Gcncral Assembly resolution 377 (V). but that in the 
USSR revised draft resolution contnincd no such 
reference. The drilft resolutions diffcrcd also in 
describing the question considered by the Security 
Council and to bc submitted to the Gencrnl Assembly. 
The first prcambulnr paragr:Iph of the United States 
drnft resolution rcfcrrcd to the complaints of I.cbnnon 
and Jordan. The USSR drnft resolution rcfcrrcd to the 
situation in the Near and Middle East resulting from 
the introduction of United Stntcs armed forces into 
Lebanon and of United Kingdom armed forces into 
Jordan. and proposed that the Gcncr:Il Assembly should 
bc c:dlcd to consider the question of the immcdintc 
withdrnwal of those forces. 

Following some discussion of whether the Security 
Council could cilll an emergency spc&l session to con- 
sider ;I question formuli~tcd otherwise than it had been 
in the ilgcnd:l of the C’ouncil. i1s wits done in the USSR 
revised draft resolution, the President (France) proposed 
to proceed to the vote on the United States draft rcso- 
lution. 

The representative of the USSR, thereupon, moved 
two ;lmcndments:‘” to the United States draft resolution. 
The first nmendmcnt. calling for the deletion of the 
first prci~mbuli~r pilri1grilph. wits opposed by the rcpre- 
scntatives of the United States iind the United King- 
dom, the first of whom observed that the pilragraph in 
question contnincd the “basic fact on which we ilre 
proceeding “. The second nmcndmcnt proposed by the 
USSR would have dclctcd the rcfcrcncc to Gcncral 
Assembly resolution 377 (V) and replaced it with the 
words “rule 8 (1)) of the rules of procedure of the 
General Assembly “.(” The rcprcsentative of the United 
States obscrvcd that inasmuch iis rule 8 (b) contained a 
reference to resolution 377 (V), hc had no objection to 
the proposed amendment. The representative of the 

J" S 4056 ‘Rev. I. 

:I; S 4057 Rcv.1. 

:W The Security Council had previously voted upon four draft 
rcsolutionh on the suhstancc of the uucstion. which failed of 
&ption IWGIIIW of the lack of Ilnnkmity of the pcrmancnt 
mcmbcrs : S/4047/Rcv.l ; S/405O/Rcv.t ; S/4054 ; S/40.55/ 
Rcv.1 ; for the proceedings at which these votes were taken, see 
chapter VIII under Complaint of Lchanon and Complaint of 
Jo&n. 

39 X38th meeting (PV): pp. 111-115, 131. 

do Rule 8 (h) follows : ” Emergency special sc\sions ptlrsuilnt 
to Ckncrnl Asscmhly resolution 377 A(V) shall he convened 
within twenty-four h&rs of the receipt hy the Sccrctary-General 
of a rcqucst for such a scsbion from the Security Council, on 
the vote of any seven members thereof. or of a request from a 
m;ijority of the Mcmhcrs of the Ilnitcd Nitlion\ cxprcbscd by 
vote in the Interim Committee or othcrwk. or of the con- 
currence of a majority of Memhcrs as provided in rule 9.” 
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United Kingdom opposed the USSR amendment on the 
/ ground that, in calling an emergency special session, 

the Security Council did so in virtue of the General 
Assembly resolution and not in virtue of rule 8 (6). He 
suggested as ;I possible compromise inclusion of a 
rcfcrcncc both to the rule and the resolution. This was 
not acccptablc to the rcprcsentativc of the USSR. 

A rcccss followed uftcr which the rcprcscntative of 
Panama proposed II that the first proambular paragraph 
be amcndcd to read “having considcrcd the points on 
its agenda (Si Agenda, X3X) “. Rcviscd I* to substitute 
the words “ items 2 and 3 ” for the words “ the points ” 
this amcndmcnt was xccptcd by the rcprescntativc of 
the United States. 

The rcprcscntative of the United Kingdom suggested 
that the last paragraph should read “ dccidcs to call an 
emergency special session of the Gcncral Assembly “.‘J 
The rcprcscntativc of the United States accepted this 
suggestion “ because thcrc is only one way an emergency 
special session of the Gcncral Assembly can bc called, 
and that is in accordance with the Uniting for Peace 
resolution “,” 

C. PRACTtCtB AND PROCEEt)INCS IN RELATION 
TO ARTtCt.ES 01” TIIE CIIARTER INVOLVING 
RECOM~tEKtJATtONS HY THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
TO TttK GENERAI. ASSKMH1.Y 

1. Appointment of the Secretary-General 

“ The Sccrctnriat shall comprise ;I Sccretary- 
General and such staff as the Organization may 
rcquirc. The Sccrctary-Gcncral shall be appointed by 
the Gcncral Assembly upon the rccommcndation of 
the Security Council. Hc shall be the chief adminis- 
trative officer of the Organization.” 

[Note: In accordance with rule 4X of the provisional 
rules of procedure, the meetings of the Security Council 
to consider the question of ;I rccommcndation to the 
Gcncral Assembly regarding the appointment of the 
Sccrctary-Gcncral have been held in private, and the 
Council has voted by sccrct ballot. A communiqud cir- 
culatcd at the end of cnch meeting. in xcordnncc with 
rule 55, has indicated the stngc rcachcd in the con- 
sideration of the rccommcndntion. During the period 
under review, the Council considered and unanimously 
adopted a recommcndntion of this kind (Case 5).] 

(I XJXth mecting (I’V): pp. 12X-130. 

It 838th mecting (I’V) : p. 13 I. 

43 838th meeting (PV): pp. 132-135. 

44 For 1~x1s of rclcvant ~tatcmcnts. see : 

X3Xth meeting (I’V) : Iraq. pp. .(I, 55 : Panama. pp. X6-95, 
12X-130; IJSSK. pp. X3. Ill-115. 121, 131, 136-138; United 
Kingdom. pp. 116-l 20. 13 I- I35 ; United States, pp. 3 I, 112-I 16. 
122-125, 127. 131, 136-138. 

(6 X3Xth meeting (PV) : pp. 139-140 ; for the final kxt of the 
resolution, see S/4083. 

77 

CASE 5 

At the 792nd meeting held in private on 26 Sep- 
tembcr 1957, the Security Council considered the 
question of the recommendation for the appointment of 
Secretary-Gcncral of the United Nations, and un- 
animously dccidcd to rccommcnd to the Gcncral 
Asscmhly that Mr. Dag Hammarskjold bc appointed as 
Sccrctary-General of the United Nations for ;I new five- 
year term of office? On the same date. the Prcsidcnt 
(Cuba) transmitted this rccommcndation to the President 
of the Gcncral Assembly Ii and by letter dated 26 Scp- 
tembcr I957 communicated to Mr. I ~ammarskjold the 
Council’s decision to rccommcnd his appointment as 
Secretary-Gcncral for ;I new five-ycnr term.‘” 

**2. 

+*3. 

Conditions of accession to the Statute of the 
International Court of Justice 

Conditions under which a non-member State, 
party to the Statute, may participate in electing 
Members of the International Court of Justice 

I>. PRACTICES AND PRO(‘tXt)tNGS IN REI.ATtON TO 
‘I’IIK Kt.EC‘TtON 01: ~1EMHERS OF THE INTER- 

h’ATtONAt. <‘OtJR’t’ 01’ JIJSTICE 

!+rATUl~l: 01: ‘I’llI: IN I I:KNA I’ION,\I. ~‘OUK’r 01: Jusr~c.e 

” Artide 4 

“ I. The mcmbcrs of the Court shall be elected by 
the General Assembly and by the Security Council 
from ;I list of persons nominated by the national 
groups in the Pcrmancnt Court of Arbitration. . .” 

“ Article 8 

“The Gcncral Assembly and the Security Council 
shall proceed independently of one another to elect 
the members of the Court.” 

“ 1. Those cnndidatcs who obtain an absolute 
majority of votes in the Gcncrnl Assembly and in the 
Security Council shall bc considered as clectcd. 

“ 2. Any vote of the Security Council, whether 
for the election of judges or for the appointment of 
mcmbcrs of the confcrcncc cnvisagcd in Article 12, 
shall be taken without any distinction bctwccn pcr- 
mancnt and non-pcrmancnt members of the Security 
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.” 

‘* SW Official CommuniquC of rhc 792nd meeting of the 
Security Council held in private on 26 September 1957. 

(7 A/36X?, u.;. 17. A~rtrrxc.s. 12111 .\cwiot~, p. I, 
dB 792nd meeting : pp. l-2 (annex). 
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” Article 1 I 

“If. after this first meeting held for the purpose of 
the election, one or more seats remain to be filled, a 
second and, if necessary, a third meeting shall take 
place.” 

” Article 12 

“ 1. If, after the third meeting, one or more scats 
still remain unfilled, a joint conference consisting of 
six members, three appointed by the Genera1 
Assembly and three by the Security Council, may be 
formed at any time at the request of either the 
General Assembly or the Security Council, for the 
purpose of choosing by the vote of an absolute 
majority one name for each seat still vacant, to submit 
to the General Assembly and the Security Council 
for their respective acceptance. 

“ 2. If the joint conference is unanimously agreed 
upon any person who fulfils the required conditions, 
he may be included in its list, even though he was 
not included in the list of nominations referred to in 
Article 7. 

“ 3. If the joint conference is satisfied that it will 
not be successful in procuring an election, those 
members of the Court who hnvc already been elected 
shall, within a period to bc fixed by the Security 
Council, proceed to fill the vacant seats by sclcction 
from among those candidates who have obtained 
votes either in the General Assembly or in the 
Security Council. 

“ 4. In the event of an equality of votes among the 
judges, the eldest judge shall have a casting vote.” 

” Article 14 

“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 
Article 5, and the date of the election shall be fixed 
by the Security Council.” 

PROVISIONAL RULES OF PROCEDURE 

Rule 61 

Relations with other United Nations Organ 

“Any meeting of the Security Council held in 
pursuance 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 scats to be filled have 
obtained in one or more ballots an absolute majority 
of votes.” 

CASE 6 

At the 733rd meeting on 6 September 1956, the 
Security Council noted with regret the death of Judge 

Hsu MO and decided, under Article 14 of the Statute, 
that an election to fill the vacancy for the remainder of 
the term of Judge Hsu MO should take place during 
the eleventh session of the General Assembly.‘” 

At the 757th meeting on 19 December 1956, the 
Council had before it an agenda item : “ Election of a 
member of the International Court of Justice to fill the 
vacancy caused by the death of Judge Hsu Mo”.&O The 
representative of China expressed surprise at the in- 
clusion of the names of Mr. Tien-Hsi Cheng and 
Mr. Yuen-Ii Liang in the ballot paper distributed by the 
Secretariat, since these two gentlemen had already 
indicated their unwillingness to be candidates and their 
refusals had already been communicated to the Council 
by the Secretary-General in documents Si3662jAdd.2 
and Add.5 respectively.“’ 

In reply, the President (Peru) explained that the 
documents circulated by the Secretariat had been drawn 
up in accordance with Article 7 of the Statute and that 
the inclusion of the names of Mr. Cheng and Mr. Liang 
was a formality which had to be observed. In voting, 
however, members would take into account the facts 
indicated by the rcprcsentative of China. The President 
noted that Mr. Plinio Bolla of Switzerland had also 
withdrawn his candidacy.*’ 

At the 757th, 758th and 759th meetings, on 
19 December lY56, the Council elected Mr. Wellington 
Koo to fill the vacancy, but he did not rcccivc the 
required majority of votes in the General Asscmbly.bJ 

At the 760th meeting on 11 January 1957, the 
Council elected the same candidate for the fourth time. 
The same candidate also received an absolute majority 
of votes in the General Assembly.&’ 

CASE 7 

At the 793rd meeting on 1 October 1957, the Security 
Council proceeded to the election of five members of 
the lntcrnational Court of Justice to fill five seats which 
were to fall vacant on 5 February 1958. Prior to the 
balloting, the President (France) stated : 

“ In regard to the voting procedure, I think I should 
remind the members of the Council that if, after the 
first vote, more than five candidates have an absolute 
majority, the Council will have to vote again. If, on 
the other hand, fewer than five candidates receive 
such a majority, the Council will likewise have to 
vote again, but only to fill the places that remain 
vacant. The meeting will continue until five candidates 
have been elected with the required majority.” 

A vote was then taken by secret ballot and five can- 
didatcs obtained the required majority. After stating that 

do 733rd meeting : para. 2. 

*o 757th meeting : preceding para. I. 

‘1 757th meeting : para. 6. 

a* 757th meeting : paras. 9-10. 

5s 757th meeting : paws. 12-13 ; 758th meeting : paras. 1-3 ; 
759th meeting : paras. l-3. 8. 

5’ 760th meeting : paras. 38-39. 
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he would inform the President of the General Assembly 
- of the result of the voting, the President reminded the 

members that the Council must remain in session until 
the President of the Assembly had informed the Council 
of the result obtained in the Assembly. The meeting 
was then suspended. When it was resumed, the President 
announced that he had been notified by the President 
of the General Assembly that at its 695th meeting on 
the same date, five candidates had obtained an absolute 
majority of votes. Four of these candidates had also 
obtained the required majority in the Council and were 
therefore declared elected. The President announced 
that both the General Assembly and the Security Council 
would hold new meetings that afternoon to fill the 
remaining vacancy. 

At the 794th meeting on 1 October 1957, the Security 
Council proceeded with a special ballot for the purpose 
of filling the fifth vacancy. The President (France) 
reminded the members of the Council that they were to 
vote for one candidate only and that ballot sheets on 
which more than one name appeared would be con- 
sidered invalid. As no candidate obtained the required 
majority, the Council proceeded to another vote, at 
which it elected a candidate to fill the vacant seat. The 
President then suspended the meeting. When it was 
resumed, he announced that hc had been notified by the 
President of the General Assembly that the same can- 
didate had also obtained the required majority of votes 
in the Assembly and had therefore been declared 
elected.&* 

r 

CASE 8 

At the 840th meeting on 25 November 1958, the 
Security Council noted with regret the death of Judge 
JosC G. Guerreno and decided, under Article 14 of the 
Statute, that an election to fill the vacancy for the 
remainder of the term of Judge Guerrcro should take 
place during the fourteenth session of the General 
Assembly, or during a special session before the four- 

66 For texts of relevant statements. see : 
793rd meeting: President (France), paras. 6, 8-10; 794th 

meeting : President (France), paras. 1-5. 

teenth session.” In submitting the relevant draft reso- 
lution:’ which was adopted unanimously, the President 
(Panama) observed that : Ln 

“When it is stated in the operative part of the draft 
resolution that the election shall take place at the 
fourteenth session of the General Assembly or during 
a special session before the fourteenth session, we 
mean to refer to a special session as provided for 
under rule 8, paragraph (a), of the rules of procedure 
of the General Assembly. 1 say this in order to avoid 
any possible misunderstanding as to the meaning of 
that term ‘ special session ‘, which is not to bc under- 
stood as one that would cover the cases where an 
emergency session would be convened. It is a special 
session as described in rule 8, paragraph (u), of the 
rules of procedure.” 

l *E. RELATIONS WITH SUBSIDIARY ORGANS 
ESTABLISHED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

F. RECEPTION OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 

SECIJRITY COUNCII, ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY IN THE FORM OF RESOLUTIONS*9 

[Note: The Security Council, in agreeing to consider 
a General Assembly recommendation, has done so by 
placing the recommendation of the Assembly on the 
Council’s agenda. There have been only two such recom- 
mendations during the period under rcview.eo] 
__~-- 

be 840th meeting (PV) : p. 1 I. 

6’ S/4118. 

*” 840th meeting (PV) : p. 11. 

60 For previous tabulations, see Repertoire of rhe Pracfice of 
the Security Council, 1946-1951. p. 22 ; and Supplement. 
1952-55. p. 80. 

*o By letter dated 2 January 1958 to the President of the 
Security Council, the Secretary-General drew attention to 
General Assembly resolution 1235 (XII) which requested him 
“subject to any objection which may hc received from the 
Security Council fo take appropriate steps lo effect the inte- 
gration of the civilian staff of the Military Staff Committee 
with the Secretariat of the United Nations “. In his letter, the 
Secretary-General also referred 10 the administrative arrange- 
ments implied in the proposed personnel integration and sug- 
gested that the Council might consider the question. The matter 
has not been considered by the Council. 

TABULATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.. . . . f . , . . 1017 A and B(X1) Admission of new Memhcrs 
28 February IY.57 

Included as sub-paragraph ((I) under the 
to the United Nations heading of Admission of new Members 
(Republic of Korea and in the agenda at the 790th meeting on 
Viet-Nam) Y Septemhcr IYS7 

2. . . . . . I I I4 A and B (XII) Admission of new Members 
23 October 19.57 

Included as sub-items (h) and (c) under 
to the United Nations the headings of Admission of new 
(Republic of Korea and Memhers in the agenda at the 843rd 
Viet-Nam) meeting on Y Dcccmbcr IYSX 



Chupter VI. Relutions with other United Nutions organs 
- __- 

G. REPORTS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL TO THE 
GENERAI, AS!XMHI.Y 

“The Security Council shall submit nnnurrl and, 
when necessary, special reports to 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.“’ In 
addition to transmitting to the General Assembly its 

~1 Annu;~l reports approved hy the Security Council at the 
following mcclrng\ held in priv;ltc : 1 Ith Kcporl. 733rd mecling, 
6 Scplcmhcr 1YS6 ; 12th Kcport, 7XSth meeting. 21 August 
lYS7 ; 13th Kcport. X3Yth meeting. 2X August lY.58. 

recommendations concerning several applications for 
mcmbcrship,“’ pursuant to paragraph 2 of rule 60 of its 
provisional rules of procedure. the Security Council has 
twice. following its 790th meeting on 9 September 1957, 
and its 843rd meeting on 9 December 1958, submitted 
special reports liJ to the General Assembly concerning 
the question of admission of new Members, in 
accordance with paragraph 3 of rule 60 of the pro- 
visional rules of procedure. J 

n2 Sudan (A ‘3 125. 16 May 1YS6) ; Morocco (A ‘3 I S2. 27 July 
lY.56) ; ‘l’unikl (A 3lS3. 27 July IYSh) : Japan (A’3447. 
I2 Dcccmbcr IYSh) ; Ghan;1 W3S67. 7 March lY.57) ; Malaya 

(A 3hS4, S Scplcmbcr 10.57) ; and (;uinc;l (A 4060, Y Ikccm- 
her lY5H). 

lirl A 3662 and A ‘4067. 

Part II 

**HI~LATIONS WITH THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL 

Part HI 

RELATIONS WITH THE TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL 

*+A. PROCEDIJRE IJNDER ARTIC1.E 83 (3) IN APP1.L 
CATION 0F ART1cI.w 87 ANI) 88 012 TtIE CHARTER 
M’ITII RIXZARI) TO STRATEGIC AREAS UNDER 

TRUSTEESIIIP 

B. TRANSMISSION TO THE SECIJRITY COIJNCII. BY 
TIIB TRIJSTbXSIIIP COIJNCII, OF ~UkXrIONNAIRES 

AND REPORTS 

During the period under rcvicw, no questionnaires 
have been transmitted to the Security Council by the 
Trusteeship Council. The report of the latter body on 
the cxcrcise of its functions in respect of the strategic 
arcas under trusteeship have, thcrcfore, continued to bc 
based on the rcviscd questionnaire transmitted to the 
Security Council on 24 July 19S3.3a 

0’ S,3065. 

Between 1 January I956 and 31 December 1958, 
the Sccrctary-General transmitted to the Security Coun- 
cil the following reports of the Trusteeship Council on 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, which has 
continued to be the only territory designated as a 
strategic area : 

Eighth Report adopted during the cightccnth session 
of the Trusteeship Council, IO August 1956.“” 

Ninth Report adopted during the twentieth session 
of the Trusteeship Council, 12 July IYSi’.“” 

Tenth Kcport adopted during the twenty-second 
session of the Trusteeship Council, 1 August 1958.“’ 

Part IV 

*“Rk:I,ATIONS 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 
f 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The material covered in this chapter is dealt with on 
lines similar to those followed in the first supplement 
to the Repertoire. Part I sets forth in tabular form the 
applications considered and the decisions taken by the 
Council during the period under review. The other 
portions of this chapter concern the procedures 
employed by the Council in dealing with questions of 
admission. 

Compared with the discussions of the Council on 
such questions during the periods covered in the pre- 
vious volumes of the H~~/~rfoire, the proceedings of the 
Council in respect of admission of new Members in 
the years l956- 1958 have not involved so Iargc a range 
of constitutional or procedural questions. Many headings 
in this chapter conscqucntly remain blank, including, in 
particular, parts II and VI. 

Part 1 

TABLE OF APPLICATIONS, 1956-1958, AND OF ACTIONS TAKEN THEREON BY THE SECURITY 
COUNCIL 

NOTE 

The following table represents a continuation of the 
one in the previous volumes where its organization is 
explained. The modifications introduced in the tabu- 
lation contained in the last volume have been main- 
tuincd. 

A. APPLICATIONS RECOMMENDED BY THE SECURITY 
COUNCH. 

In the period I January 1956-31 December 1958, the 
Security Council recommended the following States for 
admission to membership in the United Nations: 

(i) At the 7 16th meeting on 6 February 1956, the 
Sudan was unanimously rccommcndcd. 

(ii) At the 73lst meeting on 20 July 1956. Morocco 
was unanimously recommended. 

(iii) At the 732nd mecting on 20 July 1956, Tunisia 
was unanimously rccommcndcd. 

(iv) At the 756th meeting on 12 December 1956, 
Japan was unanimously recommended. 

(v) At the 775th meeting on 7 March 1957, Ghana 
was unanimously rccommcndcd. 

(vi) At the 786th meeting on 5 September 1957, the 
Federation of Malaya was unanimously rccommendcd. 

(vii) At the 842nd meeting on 9 December 1958, 
the Kcpublic of Guinea was rccommcndcd by IO votes 
in favour, none against, with I abstention. 

B. APPLICATIONS WHICH FAILED TO OBTAIN A 
RECOMMENDATION 

The following applications failed to obtain the 
Council’s recommendation up to the end of 1958: 

(i) Mongolian People’s Republic.’ 

(ii) Republic of Korea.’ 

(iii) Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.’ 

(iv) Vict-Nam.’ 

(v) Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam.” 

C. DISCUSSION OF THE QUFX’ION IN THE COUNCIL 
FROM 1956-1958 

[Note: The system of dcbatcs used for the sake of 
convenience in the previous volumes is not followed in 
the present chapter inasmuch as it is unsuited to the 
nature of the proceedings of the C’ouncil since the 
beginning of 1956.1 

The Council has held a total of ten meetings” on 
questions of admission during this period of three years, 
and six of thcsc meetings: involved separate discussion 
of the applications of new States. 

* Received less than 7 affirmative votes. 

* Failed to obtain rccommcndation owing to the negative vote 
of a permanent member. 

:I Rcceivcd less than 7 affirmative votes. 

4 Failed to obtain rccommcndation owing to the negative vote 
of a permanent member. 

1 Received less than 7 affirmative votes. 

6 716th (6 February 1956). 731st (20 July 1956). 732nd 
(26 July 1956). 756th (I2 December 1956). 775th (7 March 
lY57). 786th (5 Septcmhcr lY57). 789th and 790th (both on 
9 September lY57), X42nd and X33rd (both on 9 December 
I Y.(X). 

7 716th (Sudan) ; 731st (Morocco) ; 732nd (Tunisia) ; 775th 
(Ghana) ; 786th (Malaya) ; 842nd (Republic of Guinea). 

83 
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I). APPI.ICATIONS PENDING ON 1 JANUARY 1956 

Mongolian People’s 
Republic , 24 June 1946 O.K. Suppl. 4, 1st yr.. 2nd series. Annex 

6(3), pp. 48-49 (S/95) 

Rcpuhlic of Korea . I9 January 1949 O.R. Suppl. Feb. 1949, 4th yr., p. 5 

(S/ 1238) 

Democrn~ic People’s 

Kcpublic of Korea . . Y February 1949 O.R. 12, 4th yr., p. IX (S/ 1247) 

Viet-Nnm I7 December 19.5 I O.K.. 7th yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 19.52. 

p. I (S/2446) 

Democratic Republic (i) 22 November 1948 a O.K., 7th yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1952, 
of Viet-Nam . . . (ii) 25, Ikccmber I95 I pp. 57-58 (S/2780) 

O.K., 7th yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1952. 

pp. 3-4 (S/2466) 

Japan . 16 June 1952 O.K.. 7th yr., Suppl. for Apr.-June 1952, 
pp. I’)-20 (S/2673) 

:I (‘ircul;lted on I7 Scptembcr lYS2 as S/2780. (See Nc,lwr/oiw, Suppl. lY52-lY55, p, 91. (‘rise I.) 

E. APPLICATIONS SUBMITI’ED BETWEEN 1 JANIJARY 1956 AND 31 DECEMBER 1958 

nv~~rwont I)ulv of AtgGxtion IkJcunwn1 II 

Sudan 2 I J;muary lY56 O.K.. Il~h yr., Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. lY56, 

pp. 10-11 (S/3543) 

Morocco . . . . . . 4 July IY56 O.K.. I Ith yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1956, 
p. I (S/3617) 

Tunisia 14 July 1Y56 O.K.. I Ith yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1956. 
pp. 4-5 (S/3622) 

Ghana . . 7 March 1957 O.K.. I Ith yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1957, 
p. IO (S/3797) 

Federation of Malaya 31 August 1957 O.K., 12th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1957, 

pp. 22-23 (S/3872) 

Republic of Guinea . 3 Dcccmber 1958 S/4122 

2 Includes the formal declaration in each case. 

F. VOTES IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL (1956-1958) ON DRAFI- RESOLUTIONS AND AMENDMENTS 
CONCERNING APPLICATIONS FOR ADMISSION TO MEMBERSHIP IN THE IJNITED NATIONS 

lhujt rrnolution. etc. 

Sdotr. I-rench-U.K.-U.S. d.r. (S 354.5) 

recommending admiAon . . . . 

Al~~n~(w>. French d.r. (S .7h20) rccom- 

mending ;rdrni\rion . . . 

Trrrrisiu. French d.r. (S 3627) rccom- 

mending admission . . . . . 

Suhjrrt VOfSl Mwfrnu Hrrult of 
of votr -jLw ag. crhnt.’ und duta tlDfF a 

Same II 0 0 7 16th 6.256 AdOpICd 

SiUllc II 0 0 73 I sl 20.7.56 Allopkd 

Same II 0 0 732nd 26.7.56 Adopled 
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F. VOTES IN THE SECIJRITY COUNCH. (1956-1958) ON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS AND AMENDMENTS 

CONCERING APPLICATIONS FOR AI~MISSION TO \llGWl~RStlH’ IN TIIK IINITED NATIONS (cont’d.) 

jnpan, Peru d.r. (S ‘3754) recommending 
admission . . . 

Mon,q:o/irrn Pcoplc~‘.s Rcpuhlic. USSR d.r. 
(S ‘37.55) recommending admission . 

GAantl. AusWalian-U.K. d.r. (S ‘3800) re- 
commending admission . . . . 

Mnl~.va. Australian-1J.K. d.r. 6’3876) rc- 
commending admission 

Democrc~fir Pcopfr’s Rc~plthlir of KorcW, 
IJSSK amendment (S/3887) lo joint 
d.r. (S/3884) - see below . . . 

Kcp,rh/ic oj KWFLI. Australia, China, 
<‘olomhia, Cuba. France, Philippines, 
U.K.. U.S. d.r. (S/3884) recommcndinp 
admission 

Vkr-Ncrn~, Australia, China, Colomhia, 
Cuba, France. Philippines, U.K., U.S. 
d.r. (S ‘3885) rccommcnding admission 

Mon~diw~ Pcw~/c~‘s Rc,puh/ic, IJSSK d.r. 
(S 38773 recommending adniihkn 

Rcprthlic of (;uinw. Irxl-Japan d.r. 
(S’4131) 

.I‘ 
Dcnrocrcrtir Peoplr’s Rrptrhlic of Korea, 

IJSSR amendment (S 4132) to joint 
d.r. (S/3129/Kev.l) - set helow 

Rrpuhlic of Korrm. France, Japan. U.K., 
U.S. d.r. (S’4129’Rcv.l) recom- 
mending admission . . . 

Vice-Nunr, France, Japan, U.K., U.S. d.r. 
(S ‘4 130: Rev. I) recommending admis- 
sion . . . 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Voir, 
fur a”. nht 

II 0 0 

4 2 5 

II 0 0 

11 0 0 

756th 12.12.56 

756th 12.12.56 

77Slh 7.357 

786th 5.9.57 

I 9 I 790rh 9.9.57 

IO I 0 790th 9.9.57 

IO 1 0 

2 s 4 

IO 0 I 

790th 9.9.57 

790rh 9.9.57 

842nd 9.12.58 

I 8 2 843rd 9.12.58 

9 1 I 843rd 9.12.58 

8 I 2 843rd 9.12.58 

Adopted 

Not adopted 

Adopted 

Adopted 

Not adopted 

Not adopted 

Not adopted 

Not adopted 

Adopted 

Not adopted 

Not adopted 

Not adopted 

a Both the subject and the result of the vote are usually given in the form announced by the President. 

**Part II 

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

Part 111 

PRESENTATION OF APPLICATIONS 

NOTE The following list R completes, for the period under 
Part 111 of this chapter sets forth material con- review, the historical data set forth in the previous 

cerning the presentation of applications up to the point volumes concerning presentation of applications : 
at which the Security Council considers an item on the - ~.. ~__ 
agenda, that is, the- submission of applications to the 
Secretary-General. their communication to repre- 8 The list does not cover renewals of applications, since in 

sentatives on the Council nnd their subsequent inclusion 
practice applications have been regarded both by the Security 
Council and the General Assembly as pending so long as 

in the provisional agenda. admission has not been effected 
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(ix) In 1956O (xl In 1957 I0 

Sudan . . . . . . . 2 I January 1956 

Morocco . . . . . . 4 July 1956 

Ghana . . . . . . 7 March 1957 
Federation of Malaya . . 31 August 1957 

(xi) In 1958 I’ 
Tunisia . . . . . . I4 July 1956 Republic of Guinea . . 3 December 1958 

O Sud:m, Sf3543. O.R., Ilrh scar. Suppl. for JCI~.-MO~. 19.~6, 
PP. tt)-It ; Morocco. S’3617. O.K.. I/r/: yecrr. .~tpp/. for J/t/y- 

I0 Ghana. S13797, O.R.. 12th WIT. s~ppl. for J~~~.-M~~~. 1957. 

sepr. 1956, p. I ; Tunisia. S ‘3622, O.R., l/r/r yc~r, S~ppl. for 
P. 10; Malaya, S/3872, O.K., jlrlr yrrrr, Srrppl. for Jdy-&pr. 

Jrtly-.s‘c*pr. I956, pp. 4-5. 
1956, p. I. 

I1 Republic of Guinea, S/4122. 

Part IV 

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

NOTE 

During the period covered by this volume, the 
Security Council has not referred any application to its 
Committee on the Admission of New Members. No 
proposal to refer applications to the Committee has been 
made during this period. Summaries of the relevant 
intervention in three casts are provided as illustrations 
of the Council’s practices as regards newly submitted 
applications. Two other cases deal with actions taken 
by the Council in connexion with applications whose 
rcconsidcration had been requested by the General 
Assembly. 

A. BEFORE A RECOMMENDATION HAS BEEN 
FORWARIIED OR A REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

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

**t. Applications referred to the Committee by 
decisions of the Security Council 

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

CASE 1 

At the 7 16th meeting on 6 February 1956, in con- 
nexion with the application of the Sudan, a number of 
rcprescntativcs suggested that the Council dispense 
with rcfcrring the application to the Committee on the 
Admission of New Mcmbcrs. The reprcscntative of 
Australia supported the suggestion, noting that : 

“ It seems clear that there is no doubt in the minds 
of members of the Security Council regarding the 
Sudan’s qualifications for membership of the United 
Nations.” 

However, he added that: 
“ . . * such reference would not in itself cast any 

reflection upon any country whose application might 
be dealt with in that way. The provisions of rule 59 
regarding reference to a committee on new Members 
arc clear and, in our opinion, should be applied as 

a matter of course unless, as WC expect in this case, 
the Council decides otherwise. In the process that 
led to the admission of so many outstanding appli- 
cations by the Genera1 Assembly in Dcccmber 1955, 
there was perhaps little need to call on the Com- 
mittee of the Council, and I am very happy to agree 
that it is not ncccssary on this occasion. However, in 
the Australian view, this is not a precedent. and 
future applicants should not feel that they arc being 
singled out for undue critical attention if the Security 
Council in the future pcmmits their applications to be 
referred to the C’ommittcc under rule 59.” 

There being no objection, the Council proceeded to 
adopt a draft resolution recommending the admission 
of the Sudan.‘* 

CASE 2 

At the 73 1st meeting on 20 July 1956, in connexion 
with the application of Morocco. the representative of 
France stated that : 

1‘ . . . it is self-evident that there is little point in 
referring its application to the Committee on the 
Admission of New Members, for the Council has for 
several years-and most recently in the case of the 
Sudan-waived this procedure in respect of all new 
candidates.” 

Similar views were expressed by various other mem- 
bcrs of the Council. 

The representative of Australia observed that: 

“Rule 59 of the rules of procedure, which pro- 
vides-unless the Council decides otherwise-for 
applications for membership to be referred to a 
committee, affords a useful practice, in our view, for 
the consideration of cases in which there may be some 
doubt as to the qualifications, under the Charter, of 
an applicant for membership. Since it seems clear in 

I* For texts of relevant statements, see : 
716th meeting : President (USSR). paras. 77-78 ; Australia, 

paras. 60-61 ; Iran, paras. 33-34 ; United Kingdom, para. 12 ; 
United States, para. 16. 
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- 
the case of Morocco that all members of the Council 
agree that no such doubt does exist, the Australian 
delegation is happy to concur in the proposal of the 
French delegation that the application of rule 59 
should be waived by the Council on this occasion.” 
There being no objection, the Council adopted a draft 

resolution recommending admission of Morocco.” 

CASE 3 

At the 842nd meeting on 9 December 1958, in con- 
nexion with the application of the Republic of Guinea, 
the President suggested : 

“ . . . that the Council agree, as provided in rule 59 
of the provisional rules of procedure, to consider this 
application directly without first referring it for 
examination to the Committee on the Admission of 
New Members.” 
There being no objection, the Council proceeded to 

adopt a draft resolution recommending the admission 
of the Republic of Guinea.” 

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

B. AFI-ER AN APPLICATION HAS BEEN SENT BACK 
BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY TO THE SECURITY 
COUNCIL FOR RECONSIDERATION 

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

2. Applications reconsidered by the Security Council 
without reference to the Committee 

18 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
73Ist meeting: Australia, para. 38 ; France, para. I3 ; Iran. 

para. 30 ; United Kingdom, para. 17. 

14 842nd meeting (PV) : p. 9. 

CASE 4 

At the 789th and 790th meetings on 9 September 
1957, the Council considered, as sub-items (a) and (b) 
of its agenda, General Assembly resolution 1017 A and 
B (Xl) of 28 February 1957, in which the Assembly 
infcpr trlitr rcqucstcd the Council to reconsider, respec- 
tivcly, the applications of the Republic of Korea and 
of Vict-Nam. It also considered, as sub-item (c), com- 
munications concerning the application of the Mongolian 
People’s Republic. The Council voted upon proposalsL6 
to recommend admission of each of these applicants and 
of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. There 
was no suggestion or proposal that any of the 
applications should bc rcfcrrcd to the Committee on the 
Admission of New Members. 

CASE 5 

At the 843rd meeting on 9 December 1958, the 
Council considered as sub-items (h) and (c) of its 
agenda, General Assembly resolution 1 114 A and B 
(XIII) of 25 October 1957, in which the Assembly 
required the Council to reconsider, respectively, the 
applications of the Republic of Korea and of Viet-Nam. 
The Council voted upon proposals I6 to recommend 
admission of each of these two applicants and of the 
Dcmocr;ltic Pcoplc’s Republic of Korea. No suggestion 

or proposal was made with a view to referring any of 
these applications to the Committee on the Admission 
of New Members. 

15 S/3R84, O.R., t2tt1 yrtrr, Suppl. /or July-Sept. 1957, p. 37 ; 
joint draft resolution concerning the Rcpuhlic of Korea ; S/3887, 
O.K., t2fh YCW, Sr~ppl. for I~rh-~c~pf. 1957. p. 37 ; (ISSK amend- 
ment concerning the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea ; 
S13XH.s. O.K.. t2rh JWW, Slrpp/. for Ir&Srnr. IYs7, P. 37 : ioint 
draft resolution concerning Vict-Nam : S/3877. O.R.. t21h year. 
Soppl. for I&-Scp,. tY.57, p, 33 : USSR draft resolution con- 
cerning the Mongolian People’s Rcpuhlic. 

16 S/4129/Rev.I : joint draft resolution concerning the Repub- 
lic of Korea ; S/4132 : USSK amendment concerning the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea : S/413O/Rev.l : joint 
draft resolution concerning Viet-Nam. 

Part v 

PROCEDURES IN THE CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS WITHIN THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

The material included in this part consists of three 
NOTE 

cases concerning the order in which applications were 
reconsidered and voted upon, and of two cases dealing 
with proposals calling for simultaneous admission of 
two applicants. 

A. DISCUSSlON OF APPLICATIONS 

“((I) Resolution 1017 (Xl) A of the General 
Assembly, adopted on 28 February 1957 ; letter dated 

“Admission of new Members : 

4 March 1957 of the Secretary-General (S/3803) ; 
lcttcr dated 4 Septcmbcr 1957 from the representative 
of the United States of America addressed to the 
President of the Security Council (S/3880) 

1. Order of the discussion of applications 

CASE 6 

At the 789th meeting on 9 September 1957, the 
Council adopted the following agenda : 

“(h) Resolution 1017 (XI) B of the General 
Assembly, adopted on 28 February 1957 ; letter dated 
4 March 1957 of the Secretary-General (S/3803) ; 
letter dated 4 September 1957 from the representative 
of the United States of America addressed to the 
President of the Security Council (S/3881) 
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“ (c) Cablegram dated 1 September 1957 from the 
Foreign Minister of the Mongolian People’s Republic 
addressed to the President of the Security Council 
concerning its application for membership (S/3873) ; 
Letter dated 3 September 1957 from the repre- 
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
addressed to the Secretary-Gcncml (S/3877) ” 
The representative of the USSR suggested that the 

Council discuss the three sub-items simultaneously and 
then proceed to separate votes. 

The President (Cuba) expressed the view that “. . . in 
accordance with the practice followed by the Security 
Council, the sub-items should be discussed separately”, 
and that that would also be in accordance with the 
advisory opinion of the Intcmational Court of Justice.” 

The represcntativc of the United States declared that 
it was well established that each application should be 
considered on its own merits, and that that argued for 
separate individual consideration. 

The rcprescntative of the USSR said that he would 
not object to the proccdurc proposed by the Prcsidcnt, 
and expressed the opinion that under it each delegation 
was entitled to set forth its position in a single state- 
ment if it so wished. 

The President then stated : 
“The Council will thcreforc now take up item 2 (u) 

of its agenda. This, of course, does not preclude 
members from speaking on any of the other sub-items 
on our agenda today.” 
The Council proceeded accordingly.‘” 

**2. Documentation submitted to the Security Council 

B. VOTING ON APPLICATIONS 

**l. Omission of voting on applications when previous 
position of members is unchanged 

2. Time and order of voting on applications 

CASE 7 

At the 790th meeting on 8 September 1957 (see 
Cases 3 and 4 above). the Council reconsidered four 
applications.” The relevant draft resolutions and amcnd- 
mcnt in relation to four applications were voted upon 
separately. 

CASE 8 

At the 790th meeting on 9 September 1957 (see 
Cases 3-5 above), the representative of the USSR for- 

17 ICJ Reports, 1948. 

In For texts of relevant statements, see : 
789th meeting : President (Cuba), para. IO ; USSR, paras. I, 

2, 9 ; United States, paras. 7-X. 

I0 See Case 3, footnote. 

mally proposed that the Council “postpone a decision 
on the question of the admission of Viet-Nam” to 
membership in the United Nations until the country 
had become unified.*O 

Referring to this proposal, the President (Cuba) stated 
that : 

“ I wish to remind the Council that, under sub- 
paragraph 5 of rule 33 of the rules of procedure, the 
representative of the Soviet Union has proposed that 
the Council should postpone discussion of this 
question until Vict-Nam has been unified through 
free clcctions . . .” *’ 
The USSR proposal, as formulated by the President, 

was rejected by 1 vote in favour to IO against. 

3. Consideration of a proposal recommending the 
admission of a number of applicant States 

CASE 9 

At the 789th meeting on 9 September 1957, the 
Council had bcforc it a joint draft resolution** by which 
it would rccommcnd admission of the Republic of 
Korea. The rcprcscntativc of the USSR submitted an 
amendment La to this draft resolution, whereby the 
Council would recommend that the Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea and the Republic of Korea be 
admitted simultaneously. The USSR amendment was 
voted upon at the 790th meeting, also on 9 September 
1957, and was rejected by 1 vote in fuvour to 9 against, 
with 1 abstention. 

CASE 10 

At the 843rd meeting on December 1958, the Council 
had before it a joint draft resolution” whereby it would 
recommend admission of the Republic of Korea. The 
representative of the USSR submitted an amendment *I 
to this draft resolution, by which the Council would 
recommend that the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea and the Republic of Korea be admitted simul- 
taneously. The USSR amendment was rejected by 1 vote 
in favour to 8 against, with 2 abstentions. 

**4. The question of submission of a draft resolution 
with a view to voting on an application 

**5. Conflict between a proposal to recommend 
admission and a proposal to postpone voting 

**6. Consideration of a draft resolution to note the 
qualifications of an applicant for membership 

_- -~ 
*o 790th meeting : para. 45. 
21 790th meeting: para. 54. 
t* s 38X4. O.H.. /‘l/l ycwr, .Srrppl. /fW Irtly-Squ. 19.57. p. 37. 

2:’ s 3xn7. 0.H.. 12111 ymr. Strppl. Ior /rrl?‘-.SClll. 19.57. p. 37. 
*a S’4129’Rev.I. 

m S/4132. 

**Part VI 

THE ROLE OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY AND THE SECURITY COUNCIL 



Chapter VIII 

CONSIDERATION OF QUESTIONS UNDER THE COUNCIL’S 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF 

INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITY 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The principles underlying the organization and pre- 
sentation of the material presented in chapters VIII-XII 
of this Supplement are the same as for the previous 
volumes of the Repertoire. Those volumes should be 
consulted for a full statement of such principles. 

Chapter VIII indicates the chain of proceedings on 
the substance of each of the questions included in the 
Report of the Security Council to the General Assembly 
under the heading: “ Questions considered by the 
Security Council under its responsibility for the main- 
tcnancc of international peace and security “. The range 
of questions covers broadly those which may bc deemed 
to fall under Chapters VI and VII of the Charter. In 
chapters X. XI and XII of the Repertoire is presented 
ancillary material from the Official Records bearing on 
relevant Articles of the Charter. Rcfcrcnces to the 
ancillary matcri;ll arc given at the appropriate points 
in the entries for each question in this chapter. 

Chapter VIII, as an outline of the proceedings of the 
Council in respect of the questions included in its 
agenda, constitutes a framework within which the 
ancillary legal and constitutional discussion recorded in 
chapters X to XII may bc considered. The chapter is, 
therefore, an aid to the examination of the deliberations 

- of the Council expressly rclatcd to the provisions of 
the Charter within the context of the chain of pro- 
ceedings on the agenda item. 

The questions arc dealt with in the chronological 
order of their inclusion in the agenda of the Council’ 
and with regard to the Palestine question’ and the 
India-Pakistan question,’ which were included in the 
Council’s agenda before the period under rcvicw. in 
the order of resumption of their consideration by the 
Council. In respect of each question, there is given at the 
outset a summary of the case presented to the Council, 

1 For a tabulation of the data on submission, see chapter X, 
part. 111. 

f Repertoirr of the Practice of the Security Corrncil 1946- 
1951, pp. 325-344 : Rpprrfoirr of rhc Prorlicr of the Security 

Cor/nci/. Supplrmenf, IYSZ-1955, pp. 1 IO-1 18. 

3 Rrpcrtoirc of the Practiw of the Srcurifv Council. 1946- 
19.51. pp. 344-352 ; Repcsrtoirr of rhc Pracfice of the Seorrify 

Council, Supplement. 1952-1955, pp. 107-109. 

together with a summary of the contentions made in 
rebuttal. 

The framework of the material for each question is 
provided by the succession of affirmative and negative 
decisions within the purview of this chapter. Decisions 
related to the subject matter of chapters I-VI of the 
Repertoire arc, with certain exceptions, omitted as not 
relevant to the purpose of this chapter or of the ancillary 
chapters X-XII. The decisions are entered in uniform 
manner. Affirmative decisions are entered under a 
heading indicative of the content of the decision, and 
negative decisions arc entered under a heading indicative 
solely of the origin of the proposal or draft resolution. 
Affirmative decisions have been reproduced in full as 
constitutive of the practice of the Council, while negative 
decisions are indicated in summarized form. Where the 
ncgativc decision rclatcs to ;I draft resolution in con- 
ncxion with which discussion has taken place concerning 
the :lpplication of the Charter, the text of the relevant 
parts of the draft resolution will in most instances be 
found in chapters X-XII. 

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, an 
analytical table of measures adopted by the Council 
arranged broadly by types of measures has been included 
as part 1 of chapter VIII. This table should bc regarded 
as of the nature of an index to chapter VIII ; and no 
constitutional significance should bc attached to the 
headings adopted in the compilation of this table nor to 
the inclusion of particular measures under the indi- 
vidual headings. At the end of the table, under a new 
heading. have been added measures adopted by the 
Council, in three separate instances. to convene an 
cmcrgcncy special session of the General Assembly in 
accordance with General Assembly resolution 377 A 09. 

Much of the activity of the Council in connexion with 
Chapters VI and VII of the Charter has taken place 
through the instrumentality of subsidiary organs estab- 
lished to operate in the area of the dispute. As pre- 
viously, no attempt has been made to reproduce within 
the Repertoire material relating to the organization and 
procedures of such subsidiary bodies save where 
questions relating to their organization and procedure 
have constituted an aspect of the proceedings of the 
Council itself. 

Part I 

ANALYTICAL TABLE OF MEASURES ADOPTED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

H 
NOTE I. Preliminary meawres for the elucidation of fed 

The entries in this tabulation are restricted to a A. Hearing of interested governments and authorities. 
reference to the question, the date of the decision and the (For invitations extended to interested governments and 

serial number of the decision in the S/ series documents. authorities, see chapter III.) 
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- 

IL Determination of the nature of the question 

A. Determination of the existence of a dispute or situation 
the continuance of which is likely to endanger the main- 
tenance of international peace and security. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3575), para. 1. 

III. lnj~ctions (0 governments and authorities involved In 
bosuUnea 

A. Precautionary action. 
(i) India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 2 December 1957 (S/3922), para. 1. 
(ii) Lebanon question : 

Decision : President’s statement of 22 July 1958. 

B. Establishment and maintenance of an armistice. 
Palestine question : 

Decision of 4 April 19.56 (S/3575), para. 4. 
Decision of 4 June 1956 (S/3605. para. 6. 
Decision of 22 January 1958 (S/3942), paras. 5-6. 

IV. Mcasure.s In conaexion with injunctions lo be taken by the 
governments and authodtles directly involved in hostiUtiea 

A. Withdrawal of fighting personnel. 
Palestine question : 

Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3575), para. 3a. 

B. Demilitarization of an area. 
India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 2 December 1957 (S/3922), preamble, 
para. 6. 

C. Freedom of movement and safe conduct of supervision 
personnel. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3575). para. 3b. 
Decision of 4 June 1956 (S/3605), para. 3. 

D. Co-operation in preventing infiltration and incidents. 
Palestine question : 

Decision of 19 January 1956 (S/3538), para. 2, 6. 

E. Exchange of military prisoners. 
Palestine question : 

Decision of I9 January 1956 (S/3538), para. 8. 

F. Establishment of local arrangements for the prevention of 
incidents and the prompt detection of any violation of the 
armistice agreements. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3575). para. 3c. 

G. Co-operation of the partics to prevent recurrences of inci- 
dents. 

Palestine question : 
Decision : President’s statement of I5 December 1958. 

**V. Measures in connexion with Injunctions to be taken by 
other governments and authorities 

VI. Measures for settlement 

A. Procedures of pacific settlement noted, advised or recom- 
mended. 
(i) Sudan question : 

Decision : President’s statement of 21 February 1958. 
(ii) Tunisian question (II) : 

Decision : President’s statement of 4 June 1958. 

B. Provisions bearing on issues of substance, including terms 
of settlement. 

1. Determination of accession of territory by plebiscite. 

India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 24 January 1957 (S/3779). para. 2. 
Decision of 2 Dccembcr 1957 (S’3922), preamble.. 
para. 4. 

2. Election of a constituent assembly. 
India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 24 January 1957 (S/3779), para. 3. 
3. Requirements to be met in any settlement. 

Situation created by the unilateral action of the 
Egyptian Government in bringing to an end the 
system of international operation of the Suez Canal, 
which was confirmed and completed by the Suez 
Canal Convention of 1888 : 

Decision of 13 October 1956 (S/3675), para. 2. 

VII. Measures to promote the implementation of resolutions of 
the Security Council 

A. Notice of possible consideration of further measures under 
the Charter. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 19 January 1956 (S/3538), para. 5. 

B. Establishment or employment of subsidiary organs. 
I. To make recommendations to the parties. 

India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 2 December 1957 (S/3922). paras. 2-3. 

2. To assure against illegal infiltration. 
Lebanon question : 

Decision of 11 June 1958 (S/4023), operative 
paras. 1-2. 

C. Intercession hy the President. 
India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 21 February 1957 (S/3793). para. I. 

D. Endorsement of decisions of subsidiary organs. 
Palestine question : 

Decision of 22 January 1958 (S/3942). para. 3. 
E. Reaffirmation of previous decisions. 

(i) Palestine question : 
Decision of 19 January 1956 (S/3538). preamble, 
para. I. 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3575), preamble, 
paras. l-2. 
Decision of 4 June 1956 (S/3605). preamble, para. I. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 24 January 1957 (S/3779), paras. 2-3. 
Decision of 21 February 1957 (S ‘3793). preamble. 
Decision of 2 December 1957 (S/3922), preamble, 
pnra. 7. 

F. Finding of a violation of a Security Council cease-fire 
injunction and of the obligation of a party. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 19 January 19S6 (S/3538), paras. 3-4. 

G. Call upon the parties to co-operate fully with subsidiary 
organs. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 19 January 1956 (S/3538). para. 9. 
Decision of 4 June 1956 (S’3605). para. 2. 

H. Request to the Secretary-General to undertake a survey of 
the various aspects of enforcement of and compliance with 
armistice agrecmcnts. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3.(75), pare. 2. 

I. Expression of censure of relatiatory action and condem- 
nation of attack by armed forces. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of I9 January 1956 (S/3538), preamble, 
para. 4. operative paras. 1-4. 
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Request to the Secretary-General to arrange with the par- 
ties for adoption of measures which would reduce existing 
tension along armistice lines. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (Sj3S7S). para. 3. 

Expression of concern over non-implementation of specific 
measures requested by the Security Council. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (W3S75), preamble, para. 3. 
Ijecision of 4 June 1956 (S 360.5). preamble. para. 5. 

Noting assurances given by the parties unconditionally to 
observe cease fire. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 June 1956 (S/360.5), preamble, para. 3. 

Noting progress made toward the adoption of measures 
requested by the Security Council. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 June lYS6 (S/3605). preamble. para. 4. 

Endorsement of views of the Secretary-General : 
Palestine question : 

Decision of 4 June 1956 (S 360s). para. 4. 

Invitation IO the p;lrties to co-operate with the Prcsidcnt in 
examination of proposals for the settlement. 

India-Pakistan question : 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April lYS6 (S/3S75), pare. S. 
Decision of 4 June IYS6 (S/3605). para. 7. 

I)ecision of 21 Fchruary 19.57 (S, 3793). para. 2. 

Request to the Secretary-General and to the United Nations 
Representative for India and Pakistan to render to the 
Prcsidcnt such asgi\toncc as hc might rcqucst. 

India-Pakisran question : 
Decision of 21 February 19.57 (S/3793). para. 3. 

Directive 10 the C‘hief of Sraff of the IJnitcd Nations Truce 
Organization in Palestine to regulate activities within the 
zone hclwccn the ;irmirlice demarcation lines. 

Palestine question : IX. 
Decision of 22 January l9SX (S, 3942), para. 1. 

Directive to the Chief of Staff to conduct survey of pro- 
perty records. 

Palestine question : A. 
Decision of 22 January 1958 (Si3942), para. 2. 

Noting of the intention of the Secretary-General to take 
up the situ;ltion for consideration. 

Palestine question : 
Decision : President’s stalemcnt of 15 December 1958. 

2. From the subsidiary organs. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 1Y January 1956 (S/3538), para. 7. 
Decision of 4 June I956 (S/3605), para. 5. 
Decision : President’s statement of 28 May 1957. 
Decision : President’s statement of 6 September 
1957. 
Decision of 22 January lYS8 (S/3942), para. 7. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 2 December 19.57 (S/3922), para. 4. 

(iii) Lebanon question : 
Decision of II June 1958 (S/4023), operative 
para. 3. 

3. From the President. 
India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 21 February 1957 (S/3793). para. 1. 

B. Provision by express decision to consider the matter further. 
India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 24 January 1957 (S;3779), para. 4. 

C. Statement by the President that the Council would remain 
seized of the question. 

VIII. Measures to ensure further considerstlon and to ascertdn 
complhmce 

A. Request for information on the progress of settlement. 
I. From the Secretary-General. 

SiIuation created by the unilateral action of the Egyptian 
Govcrnmcnt in bringing to an end the system of inter- 
national operation of the Suez Canal, which was con- 
firmed and completed by the Suez Canal Convention of 
1888 : 

Decision : President’s statement of 21 May 1957. 

Measures in connexion with the inability of the Security 
Council to exercise its responsibility for the maintenance of 
international peace and security 

Convocation of an emergency special session of the General 
Assembly under the provisions of General Assembly reso- 
lution 377 (V) of 3 November 1950. 

(i) I.etter dated 30 October lYS6 from the representative 
of Egypt addressed to the President of the Security 
Council (S/3712) : 

Decision of 31 October 1956 (S/3721). 

(ii) The situation in Hungary : 
Decision of 4 November 1956 (S/3733). 

(iii) Lebanon question : 
Decision of 7 August IYS8 (S,‘4083). 

Part II 

THE PALESTINE QUESTION (ii) Calling upon Isruel to comply with its obligations 

Decision of I9 Junuury 1956 (715th meeting): 
in the future, in defuult of which the Council 

(i) Condemning 1hc1 1rrtrrc.k oi I I December 1955 by 
would consider further measures under the 

Israel urmed forcxJ.s in the ureu east of Luke 
Charter to maintain or restore peace ; 

Tiheriu.s us u ~la~runt violulion of rhe ceu.se-fire (iii) Calling upon the purties to comply with their 
,. provisions of lhe Ser.rtrify (‘ouncil re.solution of obligations under the General Armistice Agree- 

15 July 194X, of the terms oj the Generul ment, and requesting the Chief of Staff to pursue 
Armistice Agreement het\c*een Israel und Syriu, his suggestions for improving the situation in the 
and of I.srtrel’,s obligution under the Churter ; area ; 
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(iv) Calling upon the parties to arrange with the 
Chief of Staff for an immediate exchange of all 
military prisoners, and to co-operate with the 
Chief of Staff in this and all other respects, to 
carry out the provisions of the General Armistice 
Agreement in good faith, and in particular to 
make full use of the Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission’s muchinery in the interpretation and 
applirution of its pr0vi.sion.s 

By letter L dated 13 Deccmbcr 1955, the permanent 
representative of Syria informed the President of the 
Security Council that, on the night of I I- 12 December 
1955, Israel armed forces had launched a concentrated 
large-scale attack along the whole area lying to the east 
of Lake Tibcrias. After a fierce fight, they had occupied 
four observation posts parallel to the eastern shores of 
Lake Tiberias and lying on Syrian territory. As a result 
of the planned attack, five officers, thirty-two soldiers, 
and twelve civilians, including three women, had been 
killed ; eight other soldiers had been wounded and thirty 
taken prisoner. In the course of the attack, a large 
number of houses belonging to Syrian villages had been 
destroyed and the occupants killed under the debris. 
The whole series of attacks constituted a most flagrant 
violation of the Syrian-Israel General Armistice Agree- 
ment and an act of open aggression and provocation. 
Accordingly, Syria requested the Security Council to 
meet as soon as possible to take the measures ncccssary 
to meet that serious situation. 

At the 707th meeting of the Security Council on 
16 December 1955, the provisional agenda t listed under 
the general heading, ” The Palestine question ” : 

“ Letter dated 13 December 1955 from the rcpre- 
sentative of Syria addressed to the President of the 
Security Council.” 
The agenda was adopted9 and the Security Council 

considered the question at its 707th. 709th, 710th, 
71 Ith, 712th. 713th, 714th and 715th meetings between 
16 December 1955 and 19 January 1956. The repre- 
sentatives of Israel and Syria were invited to take part 
in the discussions. 

At the 709th meeting on 22 December 1955, the 
Council had before it a report ( dated I5 December I955 
from the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization concerning the incidents in 
the area east of Lake Tibcrias. In a supplementary 
report& dated 30 December 1955, the Chief of Staff 
dealt with additional evidence regarding the Lake 
Tiberias incidents. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Syria sub- 
mitted a draft resolution B under which the Security 

1 S,l3SOS, O.R., 10th year, SuppI. /or Oct.-Dec. 1955, p. 21. 

* 707th meeting : preceding para. I. 
8 707th meeting : preceding para. I. 
4 S/3516, O.R., fOfh year, Sfcppl. for Ocf.-Dec. 1955, 

pp. 24-33. 

5 S/3516/Add.l, O.R., 10th yeur, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1955. 
pp. 33-36. 

6 S/3519, O.K., 10th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1955, 
pp. 41-42. 

Council would have : (I) condemned Israel for the attack 
carried out by its military forces on 12 December 1955 ; 
(2) decided that this action was a violation of the reso. 
lution of 15 July 1948, the Syrian-Israel Armistice 
Agreement and Israel’s obligations under the Charter; 
(3) decided that the armed attack constituted an 
aggression under the provisions of Article 39 of the 
Charter; (4) called upon the Mcmbcrs of the United 
Nations to adopt the ncccssary measures for applying 
economic sanctions against lsracl ; (5) dccidcd to expel 
Israel from the United Nations under Article 6 of the 
Charter for persistent violation of the Charter ; (6) 
decided that Israel should pay adequate compensation 
for the loss of and damage to lift and property caused 
by the attack ; and (7) requested the Sccretnry-General 
to render to the Security Council progress reports on 
the implementation of this resolution. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel *, 
after referring to captured Syrian documents which 
Israel had communicated to the Council on 21 Decem- 
ber 1955,’ expressed the hope that the Council would 
include in its resolution on this question a clear in- 
juction to Syria to avoid interfering with Israel’s activity 
on Lake Tibcrias and Israel territory surrounding the 
Lake ; and also a clear statement forbidding Syria from 
exercising illegal control on Lake Tibcrias or its 
shorcs.n 

By letter@ dated 29 December 1955, the rcprc- 
sentative of Israel transmitted to the Council certain 
observations by the Government of Israel on the report 
of the Chief of Staff on the Lake Tiberias incidents. 

At the 710th meeting on 12 January 1956, the 
Council had before it a letter I” dated 9 January I956 
from the representative of the USSK to the President of 
the Council requesting that, in accordance with rule 38 
of the provisional rules of procedure, the Syrian draft 
resolution bc put to a vote, with an amendment pro- 
posed by the USSK. The amendment would have deleted 
operative paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of the Syrian draft 
resolution and rcplaccd them by two operative para- 
graps which would have : (I) called upon lsracl to take 
all ncccssary measures to prcvcnt such actions ; and 
(2) warned Israel that any future rccurrcncc of such 
actions would bring about a situation requiring the 
Council to consider the question of the application of 
Article 39 of the Charter. 

At the same meeting, the Council also had before it 
a joint draft resolution” which had been circulated on 
I1 January 1956 by France, the United Kingdom and 
the United States. 

7 S/3519, O.R., IO/h year, Slrppl. for. Oct.-Dec. 195.5, 
pp. 36-41. 

8 709th meeting : paras. 73-74. 

* S/3524, O.R., IOth year. SuppI. for Oct.-Dec. 195.5, 
pp. 42-47. 

‘0 S/3528, O.R.. 1 lth yeur, Suppl. jar Jun.-Mar. 1956, pp. 1-2. 

lL S/3530 and Corr.1, O.K., ll~h year, SuppI. for /cm.-Mar. 
1956, pp. 2-3. 



At the 7 I 1 th meeting on 12 January 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Iran introduced several amendments ‘* to 
the joint draft resolution. 

At the 713th meeting on 17 January 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom, on behalf of the three 
sponsoring Powers, introduced a revised text IS of the 
joint draft resolution. 

At the 7 14th meeting on 18 January 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution ‘* 
described as a compromise text which he hoped would 
render possible a unanimous decision.” 

At the same meeting, the representative of Iran 
replaced his original amendments by new ones.la The 
representatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States accepted some parts of the Iranian 
amendments to the joint draft resolution.” 

At the 715th meeting on 19 January 1956, after a 
brief discussion, the Council decided, by 8 votes in 
favour and 2 against, with 1 abstention, to vote first on 
the three-Power draft resolution, as revised on 
18 January 1956.‘” 

At the same meeting, the revised joint draft reso- 
lution ID was adopted unanimously.*o The resolution *’ 
read as follows: 

“ The Security Council, 

“ Recalling its resolutions of 15 July 1948, 
11 August 1949, 18 May 1951, 24 November 1953, 
and 29 March 1955, 

“ Taking into consideration the statements of the 
representatives of Syria and Israel and the reports of 
the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Super- 
vision Organization on the Syrian complaint that an 
attack was committed by Israel regular army forces 
against Syrian regular army forces on Syrian territory 
on 11 December 1955, 

“Noting the report of the Chief of Staff that this 
Israel action was a deliberate violation of the pro- 
visions of the General Armistice Agreement, including 
those relating to the demilitarized zone, which was 
crossed by the Israel forces which entered Syria, 

“Noting also, without prejudice to the ultimate 
rights, claims and positions of the parties, that 
according to the reports of the Chief of Staff there 
has been interference by the Syrian authorities with 
Israel activities on Lake Tiberias, in contravention 

I* S/3532, 71 Ith meeting: paras. 48-55. 

13 W3530Dtev.2, O.R., 11th yew, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1956. 
pp. 3-4. 

‘4 S/3536. O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Jan-Mar. 1956, pp. 4-5. 

16 714th meeting : para. 29. 
I@ S/3537, O.R., Ilrh year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mm. 1956, pp. 5-6. 
17 714th meeting : paras. 70, 78-80, 85-87, 99, 102. 
18 715th meeting : para. 130. For the procedural discussion, 

see chapter 1. Case 23. 
19 S/3530/Rev.3, 715th meeting: paras. 108, 130, 141. 
*a 715th meeting: para. 141. 
11 S/3538, O.R.. I Irh year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1956. pp. 6-7. 

of the terms of the General Armistice Agreement 
between Israel and Syria, 

“ 1. Holds that this interference in no way justifies 
the Israel action; 

“ 2. Reminds the Government of Israel that the 
Council has already condemned military action in 
breach of the general armistice agreements, whether 
or not undertaken by way of retaliation, and has 
called upon Israel to take effective measures to 
prevent such action ; 

“ 3. C0rulemn.s the attack of 11 December 1955 
as a flagrant violation of the cease-fire provisions of 
its resolution of 15 July 1948, of the terms of the 
General Armistice Agreement between Israel and 
Syria, and of Israel’s obligations under the Charter ; 

“ 4. Expresses its gruve concern at the failure of 
the Government of lsrael to comply with its obli- 
gations ; 

“ 5. Cuffs upon the Government of Israel to do so 
in the future, in default of which the Council will 
have to consider what further measures under the 
Charter are required to maintain or restore the peace ; 

“ 6. Calls upon the parties to comply with their 
obligations under article V of the General Armistice 
Agreement to respect the armistice demarcation line 
and the demilitarized zone; 

“ 7. Requests the Chief of Staff to pursue his 
suggestions for improving the situation in the area of 
Lake Tiberias without prejudice to the rights, claims 
and positions of the parties and to report to the 
Council as appropriate on the success of his efforts ; 

“ 8. Calls upon the parties to arrange with the 
Chief of Staff for an immediate exchange of all 
military prisoners ; 

“ 9. Cul1.v upon both parties to co-operate with the 
Chief of Staff in this and all other respects, to carry 
out the provisions of the General Armistice Agree- 
ment in good faith, and in particular to make full 
USC of the Mixed Armistice Commission’s machinery 
in the interpretation and application of its pro- 
visions.” 

Decision of 4 April 1956 (722nd meeting): 

0) Considering that the situation prevailing between 
the parties is such that its continuance is likely 
to endanger the maintenance of international 
peace and security; 

(ii) Requesting the Secretary-General to survey, as 
u matter or urgency, the various aspects of 
enforcement of und compliance with the four 
Armistice Agreements und the Council’s reso- 
lution under reference, and to arrange for the 
adoption of measures which he considers would 
reduce the existing tensions along the Armistice 
Demurcation Lines 

BY letter ** dated 20 March 1956, the representative 
of the United States requested the President of the 

zl S/3561, O.R.. 11th yror, Suppi. for Jctn.-Mcrr. 1956. p. 20. 
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Security Council to call an early meeting of the Council 
to consider the following agenda item : 

“The Palestine question : status of compliance 
given to the general armistice agreements and the 
resolutions of the Security Council adopted during 
the past year.” 

The representative of the United States expressed his 
Government’s concern over recent developments in the 
Palestine area which might well endanger the main- 
tenance of international peace and security. Information 
relating to the build-up of armed forces on either side 
of the armistice demarcation lines had led the United 
States to believe that the parties might not be fully 
complying with the provisions of their armistice agree- 
ments. Despite the earnest efforts of the Chief of Staff 
of the Truce Supervision Organization, the parties had 
not agreed to the proposals which he had put forward 
to them on his own initiative, or as a result of the 
Security Council’s resolutions of 3 March and 8 Sep- 
tember 1955, and 19 January 1956. These resolutions 
had been adopted unanimously by the Council, and it 
should be a matter of concern to each of its members to 
ascertain the extent of compliance with them. 

At the 717th meeting on 26 March 1956, the Security 
Council includedzS the item in the agenda and con- 
sidered it at its 717th-722nd meetings, between 
26 March and 4 April 1956. The representatives of 
Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria were invited 
to participate in the discussion. 

At the 717th meeting on 26 March 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft reso- 
lution.” 

At the 7 18th and 7 19th meetings on 28 March and 
3 April 1956, the representatives of Egypt *, Lebanon * 
and Syria * raised questions and requested clarifications 
concerning paragraphs 2, 3 and 5 of the United States 
draft resolution.*5 

At the 719th meeting, the President, speaking as the 
representative of the United States, declared that his 
Government saw no way of preventing further dete- 
rioration of the situation except by providing for strict 
compliance with the General Armistice Agreements and 
the resolutions of the Security Council mentioned in the 
draft resolution. Paragraph 3 of the draft resolution 
envisaged that the Secretary-General should arrange, 
after discussion with the parties and the Chief of Staff, 
for measures which were entirely within the framework 
of the General Armistice Argeements and the relevant 
resolutions of the Council. Such measures would be 
applicable wherever the Secretary-General and the 
parties agreed that conditions warranted them. The 
demilitarized zones and defensive areas referred to in 
the draft resolution were those defined in the Armistice 
Agreements. The various aspects of compliance with 

*a 717th meeting: pata. 3. 

14 S/3562, O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1956. p. 21 ; 
717th meeting: para. 12. 

*s 718th meeting: paras. 23-28, 39-40: 719th meeting: 
paras. 25-26. 

the Armistice Agreements, which the Secretary-General 
was requested in paragraph 2 of the draft resolution to 
survey, referred only to measures which would come 
within the natural purview of the armistice machinery 
and the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization. 
The arrangements referred to in paragraph 3 (c) would 
be those agreed between the parties and the Secretary- 
General. In adopting the United States draft resolution, 
the Council would not of course relinquish its primary 
responsibility for the maintenance of international peace 
and security. The phrase “ in his discretion” in para- 
graph 5 of the draft resolution meant that the Secretary- 
General would, if he considered it dcsirablc, report 
sooner than one month from the date of the adoption 
of the draft resolution. He submitted a corrigendum’e 
to capitalize the initial letters of the words “Defensive 
Areas” in operative paragraph 3 (b).” 

At the 720th meeting on 3 April 1956, the reprc- 
sentative of the USSR, in introducing amendments I” to 
the United States draft resolution, observed that all 
measures adopted in the Palestine area to relieve the 
existing tensions should bc carried out only by agree- 
ment with the parties concerned and with due regard to 
their interests. The adoption of the first operative para- 
graph in the United States draft resolution would force 
the Council to decide prematurely that the situation 
prevailing bctwcen the parties was likely to endanger 
international peace and security. The Council should 
first hear the reports of the Secretary-General and 
the Chief of Staff before stating its conclusions with 
respect to the situation. The USSR amendments to the 
draft resolution were the following: (1) in the first 
paragraph of the preamble to add mention of the 
Security Council resolutions of 24 November 1953 and 
29 March 1953 ; (2) inoperative paragraph I to replace 
the words “such that its continuance is likely to 
endanger the maintenance of international peace and 
security” by the word “unsatisfactory” ; and (3) in 
operative paragraph 3 to replace the words “ after dis- 
cussion ” by the words “ after concordance ” and, in 
sub-paragraph 3 (b), to delete the words “and in the 
Defensive Areas “.*@ 

The sponsor of the draft resolution declared that he 
could not accept the USSR amendments3” 

At the 722nd meeting on 4 April 1956, the USSR 
amendments were rejected as follows: the amendment 
to paragraph 1 of the preamble by 1 vote in favour 
and 2 against, with 8 abstentions ; the amendment to 
operative paragraph I by 2 votes in favour and 
3 ilgainst, with 6 abstentions; the first part of the 
amendment to operative paragraph 3 by 1 vote in favour 
and 2 against, with 8 abstentions. The second part of 
the last amendment was not voted upon.“’ 

26 S/3562, O.R., 11th year, Suppl. jar Jan.-Mar. 1956, p. 21. 
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The United States draft resolution was adopted 

unanimously.‘” The resolution ‘I:1 read as follows : 

” The Srcirrily C’ouncil. 

“ Kcculling its resolutions of 30 March 1955, 
8 Scptcmbcr 1955, and I9 January lY56, 

“ Ktadfing that in each of these resolutions the 
Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization and the partics to the gcncral armistice 
agrcemcnts conccrncd were rcqucsted by the Council 
to undcrtakc certain specific steps for the purpose of 
ensuring that the tensions along the armistice dcmar- 
cation lines should bc reduced, 

“ Noting ,t-i~ll gruve concern that despite the efforts 
of the Chief of Staff the proposed steps have not been 
carried out, 

“ I. Considers that the situation now prevailing 
between the parties concerning the enforcement of 
the armistice agreements and the compliance given 
to the above-mentioned resolutions of the Council is 
such that its continuance is likely to cndangcr the 
maintcnancc of international peace and security ; 

“ 2. Keyurs~s the Sccrctary-Gcncral to undcrtnkc, 
as a matter of urgent concern. ;i survey of the various 
aspects of cnforccmcnt of and compliance with the 
four gcncral armistice agrccmcnts and the Council’s 
resolutions under rcfcrcncc ; 

“ 3. Ket~u~~.st.s the Sccrctary-Gcnernl to arrange 

A with the partics for the adoption of any measures 
which, after discussion with the parties and with the 
Chief of Staff, hc considers would reduce existing 
tensions along the amisticc demarcation lines, in- 
cluding the following points : 

“((I) Withdrawal of their forces from the armistice 
dcmarcation lines ; 

“ (h) I+‘ull freedom of movement for obscrvcrs along 
the armistice demaraction lines, in the demilitarized 
zones and in the defensive areas; 

“ (c) Establishment of local arrangcmcnts for the 
prevention of incidents and the prompt detection of 
any violations of the armistice agrccmcnts ; 

“ 4. C~4ll.s 14pcm the partics to the gcncral armistice 
agrccmcnts to co-operate with the Sccrctary-General 
in the implcmcntotion of this resolution ; 

“ 5. Hrquc~.st,s the Secretary-Gcncral to report to 
the Council in his discretion but not later than one 
month from this date on the implementation given to 
this resolution in order to assist the Council in con- 
sidering what further action may bc rcquircd.” 

Decision oj 4 J14ne I956 (728th meeting) : 

(i) Commentlin~ thf .Sec,rc~t~lry-(;encrul urld the pur- 
ties on thy progress ulrc~tuly uchievcd ; 

(ii) Deciuring thut the purties .sho14ld speedily curry 
oirt mcu.si4rc.s up& lrpon ,cith the Secrrtury- 

-I (ienerul, und .should co-oprrutr with him und the 

:I* 722nd meeting : para. 46. 

SS S/3575. U.K.. 11th year. Suppi. /or Apr.-June 1956, pp. I-2. 

(iii) 

(iv) 

On 

Chief of Stuff to ejjectuute further practicul 
propo.suls, pur.suunt to the rt~.solrttion oj 4 April 
19.~6, t4n~urri.s jr411 implr,~lPrrtution of thut reso- 
lution und full compliunce tcith urmisti1.e ugree- 
merits; (hut full jrecdom of movement of United 
Nations observers must be respected ; 

i:‘ndor.sing the Sc~c,rptnry-~;enerul’.s view that 
re-e.stubli.shmrnt of full cwrnplicr~lc~t~ rr’ith urmi.stice 
ugreements rcJprr>sentcd u .stugt> which bud to be 
pas.sd in o&r to mukc progress on muin isnces 
between the purties ; 

Requesting the Chirj of Stuff IO continue to curry 
out his observution of the ceusc-fire, und the 
Scpcretury-General to continue his pd offices 
,cvith the purties with u view to j1411 implemen- 
tution oj the rrsol14tion of 4 April 1956 and full 
compliuncc~ a,ith the urmi.stice ugreeni~W.s, und 
to rclport to the Co14ncil u.s crj)l)ropriute 

9 May lYS6, the Secretary-General submitted to 
the Security Council u rcport:‘I on the results of his 
mission to the Middle East undertaken pursuant to the 
Council’s resolution of 4 April 1956. The Council con- 
sidercd t hc report at its 723rd to 728th meetings, 
bctwccn 20 May and 4 June 1956. The rcprcsentatives 
of Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria were 
invited to pnrticipatc in the discussion. 

At the 723rd meeting on 25, May 1956, the repre- 
sentntivc of the United Kingdom submitted ;I revision” 
of ;L draft resolution:‘” which hc had circulated on 
25 May 1956. The discussions in the Council touched 
upon the following paragraphs of the draft resolution : 
prcambular paragraph 3, noting those passages of the 
Sccrctary-General’s report which referred to the 
assurances given to him by all the portics to the 
armistice ngrccments to unconditionally observe the 
cease-fire ; prcambular paragraph 6, expressing aware- 
ncss of the need to crcatc conditions in which a pcaccful 
scttlcmcnt of the dispute bctwccn the parties could be 
made on ;I mutually acceptable basis ; opcrativc para- 
graph 3, declaring that full freedom of movement of 
United Nations observers must be rcspcctcd in all areas 
along the armistice demarcation lines, in the demili- 
tarized zones and in the defensive areas as dcfincd in 
the armistice agrccnients ; operative paragraph 4, 
endorsing the Secretary-Gcncral’s view that the re- 
cstablishmcnt of full compliance with armistice agree- 
ments rcprescntcd ;I stage which had to bc passed in 
order to make progrcss possible on the main issues 
bctwccn the partics ; and operative paragraph 7, 
rcqucsting the Sccrctary-General to continue his good 
offices with the parties, and to report to the Security 
Council as appropriate. 

At the 725th meeting on 31 May 1956, the repre- 
sentativcs of Egypt *, Jordan *, Lebanon * and Syria * 

:I( Sj3506, O.K., Ifrfl ycwr, Slrppl. for Apr.-June 1956, 
pp. 30-66. 

3s S 3600 Kev.1. O.K.. Ilrk yccrr, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1956, 
pp. 6X-69 ; 723rd meeting : para. 36. 

36 S 3600, O.K.. ffrfl ywr, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1956, 
pp. 66-67. 
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maintained that, although their Governments had 
accepted the Secretary-General’s original mandate as 
entirely within the scope of the General Armistice 
Agreements, the United Kingdom draft resolution would 
extend the mission of the Secretary-General beyond that 
SCOpe. In this connexion, they raised questions con- 
cerning preambular paragraphs 3 and 6, and operative 
paragraphs 3, 4 and 7 of the draft resolution.“’ 

operative paragraph 3 of the Security Council’s reso- 
lution of 4 April 1956, 

At the 726th meeting on 1 June 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom stated that, while his 
delegation could not agree to amend or omit para- 
graph 6 of the preamble, it was prepared to amend 
operative paragraphs 3 and 7 in line with the suggestions 
which had been made. He submitted revisions of those 
paragraphs.“” 

“Noting, tlolraever, that full compliance with the 
general armistice agreements and with the Council’s 
resolutions of 30 March 1955, 8 September 1955 and 
19 January 1956 is not yet effected, and that the 
measures called for in operative paragraph 3 of its 
resolution of 4 April 1956 have been neither com- 
pletely agreed upon nor put fully into effect, 

“ Uclievi,lg that further progress should now be 
made in consolidating the gains resulting from the 
Secretary-General’s mission and towards full imple- 
mentation by the parties of the armistice agreements, 

“ 1. Commends the Secretary-General and the 
parties on the progress already achieved ; 

The representative of Iran stated that the appre- 
hensions which the representatives of the Arab States 
had cxprcssed before the Council concerning certain 
paragraphs of the United Kingdom draft resolution 
were well founded. Hc considcrcd that the objective of 
paragraph 6 of the preamble would exceed the scope of 
the draft resolution which the Council ought to adopt on 
the question, and that the inclusion of the paragraph 
might compromise previous United Nations resolutions 
on the question. He moved an amendment Jy to delete 
the paragraph.“” 

“ 2. Dedures that the parties to the armistice 
agreements should speedily carry out the measures 
already agreed upon with the Sccrctary-General, and 
should co-operate with the Secretary-General and the 
Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization to put into cffcct their further practical 
proposals, pursuant to the resolution of 4 April 1956, 
with a view to full implementation of that resolution 
and full compliance with the armistice agreements ; 

At the 728th meeting on 4 June 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom stated that, in the 
interest of unanimity, he would accept the amendment 
submitted by the rcprcsentative of Iran. He made a 
further conscqucntial revision in the seventh paragraph 
of the prcamble.41 At the same meeting, the United 
Kingdom draft resolution, as amended, was adopted 
unanimously. ** The resolution IS read as follows : 

” The Security Council, 

“ 3. Dedures that full freedom of movement of 
United Nations observers must bc respcctcd along the 
armistice demarcation lines, in the dcmilitarizcd zones 
and in the defensive arcas, ;Is defined in the armistice 
agreements, to enable them to fulfil their functions ; 

“ 4. Endorses the Secretary-General’s view that the 
rc-establishment of full compliance with the armistice 
agrccmcnts rcprescnts a stage which has to be passed 
in order to make progress possible on the main issues 
between the partics ; 

“ Reculfinl: its resolutions of 4 April 1956 [S/3575] 
and I 1 August 1949, 

“Having received the report of the Sccretary- 
General on his recent mission on behalf of the 
Security Council [S/3596], 

“ Noring those passages of the report (section 111 
and annexes l-4) which refer to the assurances given 
to the Secretary-General by ‘aI1 the parties to the 
general armistice agreements unconditionally to 
observe the cease-fire, 

“ 5. RcJquesrs the Chief of Staff to continue to 
carry out his observation of the cease-fire pursuant to 
the Security Council’s resolution of 11 August 1949 
and to report to the Council whenever any action 
undertaken by one party to an armistice agreement 
constitutes a serious violation of that agreement or 
of the cease-fire, which in his opinion requires im- 
mediate consideration by the Council ; 

“Noting ulso that progress has been made towards 
the adoption of the specific measures set out in 

- 

27 725th meeting: parus. 6-19, 89-98, 114-120. 123, 127. 129, 
134-13S, 166, 169. 
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“ 6. Calls upon the parties to the armistice agree- 
mcnt to take the steps necessary to carry out this 
resolution, thcrcby increasing confidence and demon- 
strating their wish for peaceful conditions; 

“ 7. Requests the Secretary-General to continue 
his good offices with the parties, with a view to full 
implementation of the Council’s resolution of 4 April 
1956 and full compliance with the armistice agree- 
mcnts, and to report to the Security Council as 
appropriate.” 

Hy lcttcr ” dated I5 October 1956. the representative 
of Jordan informed the President of the Security Council 

pp. 72-73. ‘4 S,‘3678. O.R.. 11th year, Stdppl. /or Oci-Dec. lY56, p. 53. 
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that on I1 October the Israel army had launched a 
- major military attack against the Jordanian villages of 

Qalqiliya, Sul’in, Hablah and Habi Ilyas. The Israel 
attacking force had used heavy arms and equipment 
including bombers. Twenty-five Jordanian soldiers and 
national guards had been killed and thirteen wounded. 
The police post of Oalqiliya had been demolished and 
the villages had been shelled. A similar attack had been 
launched on the night of 25-26 September against the 
Jordanian territory in the arca of Husan whcrc twcnty- 
five Jordanians had been killed and six others wounded. 
These acts of aggression were a flagrant violation of the 
Armistice Agrccmcnt bctwecn Jordan and lsrael and of 
the principles of the United Nations Charter, and con- 
stituted a threat to peace and security. He requested an 
early meeting of the Council to consider the situation. 

By letter’& dated 17 October 1956, the representative 
of Israel requested the President of the Security Council 
to include the following complaint against Jordan in the 
agenda of the Council for urgent consideration: 

“Persistent violations by Jordan of the General 
Armistice Agreement and of the cease-fire pledge 
made to the Secretary-General on 26 April 1956.” 

At the 744th meeting on 19 October 1956, the 
Security Council had bcforc it the provisional agenda 
which, under the general heading : “The Palestine 
question “, listed as sub-items (a) and (b) the complaints 
submitted by Jordan and Israel, rcspcctivcly.J” 

- The agenda was adopted,” and the Security Council 
considered the question at its 744th and 745th meetings, 
held on 19 and 25 October 1956, respectively. The 
rcprcscntatives of Israel and Jordan were invited to take 
part in the discussion. 

At the 744th meeting on 19 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Jordan *, after outlining the events com- 
plained of, rcqucstcd the Council to apply the terms of 
Article 41 of the Charter against Israel in order to put 
an end to its aggression in Palestine.‘” 

At the 745th meeting on 25 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Israel * stated that Israel would observe all 
the provisions of the Armistice Agreement, if all its 
provisions were carried out by the other side. In par- 
ticular, Israel would obscrvc the cease-fire so long as it 
was faithfully obscrvcd by Jordan.‘O 

The reprcscntative of Iran suggested that the Council 
should hear the views and suggestions of the Secretary- 
General who had been acting in previous months as 
mediator. Hc therefore proposed an adjournment for a 
few days.&” 

At the conclusion of the meeting, the President 
(France) stated : 

41 S/3682. OX., 11111 yeor, Suppl. /or Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 60. 

(6 744th meeting : preceding para. I. 

(7 744th meeting : para. 1. 
4” 744th meeting : para. 44. 

*O 745th meeting: paras. 74-75. 

60 74Sth meeting : para. 102. 
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“ I hope 1 am expressing the views of all my 
collcagucs when 1 recall that the role of the Security 
Council, as defined by the Charter, is not only to 
determine responsibilities but also to maintain or 
restore pcacc. Therefore. one of its most important 
tasks in the prcscnt crisis is to try to prevent what 
it should be powerless to cure, to strive constructively 
towards a solution of the problem of maintaining 
peace along the armistice demarcation lines in 
Palestine. 

1‘ . . . 

“ It has been suggested that the Sccrctary-General 
should ASO be asked to turn his attention to this 
problem. The other day, the Iranian representative 
outlined a programmc, which he mentioned again 
today and which seems to mc to have the tacit support 
of the Council . . .” 

After stating that he would leave the Council time for 
an exchange of views, the President. in the absence of 
objection, adjourned the meeting.“’ 

The Council has held no further meeting on these 
complaints. 

Decision of 30 October 1956 (749th meeting) : 
Kejection of the United States draft resolution 

In a lcttcr b* dated 29 October 1956 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the rcprcscntative of 
the United States of America stated that his Govern- 
ment had received information to the effect that, in 
violation of the Armistice Agreement between Israel 
and Egypt, the armed forces of Israel had penetrated 
deeply into Egyptian territory in a military action begun 
on 29 October which was continuing in the Sinai area. 
This situation made imperative a meeting of the Council 
as soon as possible to consider the following item : 

“The Palestine question : steps for the immediate 
cessation of the military action of Israel in Egypt.” 

At the 748th meeting on 30 October 1956, the item 
was includcds:’ in the agenda. It was discussed at the 
74&h, 749th and 750th meetings held on 30 October 
1956. The representatives of Egypt and Israel were 
invited to take part in the discussions. 

At the 748th meeting on 30 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the United States stated that it was impc- 
rativc that the Council act in the promptest manner to 
determine that a breach of the peace had occurred, to 
order that the military action undertaken by lsracl cease 
immediately and that the Israel armed forces should 
be immediately withdrawn behind the established 
armistice lines. He noted further that the Chief of Staff 
of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization 
in Palcstinc had already issued a cease-fire order on his 
own authority which Israel had so far ignored and that 
military observers of the United Nations Truce Super- 
-____ 
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vision Organization had been prevented by Israel 
authorities from performing their duties.6’ 

The Secretary-General informed the Council of the 
main points of certain messages received from the Chief 
of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Orga- 
nization in Palestine.“6 

At the 749th meeting on 30 October 1956, the 
representative of the United Kingdom quoted from the 
statement made that day in the House of Commons by 
the British Prime Minister after consultation with the 
Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister of France. 
The Prime Minister had informed the House of Com- 
mons that the United Kingdom and French Govern- 
ments had addrcsscd urgent communications to the Gov- 
crnmcnts of Egypt and Israel to stop all war-like action 
by land, SC;I and air forthwith and to withdraw their 
military forces a distance of ten miles from the Canal. 
Further, in order to separate the belligerents and to 
guarantee freedom of transit through the Canal by the 
ships of all nations, the Egyptian Government had been 
asked to agree that Anglo-l’rcnch forces should move 
temporarily into key positions at Port Said, Ismailia and 
Suez. The Govcrnmcnts of Egypt and Israel had been 
asked to answer the communication within twelve hours. 
It had been made clear to them that if at the expiration 
of that time one or both had not undertaken to comply 
with these requirements, British and French forces 
would intervene in whatever strength might be necessary 
to obtain compliance with the above-mentioned require- 
ments.58 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States submitted a draft rcsolutions7 according to which 
the Security Council would: (1) call upon Israel im- 
mediately to withdraw its armed forces behind the 
established armistice lines ; (2) call upon all Members 
(a) to refrain from the USC of force or threat of force 
in the area in any manner inconsistent with the purposes 
of the United Nations ; (6) to assist the United Nations 
in ensuring the integrity of the armistice agreements ; 
(c) to refrain from giving any military, economic or 
financial assistance to Israel so long as it had not com- 
plied with this resolution; and (3) request the Sccretary- 
General to keep the Security Council informed on 
compliance with this resolution and to make whatever 
recommendations he deemed appropriate for the main- 
tenance of international peace and security in the area 
by the implementation of this and prior resolutions. 

The representative of Egypt * drew the attention of 
the Council to the fact that he had submitted a request &” 
dated 30 October 1956 for the inclusion on the agenda 
of a new item concerning the ultimatum addressed to 
Egypt.” 

54 748th meeting : paras. 3. 8-10. 
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The representative of the United States, in order to 
meet the suggestion made by several members of the 
Council, inserted in the draft resolution a new operative 
paragraph 1 calling upon Israel and Egypt to cease fire 
immediately.“O 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution, as 
amended, was put to the vote and failed of adoption. 
There were 7 votes in favour and 2 against, with 
2 abstentions, the negative votes being those of per- 
manent members of the Council.“’ 

Decision of 30 October 1956 (750th meeting) : Rejection 
of the USSR draft resolution 

At the 749th meeting on 30 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the USSK submitted a draft resolutiona’ 
consisting of the preamble and paragraph 2 of the 
operative part of the revised United States draft reso- 
lution.as 

Considering that a cease-fire and withdrawal of armed 
forces were inseparable, the representative of China 
submitted an amendment od to the USSK draft resolution 
calling upon lsrael and Egypt to ccasc fire immediately. 
The Soviet representative accepted this amendment and 
an Iranian amcndmcnt “J to include in the USSK text the 
last paragraph of the United States draft resolution. 

At the 750th meeting on 30 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR explained that paragraph 1 of the 
revised draft resolution “‘I introduced by his delegation 
had been reworded as a matter of drafting to read: 
“Calls upon all the partics concerned immediately to 
cease fire “. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR, 
in view of doubt expressed by four members of the 
Council concerning the new wording of operative para- 
graph 1 of the USSR draft resolution, reverted to the 
earlier version of that paragraph, which read: “Calls 
upon Israel and Egypt immediately to cease fire “. 

At the same meeting, the revised draft resolution, as 
amended, was put to the vote and not adopted. There 
were 7 votes in favour and 2 against, with 2 abstentions, 
the negative votes being those of permanent members of 
the CounciLa 

The Security Council then proceeded to the next item 
on its agenda, the letter dated 30 October 1956 from the 
representative of Egypt.@ 
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Decision of 28 May 1957 (782nd meeting): Noting 
statement by the Secretary-General that he would 
request, in the light of Ihe Council’s discussion, the 
Acting Chief of Stuff of the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization in Palestine to present an 
additional report within a month 

By letter aD dated 13 May 1957, the representative of 
Syria requested the President of the Security Council to 
convene a meeting for the purpose of examining the 
question of the construction of a bridge by lsrael at the 
southern end of Lake Huleh in the demilitarized zone, 
which hc stated to be a violation of the Israel-Syrian 
General Armistice Agreement, likely to give the lsrael 
authorities a military advantage, and to constitute a 
threat to pcacc. Hc stated further that the Acting Chief 
of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Orga- 
nization in Palestine had been rcqucstcd by the Syrian 
delegation to the Israel-Syria Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission to order the dismantling of the bridge on the 
grounds that its construction constituted a military 
activity and was likely to give the lsracl authorities a 
military advantage. While the Syrian Government was 
able to subscribe to most of the statements in the 
report ‘O of the Acting Chief of Staff, particularly with 
regard to the powers of the Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission and the functions of United Nations Military 
Observers, it could not concur in his conclusions which 
were not in accordance with facts and did not rcprcscnt 
a strict application of the provisions of the Israel-Syrian 
General Armistice Agreement. In view of the fact that 
the retention of the bridge constituted a violation of the 
General Armistice Agrccmcnt and a threat to peace, 
the rcprescntativc of Syria requested a mcetinp of the 
Security Council to consider the question. 

At the 780th meeting on 23 May 1957, the Security 
Council had before it the following provisional agenda : 

“ The Palcstinc question 

“Letter dated 13 May 1957 from the permanent 
representative of Syria to the United Nations, 
addressed to the President of the Security Council 
concerning the construction of a bridge in the 
demilitarized zone established by the General 
Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria 
(S/3827).” 

a* S/3827, O.R., 121h yeor. SuppI. /or Apr.-June 1957. 
pp. 19-20. 

‘0 In a report (S’3815) dated 20 April 19S7, the Acting Chief 
of Staff of the IJnitcd Nations Truce Supervision Organization 
in Palestine stated that although the hridgc could hc usctl for 
military purposes. he was ncvcrthelcss sntisficd that it had been 
ercctcd in connexion with the Hulch Kcclamation project. 
Accordingly. he did not think that hc would hc justified in 
asking for its removal since sllch a rcclrlcst would have to he 
based on the assumption that :I party would IIW the hridge for 
military purposes in violation of the armistice agrccmcnt, an 
assumption he wab not cntitlcd to consider. The Acting Chief 
of Staff also suggested that. in view of the difficllltics which had 

- occurred in the invcstication. it would hc :ldvisahle to rc-affirm 
the special powcrs of- the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice 
Commission and of the United Nations Military Ohservers in 
the demilitarized zone (O.R., SuppI. for Apr.-Jww lY57, 
pp. 4-7). 

- 
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The agenda was adopted,” and the Security Council 
considered the question at its 780th. 781st and 782nd 
meetings on 23 and 28 May 1957. The representatives 
of Israel and Syria were invited to take part in the 
discussion. 

At the 780th meeting on 23 May 1957, the repre- 
sentative of Syria * rcquestcd the Council to condemn 
lsrael for violations of the General Armistice Agreement 
and of the Security Council’s resolution of 18 May 
195 1, to order the removal of the bridge, to affirm the 
special powers of the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice 
Commission and United Nations Military Observers and 
to reaffirm the right of the United Nations observers to 
freedom of movement and access in all the sectors of 
the demilitarized zone.” 

The rcprcscntative of lsracl * stated that in 195 1 the 
Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization in Palcstinc had cnteyorically declared 
that the invocation of military advantage was in- 
admissible under the armistice acrecment since the 
relationship between Israel and Syr%l. after the signing 
of this agreement, was no longer based on purely 
military considerations. Moreover, the bridsc in question 
had been constructed by Israel for the sole purpose of 
transporting earth-moving and drcd.cing machinery for 
the completion of the canal system to the Jordan river. 
Hc stated further that Israel had consistently refused to 
entertain Syrian complaints regardin: the demilitarized 
zone, and did not agree to invcstigntmns in the dcmili- 
tarized zone which had their basis in the Syrian com- 
plaints. No difficulty, however. had been encountered 
in the case of requests for investigations conducted by 
or on behalf of the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice 
Commission in pursuance of his functions under article V 
of the General Armistice Agrccmcnt.7S 

At the 782nd meeting on 28 May 1957. the President 
(United States), no draft resolution having been intro- 
duced, in summing up the proceeding of the Council. 
made the following statement : 

“All members of the Council nppcar to agree that 
the authority of the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supcr- 
vision Organization should bc respected and that the 
parties should co-opcratc with him. It was noted that 
in the instance before us hc was delayed in his in- 
spection of the bridge and in discharging other duties. 

“Some members of the Council made it clear that 
they did not agree with the decision of the Acting 
Chief of Staff on the right of Israel to build the bridge. 
However, the majority have pointed out that the Chief 
of Staff is the proper authority for ensuring full 
implementation of the provisions of article V of the 
Armistice Agreement and have supported his decision. 
The parties have been asked to co-operate fully with 
the Acting Chief of Staff and to assist in any practical 
arrangcmcnts that he might feel arc necessary in 
carrying out his responsibilities. 

71 7ROth meeting : preceding para. I. 

I* 780th meeting : para. 25. 

‘J 780th meeting: paras. 128, 141-142. 
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“Note has also been taken of references in the 
report by the Acting Chief of Staff to other problems 
in the demilitarized zone, and the majority of the 
members have suggested that the Acting Chief of 
Staff submit an additional report at the proper time 
concerning conditions in the zone, including his free- 
dom of access to the zone. Various inquiries have 
been made which might bc covered in such a report. 
In this case, it is clear that the achievement of better 
conditions in the Near East is the Council’s over- 
riding objective. The United Nations and its reprc- 
sentativcs can continue to make an important 
contribution to this end. To do so, it needs the full 
co-operation of the Govcrnmcnts concerned.” ” 

Following discussion of the question of time-limit for 
the supplementary report,‘” the Secretary-General stated 
that in the light of the discussion and without any 
formal decision, hc would rcqucst the Chief of Staff to 
present a report on the situation in the demilitarized 
zone and would indicate to him the desirability of 
presenting it within a month.‘O 

The President stated that there being no objections, 
the Council would proceed on this basis.” 

On 27 June 1957, the Acting Chief of Staff sub- 
mitted his additional report.‘” 

The Council has not held any further meetings on 
this question. 

Decision of 22 January 1958 (810th meeting): 

(9 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

Directing the Chief of Stuff of the United Nations 
Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine to 
regulate activities nnithin the zone between the 
armi.stice demarcation lines around the Govern- 
ment Ilouse area in Jerusulem, subject to certuin 
provisions and principles referred to in the reso- 
lution ; 

Directing the Chief of Stuff to conduct a survey 
of property records with a view to determining 
property ownership in the zone ; 

Endorsing the recommendations of the Acting 
Chief of Stuff to the effect that the parties should 
discuss thrortsh the Israel-Jordan Mixed 
A rmi.sticr Commission the .suspension of civilian 
activities in the zone while provisions are made 
to regulate .srrch activities, and that nGthin a 
period of IHYI months such discussions should he 
completed and their result udvised to the Secu- 
rity Council ; 

Culling upon the parties to co-operute with the 
Chief of Staff and in the Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission in carrying out the recommendations of 
the resolution and to observe the provisions of 
the General Armistic.e Agreement as regards pre- 

I4 7R2nd meeting : paras. 199-201. 

7s 782nd meeting : paras. 202-213. 

Ia 782nd meeting: paras. 214-215. 

I7 782nd meeting: para. 216. 

Ia S/3844, O.R., 12th yew, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1957. pp. 2-9. 

vention of military activities in the zone, and 
requesting the Chief of Stuff to report to the 
Council on the implementation of the resolution 

By letter 7D dated 4 September 1957, the permanent 
representative of Jordan informed the President of the 
Security Council that on 2 I July 1957 a number of 
Israel civilians, under the protection of Israel security 
forces, had begun certain activities in violation of the 
provisions of the Israel-Jordan General Armistice 
Agreement, in a sector of the no-man’s-land to the 
south of Jerusalem constituted by the Agreement and 
placed under the supervision and control of the United 
Nations. In spite of a protest and formal complaint 
lodged with the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice 
Commission and with the Chief of Staff of the United 
Nations Truce Supervision Organization respectively, 
the Israel civilians had refused to cease their activities. 
Jordan requested that the Security Council be convened 
in urgent meeting to consider the serious situation 
resulting from these violations of the General Armistice 
Agreement. 

By letterno dated 5 September 1957, the acting per- 
manent representative of Israel requested the President 
of the Security Council to place on the agenda the 
following complaint of Israel against Jordan: 

“Violations by Jordan of the provisions of the 
General Armistice Agreement, and in particular 
article VIII thereof.” 

He stated that articlc VIII of the General Armistice 
Agreement, under which a Special Committee composed 
of representatives of both parties was to meet for the 
purpose of formulating arrangements designed to enlarge 
the scope of the agreement, had not been implemented 
because of an obdurate refusal by Jordan to carry out 
this clear obligation. The only one of the specific 
requirements mentioned in paragraph 2 of such 
article VIII which had been put into cffcct had been 
the resumption of the operation of the railroad to 
Jerusalem. All the others had remained unimplemented 
due to the refusal on the part of Jordan to agree to the 
functioning of the Special Committee during the pre- 
vious eight years. As a result, rights which Israel con- 
sidered to be of cardinal religious. educational and 
practical importance had been gravely prejudiced. 
Jordan was also in standing violation of certain other 
provisions of the General Armistice Agreement. The 
Government of Israel could not agree to a selective 
interpretation and implementation of that agreement by 
Jordan. and accordingly turned to the Security Council 
for relief from the intolerable situation which had been 
created. 

At the 787th meeting on 6 September 1957, the 
Council had before it a provisional agenda which, under 
the general heading of “The Palestine question “, listed 
as sub-items 2(u) and 2 (h) the complaints submitted 
by Jordan and Israel, respcctivcly. 

‘0 S/3878, O.R.. 12th ymr, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1957, 
pp. 33-34. 

80 Sj3H83. O.R., 12th year, Suppl. for July-Sept. 19.57, 
pp. 3S-36. 
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Following adoption of the agenda,“’ the President 
invited the representatives of Jordan and Israel to the 
Security Council table. 

Following discussion of the question whether the 
sub-items should be dealt with successively or con- 
currently, the Council decided by 9 votes in favour and 
1 against, with 1 abstention. to hear the preliminary 
statements of the two interested parties first, and to 
postpone decision on the procedural question.“’ 

At the 788th meeting on 6 September 1957, after 
statements had been made by the reprcscntatives of 
Jordan * and lsrncl *. the representative of the Philip- 
pines, supported by the rcprescntativcs of the United 
Kingdom and the United States, proposed that the 
Council should quest from the Acting Chief of Staff 
of the Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine a 
report dealing with the complaint submitted by Jordan 
and a report on the complaint submitted by Israel. 
Pending receipt of thcsc reports. both parties should 
refrain from taking any action bctwccn the armistice 
demarcation lines that would tend to increase tension. 
A sugpcstion made by the reprcscntative of Iraq that 
the activities of Israel in the area between the lines in 
the Jerusalem sector should bc immcdintely stopped was 
not acted upon by the Council. After further suggestions 
made by the rcprescntntivcs of China and the United 
States. the President (Cuba) stated that the Council 
had decided. without objection. to rcqucst two reports 
from the Acting Chief of Staff in Palcstinc. one of 
which, dea1in.q with the Jordan complaint, should be 
submitted within two weeks ; and that copies of the 
record of the meetings should bc transmitted to Israel 
and Jordan so that their rcspcctive Govcrnmcnts might 
fully understand the views expressed by the members 
of the Security Council.“z 

8’ 7X7th meeting : pnra. 27. 

** 7R7th meeting : pam. 39 : for consideration of order of 
discussion of items on the agenda in relation to the scope of 
discussion, see chapter II, Case IS. 

83 788th meeting : pnra 132. For related discussion in con- 
nexion with rule 33 of the rules of procedure, see chapter 1. 
Case 34. 

In a report [S/3892. O.R., 12th yctrr. .Trcpp/. for Jrrlr-Sept. 
1957, pp. 3X-431 dated 23 Septemhcr 1957, the Acting Chief of 

Staff recommended to the Council that the parties should meet 
and discuss civilian activities in the zone through the Isracl- 
Jordan Mixed Armistice Commission, and that the Government 
of Israel should suspend its afforestation project within the zone 
pending the outcome of such discussions. which should he 
completed within a period of two months. On I6 Novemher 
1957, the Acting Chief of Staff rcportcd (S ‘3X92 ‘Add.2. O.R.. 
12th yrc~r. Slrppl. /or Orr.-Dw. 1957, p, 21 that the United 

Nations military ohservers had not ohserved any such work 
proceeding in the area in question since 8 Novcmhrr 1957. By 
letters (S ‘3907 and S ‘3914. 0.R.. 12//r ycwr, .Yupp/. /or OCI.- 
Dw. 1957. pp. 6-X and 17-1X] dated H and IX Novcmhcr 1957 
to the Secretary-General. the rcprcscntative of Jordan dcclarcd 
that further violations had hcen committed by Israel in the zone 
between the lines in Jcrusalcm. In a letter [S’3909, O.R., /21/r 
.venr, Slrppl. for Oct.-/)w. 1957. pp. X-1 11 dated I I Novemher 
19S7. the representative of Jordan transmitted to the Secretary- 

General certain comments on the report of the Acting Chief of 
Staff. Ry letter (S’3910. O.R.. I21lr yrrrr. Srcppl. for Ocf.-DCT. 
1957. pp. 10-l 11 dated 14 November 1957, the rcprcsentative of 
Israel informed the Council that the Jordanian letter of 
8 November contained serious misrepresentations designed to 
cast an unfavourahle light on the legitimate activities of his 
Government. 

At the 806th meeting on 22 November 1957, after 
the Council had adopted the agenda and the repre- 
sentatives of the parties concerned had been invited to 
the Council table, the President (Iraq) stated that dis- 
cussion would proceed on sub-item 2 ((1) of the agenda, 
dealing with the complaint submitted by Jordan. In 
response to a suggestion by the representative of Israel l 

that in accordance with previous practice the Council 
should deal simultaneously with both sub-items on the 
agenda, the President ruled without objection that all 
speakers should address themselves to sub-item 2 (a) of 
the agenda.* 

The Council continued consideration of the Jordanian 
complaint at the 809th and 810th meetings on 
22 January 1958. 

At the 809th meeting on 22 January 1958, the 
Council had before it a joint draft resolution”5 sub- 
mittcd by the rcprcsentativcs of the United Kingdom and 
the IJnitcd States. 

At the 10th meeting on 22 January 1958, after 
further statements by the parties concerned, including 
a statement by the representative of Tsrnct * that his 
Government. without prejudice to its legal rights and 
positions, had suspended since 8 Novcmbcr 1957 the 
activities which formed the substance of the Jordanian 
complaint.H6 the Council adopted the joint draft reso- 
lution unanimously.*’ 

The resolution*” rend as follows : 

“ Rectrllin,q its consideration on 6 September 1957, 
of the complaint of the Hnshcmite Kingdom of Jordan 
concernin? activities conducted by Israel in the zone 
between the armistice demarcation lines in the area 
of Government House at Jerusalem. 

“ Having considmvl the report relating to the zone 
dated 23 Scptcmbcr 1957. submitted in response to 
the Council’s request by the Actinc Chief of Staff of 
the United Nations Truce Supcr&nn Organization, 

“Norinq that the status of the zone is affected by 
the provisions of the General Armistice Agreement 
and that neither Israel nor Jordan enjoys sovcrei&mty 
over any part of the zone (the zone being beyond the 
respcclivc demarcation lines). 

“4 806th meeting : paras. 5-6. For the discussion of this point, 
see chapter Il. Case 1s. 

Tn compliance with the decision taken by the Council at its 
7XXth mcctinn. the Acting Chief of Staff submitted a renort 
[S’39lT. O.R, 12th ytwr. kcppl. for Ocf.-Drc. 19.57. pp. 12:16] 
dated 31 October 1957. relating to the Israel complaint against 
Jordan which specifically rcfcrrcd to the provisions of 
article VIII. articles I and II, and article XII of the General 
Armistice Aprecmcnt. The report dealt primarily with the more 
specific a$pccts of the complaint and made no attempt to 
evaluate the hroadcr political issues between the two countries. 
The Council has not held any meetings to consider the subject 
of this report. 

88 Si3940. O.R.. 13fh yrnr, Suppl. for Inn.-Mar. 1958, pp. 4-5. 

“” XlOth meeting : para 2X 

“7 810th meeting : para. 30 

*@ S/3942, O.R., 131lr y~nr, SuppI. for Jun.-Mor. 1958. pp. 4-5. 
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“Motivated by a desire to reduce tensions and 
avoid the creation of new incidents, 

“ 1. Directs the Chief of Staff of the United 
Nations Truce Supervision Organization to regulate 
activities within the zone subject to such arrange- 
ments as may bc made pursuant to the provisions of 
the General Armistice Agreement and pursuant to 
paragraph 3 below, bearing in mind ownership of 
property there, it being understood that unless other- 
wise mutually agreed, Israelis should not bc allowed 
to use Arab-owned properties and Arabs should not 
be allowed to use Israeli-owned properties ; 

“ 2. Directs the Chief of Staff to conduct a survey 
of property records with a view to determining pro- 
perty ownership in the zone ; 

“ 3. En&>rse.r the rccommcndations of the Acting 
Chief of Staff to the end that: 

“(a) The parties should discuss through the Mixed 
Armistice Commission civilian activities in the zone ; 

“(h) In order to create an atmosphere which 
would be more conducive to fruitful discussion, 
activities in the zone, such as those initiated by 
Israelis on 2 I July 1957. should be suspended until 
such time as the survey will have been completed and 
provisions made for the regulation of activities in the 
zone ; 

“(I.) Such discussions should be completed within 
a period of two months; 

“(d) The Security Council should be advised of 
the result of the discussions ; 

“ 4. Culls ripon the parties to the Israel-Jordan 
General Armistice Agreement to co-operate with the 
Chief of Staff and in the Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission in carrying out these recommendations 
pursuant to this resolution ; 

“ 5. Culls upon the parties to the Israel-Jordan 
General Armistice Agreement to observe article 3 of 
the Agrccmcnt and prcvcnt all forces referred to in 
articlc 3 of the Agrccmcnt from passing over the 
armistice demarcation lines and to remove or destroy 
all their rcspcctive military facilities and installations 
in the zone ; 

“ 6. Calls upon the parties to use the machinery 
provided for in the General Armistice Agreement for 
the implementation of the Provisions of that Agree- 
ment ; 

“ 7. Reqrcests the Chief of Staff to report on the 
inmplcmentation of this resolution.” 

Decision of IS December I958 (844th meeting): 
Stutemcw of the President expressing the conviction 
that the purties ~wtld prevent recurrences of incidents 

By lctterYV dated 4 Dcccmber 1958, the permanent 
representative of Israel requested the President of the 
Security Council to convene an urgent meeting of the 
___.. _ 

“’ S/4123. 

Council to consider “ a grave act of aggression” com- 
mitted on 3 December 1958 by the armed forces of 
the United Arab Republic against Israel territory in the 
tlulch area in north-cast Gnlilcc. At noon of that day the 
Syrian army post at Darbashiya had opcncd fire on five 
Israeli shepherds and had killed one of them. The fire 
had continued until 1600 hours when the Syrian (UAR) 
forces had opened a heavy artillery barrage on all 
Israeli villages in the border arca from Shamir to Gadot 
over a distance of 15 km. Three persons had been 
injured and scverc damage had been caused to property. 
A ccasc-fire arranged by the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization for 1700 hours had not been 
honoured by the Syrian forces and their fire had ceased 
only some time later. This act of :lggrcssion was but the 
most serious in a number of attacks recently pcrpctratcd 
by the Syrian forces against Israel. which had developed 
a character thrcatcning pcacc and security and con- 
stituted a serious breach of the Charter and of the Israel- 
Syrian General Armistice Agrecmcnt. The Govcrnmcnt 
of Israel accordingly turned to the Security Council to 
bring an immcdiatc end to these aggressions. 

On 8 Dcccmber 1958. the Secretary-General cir- 
culated for the information of the members of the 
Security Council a report go by the Chief of Staff of the 
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization in 
Palestine concerning the incident of 3 November 1958. 

At the 841st meeting on 8 Dcccmbcr 1958, the 
Security Council included the letter from the pcrmancnt 
rcprcsentative of Israel in the agenda,@’ and invited the 
representatives of Isr;lcl and the United Arab Republic 
to take part in the discussion. It continued consideration 
of the question at the 844th meeting on 15 December 
I958. 

At the 841st meeting, following an elaboration by the 
representative of Israel * of the contents of his letter 
concerning the events and actions complained of, the 
representative of the United Arab Republic * statedO* 
that on 3 December at I2 IO hours local time Israel 
shepherds had come up against the civilian Arab popu- 
lation and had exchanged shots with local police. After 
this an Israeli armed force had come to the rescue of the 
shepherds and had later withdrawn. The exchange of 
fire had ended at I SO8 hours ; IS minutes later, the 
Israeli armed post had opcncd artillery fire on the Syrian 
villages of Ain-Maamoun and Darbashiya. In legitimate 
defence, and only after the Isrncli artillery had opened 
fire, the Syrian artillery had rcplicd. The representative 
of the United Arab Republic cxprcssed surprise that the 
Security Council had been seized of this question before 
the Mixed Armistice Commission had had an oppor- 
tunity to examine it.@” 

At the 844th meeting on 15 Dcccmbcr 1958, the 
Secretary-General, after expressing dcepcst concern over 
the situation in the Huleh region. which was reflcctcd 

@O S/4124. For consideration of the question of legitimate 
self-defcnce, see chapter XI, par: IV. Case 3. 

0’ 84lst meeting (PV) : p. 6. 

** 841st meeting (PV) : pp. 6-21. 

*s 841~1 meeting (PV) : pp. 26-30. 



in the question before the Council, drew the attention 
of the Council to his plan to visit the countries con- 
ct.rled. It was his intention to take up the situation for 
mo:;t serious consideration by the authorities of Israel 
and the United Arab Republic in the hope of soliciting 
their full support for the efforts to attack the undcr- 
lying problems which were at the source of the tension. 
Hc further informed the Council of the request made 
by the Chief of Staff of the llnitcd Nations Truce Supcr- 
vision Organization in Palcstinc to Israel and Syria 
authorities on I I December 1958 that arrangements bc 
made for visits by United Nations Military Observers to 
the arcas within the north-eastern region. Positive replies 
had been reccivcd and inspections had begun that very 
morningg’ 

Bcforc the adjournment of the meeting. the President 
(Swcdcn) made the following statcmcnt : ofi 

“ I am certain the Council agrees that incidents of 
the nature WC have been discussing arc regrettable. 
but also that they r;m bc cffcctively dcnlt with by the 
Chief of Staff and his organization. 

“WC fully rccognizc the gravity of the action about 
which Israel had complained. The Council will. I feel 
confident, agree that the authority of the United 
Nations should bc respected and that the parties 
should continue their co-operation with the Chief of 
Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Orgil- 
nization in the spirit of tho Armistice Aereemcnt. 

“WC have listened to the statement by the Secrc- 
tary-General and taken note of his intention to visit 
the countries conccrncd, and thcrc to take up the 
present situation for most serious consideration by 
the authorities of Israel and the Ifnited Arab Rcpuh- 
lit, in the hope of breaking the prcscnt trend and 
soliciting their full support for our efforts to attack 
the undcrlyiny problems which arc at the source of 
the tension. 

“ I venture to express the hope that the incidents 
of which we have now heard arc of an isolated nature. 
I am convinced that the partics will do everything in 
their power to prcvcnr rccurrcnccs. which would tend 
to create new tensions in the Middle East.” 

SIIIJATION CREATED BY THE IINH.ATERAl. ACTION 

OF THE EGYPTIAN GOVERNMENT IN RRINGMG TO 
AN END THE SYSTEM OF INTERNATIONAL 
OPERATION OF THE StJEZ CANAI.. WHICH WAS 
CONFIRMED AND COMPI.ETEII RY THE SIJEZ 
CANAI. CONVENTION OF 1888 

By a joint letter Be dated 23 September 1956, the 
representatives of France and the United Kingdom 
requested the President of the Security Council to call a 
meeting of the Council on 26 September 1956 in order 
to consider the following question : 

p1 X44th meeting (PV) : pp. 2-6. 

05 844th meeting (PV) : p. 67. 

Qa S’3654, O.R.. I Irh ycwr. Slcppl. fur July-Sept. IY56, p. 47. 

“Situation created by the unilateral action of the 
Egyptian Government in bringing to an end the 
system of international operation of the Suez Canal, 
which was confirmed and completed by the Suez 
Canal Convention of 1888.” 

They stated that the general nature of this situation had 
been set out in their letter @’ of I2 September 1956 to 
the President of the Security Council. 

By letteron dated 24 September 1956, the represen- 
tative of Egypt. in view of further developments since 
his lcttcr OS dated I7 September 1956 to the President 
of the Security Council, requested that the Security 
Council be urgently convened to consider the following 
question : 

” Actions against Egypt by sonic powers, par- 
ticularly France and the United Kingdom, which 
constitute a danger to international peace and security 
and arc serious violations of the Charter of the 
United Nations.” 

The items submitted by France and the United Kingdom, 
and by Egypt appeared as items 2 and 3, respectively, 
of the provisional agenda of the 734th meeting on 
26 September 1956. The rcprcsentativc of Egypt was 
invited to participate in the discussion. At the 
742nd meeting on 13 October 1956, the representatives 
of Israel, Jordan. l,cbnnon. I,ibya, Saudi Arabia, Syria 
and Yemen were invited to submit written statements.‘@’ 

97 S ‘3645, O.R., I II/I ytwr, SuppI. fur July-Sept. 1956, 
pp. 2X-29. In this Icrter. Ihc rcprcscntativcs of France and the 
United Kingdom stated that the situation created by the action 
of the Govcrnmcnl of Enypc in attempting unilaterally lo hring 
to an end the system c;f ‘international $cration of the SIICZ 

Canal. confirmed and complctcd by the Suez Canal Convention. 
had crcatcd a situation which might endanger the fret and open 
p;~w;~ge of shipping through the Canal. A Confcrcncc had there- 
fore hcen called in I.ondon on I6 August 1956. which had hecn 
attended hy twenty-two Slates. llightcen of them. representing 
over 00 Dcr cent of the tlsers intcrcsiled in the Canal. had put 
forward proposals to the Government of Egypt relating to the 
fulurc operation of the Canal. The <iovcrnment of Egypt had 
rcfu\cd. howcvcr. (0 negotiate on the hasis of thcsc proposals, 
which in the opinion of the French and IJnitcd Kingdom 
Ciovcrnmcnts. oficred means for ;I just and equitable solution. 
‘[‘he two Govcrnmcnts considcrcd that this refusal was an 
aggravation of the siiuation. which if itllowcd to continue. would 
constitute a manifest danger to pe;~ce and security. 

pp. 3X-41. In this letter. the rcprcscntativc of Egypt declared 
that the act of nationalization of the Suez Canal Company had 
hcen taken by Egypt in the full cxcrcise of its sovereign rights 
and without challenge of infringement of the right of any 
nation. 11 had been met hy dcclararions hy France of mohi- 
lbation and movcmcnt of armed forces. by hnslilc economic 
mcaulrcs and hy incircment to the employecr and pilots working 
in the Canal to abandon their work in an attempt to sabotage 
the operalion of the Canal. Several offers by the Government 
of I<nvnt to enter into negotiations at il conference for reviewing 

. . I  .  

the Convention of IXHX had hecn made 10 no avail, and instead 
;I *’ IJscrs’ Association “. incompatihlc with the dignity and 
sovereignty of Egypt, hzld hcen ‘created hy eighteen Govcrn- 
merits. Wing dctermincd to hparc no effort to reach a peaceful 
solution of the SIIC’Z Canal question on the hasis of the 
recognition of the Icpitimate and sovereign rights of Egypt and 
in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations. Egypt 
considered it indispensahlc that an end hc put to acts such as 
those complained if, which wcrc a serious danger 10 the inter- 
national peace and security and were violations of the Charter. 

L0o See chapter 111, Case 23. 
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After the adoption of the agenda,l”* the Council 
rejected a Yugoslav proposal Ia* for simultaneous 
consideration of the two items. The President (Cuba) 
stated that the two items would be discussed scparatcly 
in the order in which they had been included in the 
agenda.los 

The Security Council considered the item submitted 
by France ;\nd the United Kingdom at its 735th to 
743rd meetings held between 5 and 13 October 1956,“” 
at its 776th and 777th meetings on 26 April 1957, and 
at its 778th and 779th meetings on 20 and 21 May 1957. 

At the 735th meeting on 5 October 1956, the repre- 
sentatives of Frnnce and the United Kingdom submitted 
a joint draft resolution’0J under which the Security 
Council was to : (1) re-affirm the principle of the frce- 
dom of navigation of the Suez Canal in accordance with 
the Suez Canal Convention of 1888 ; (2) consider that 
the rights which ;\I1 users of the Suez Canal enjoyed 
under the system upon which the Suez Canal Convention 
of 1888 was based should be s;\fcguardcd, and the 
necessary gl\arantees restored ; (3) endorse the pro- 
posals loa of the eighteen States as suit;\bly designed to 
bring about an adjustment and solution of the Suez 
Canal question by peaceful means and in conformity 
with justice; (4) recommend that the Government of 
Egypt should co-operate by negotiation in working out, 
on the basis of these proposals. a system of operation 
to be applied to the Suez Cnnal ; (5) recommend that 
the Government of Egypt should, pending the outcome 
of such negotiations, co-opernte with the Suez Canal 
Users’ Association. 

At the same meeting. the representative of the United 
Kingdom suggested that, ;\ftcr those who wished to state 
their views in public session had had a chance to do so, 
the Council should meet in private session so that the 
possihilitics for a penceful solution could bc explored as 
rapidly as possible. lo7 The 739th to 741 st meetings on 
9, 1 1 ;\nd 12 October were held in private.“‘!’ 

Decision of 13 Octohrr 1956 (743rd meeting) : Adoption 
of the reqrirements tiwt any settlement of the Suez 
question .rhorrld meet 

At the 742nd meeting on 13 October 1956, the 
representatives of France and the United Kingdom sub- 
mitted a joint draft resolution,‘“* under which the 
Securitv Council was to: (1) agree that any settlement 
of the Suez question should meet the following rcquire- 

101 For the adoption of the agenda, see chapter II, Case 6. 

1~ For the consideration of the Yugoslav proposal, see 
chapter II. Case 14. 

10~ 734th meeting : para. 134. 

104 739th-74lst meetings : official communiquks circulated in 
place of the verbatim records. 

106 S/3666. O.R., 11th ymr. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 19.56, p. 5. 

PM S/3665, O.R., 11th yrtrr. Suppi. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 2. 

107 735th meeting: para. 95. 

108 Sl3671, O.R.. 11th year, .Yuppl. for Oct.-Dec., 1956, pp. 5-6. 

IO@ See in chapter I, part IV, the note under rule 23 and in 
the same chapter, Case 12. 

ments: (i) there should be free and open transit through 
the Canal without discrimination, overt or covert ; (ii) the 
sovereignty of Egypt should be respected ; (iii) the 
operation of the C;\n:\l should be insulated from the 
politics of any country; (iv) the manner of fixing tolls 
and ch:\rges should be decided by agreement between 
E.gypt and the users ; (v) a fair proportion of the dues 
should be allotted to development ; and (vi) in case of 
disputes. unresolved affairs between the Suez Canal 
Company and the Government of Egypt should be 
settled by arbitration, with suitable terms of reference 
and suitable provisions for the payment of sums found 
to be due ; (2) consider that the proposals of the 
eighteen Powers correspond to the six requirements and 
wcrc suitably designed to bring ;\bout a settlement of 
the Suez Canal question by penceful means, in con- 
formity with justice; (3) note that the Govcmment of 
Egypt, while decl;\ring its rcadincss in the explanatory 
conversations to :\cccpt the principles of organized 
collnboration between an E,qptinn authority and the 
users. hnd not yet form;\lizcd sufficiently precise pro- 
posals to meet the six requirements : (4) invite the 
Governments of Egypt, France and the United Kingdom 
to continue their interchanr_cs and in this connexion 
invite the Govcrnmcnt of Ecypt to m:\kc known promptly 
its proposals for ;\ system meeting the six requirements 
and providing gunr;\ntees to the users not less effective 
than those souqht by the proposals of the eighteen 
Powers : nnd (5) consider that pending the conclusion 
of an a~:rccmcnt for the definitive settlement of the 
rccimc of the Suez Can;\1 on the b;\sis of the six require- 
ments, the Suez C;\nnl IJscrs’ Association, which had 
been qunlificd to rcccivc the dues payable by ships 
bclonrring to its mcmhers, and the competent E.cyptian 
:\uthoritics. should co-oper;\te to cns\\re the s;\tisfactory 
operation of the Cnnnl ;\nd free :\nd open transit through 
the Can:\1 in nccord;\ncc with the 1888 Convention. 

With rcrnrd to the carlicr dr:\ft resolution Ilo the 
rcpresentntive of the United Kingdom stntcd that its 
sponsors did not intend to :\sk the Council to consider 
it :\t that time. Thcv did not withdraw it and did not 
ask for ;\ vote upon.it.‘ll 

The rcpresent;\tivc of Iran submitted an amend- 
ment I’* to the second operative pnrnyraph of the joint 
draft resolution. 

At the 743rd meeting on I3 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Yugosl;\via stated that the second part of 
the joint dr;\ft resolution submitted by France and the 
United Kingdom was bnsed on the proposnls of the 
cichteen Powers which had already shown themselves 
to offer no basis for aerccment. and submitted a draft 
resolution I13 ;\ccordinc to which the Security Council 
would : (1) consider that a solution to be found must 
meet certain rcquircmcnts [idcntic;\l with the six require- 
ments set forth in the French-United Kingdom joint draft 
_. 

1’0 S/3666. O.R., 11th year. SuppI. for CA-r.-Dec. 1956, 
pp. 5-6. 

III 742nd meeting: para. 20. 

II* 742nd meeting : para. 60. 

1*a S/3672, O.R.. 11th yew. S~cppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 20. 



resolution] ; (2) recommend that the negotiations be 
continued ; (3) request the Secretary-General to offer, 
if necessary. his assistance in subsequent stages of nego- 
tiations ; (4) call on all the parties concerned to abstain 
from taking any measures which might impair these 
negotiations.“’ 

The President (France) stated that the amendment’16 
submitted by the representative of Iran to the French- 
United Kingdom joint draft resolution had been accepted 
by the sponsors of the latter and would be incorporated 
in the joint draft resolution, which would be submitted 
to the vote in two parts. The first part would include 
the statement of the six principles, contained in operative 
paragraph 1, and the second part would begin with 
operiltivc paragraph 2. as amended by Iran, and con- 
tinuc to the end of the joint draft rcsolution.1’8 

The first part of the joint draft resolution submitted 
by France and the United Kingdom, up to the end of 
the first paragraph, was adopted unanimously.“’ 

The second part of the joint draft resolution, as 
amended, was not adopted. There were 9 votes in favour 
and 2 against (one of the negative votes being that of a 
permanent member).1’B 

The draft resolution was not put to a vote as a whole. 
The President declared without objection that by the 
Council’s tradition the whole was now identical with the 
first part. Since the first part had been unanimously 
adopted. it would bc considcrcd that the whole had also 
been adopted unanimously.1’g 

The Yugoslav delegation did not press for a vote on 
its own draft resolution.“’ 

The Council did not take up item 3 on its agenda, 
consideration of which was not pressed by the repre- 
scntativc of Egypt.“’ 

The resolution,‘** as adopted, read : 

114 743rd meeting : paras. 25-30. 
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12’ See the letter IS ‘3679. O.H.. lltlr ytwr. Suppl. for Oct.- 
kc. 1956. pp. 53-551 dated I5 Octohcr 1956 to the President 
of the Sccuritv Council from the Minister for Forcian Affairs 
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Secretary-General and the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Egypt 
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year. Suppl. for U(.l.-l)rc‘. IY56, pp. 120-124. The document 

contains I ‘(a) Note ; (h) Letter dateh‘24 October 1956 from the 
Secretary-<kncral to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Egypt : 
(c) I.elter dated 2 Novcmhcr I956 from the rcprcwntative of 
Egypt transmitting a communicalion from the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Egypt to the Secretary-General. For pro- 
ceedings of the Security Council affecting the Suer. Canal 
hetwecn the 743rd and 779th meeting\, see in this chapter, 
under Palestine question. rlrr~i.vion of 30 Octoh~,r 1956 (749th 

- mc~~fin~), and under Ixtter dated 30 October 1956 from the 
representative of Egypt addressed to the President of the 
Security Council, dc~ision of 3 I Ocroher I956 (75 Isf mrr!inR). 

Lzz S/3675, U.R., Il~h ycrrr. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956. 
pp. 47-48. 

“ The Security Council, 

“Noting the declarations made before it and the 
accounts of the development of the exploratory con- 
versations on the Suez question given by the Secre- 
tary-General of the United Nations and the Foreign 
Ministers of Egypt, France and the United Kingdom, 

“Agrees that any scttlemcnt of the Suez question 
should meet the following requirements : 

“ I. There should bc free and open transit through 
the Canal without discrimination, overt or covert- 
this covers both political and technical aspects ; 

“ 2. The sovereignty of Egypt should bc respected ; 

“ 3. The operation of the Canal should be in- 
sulated from the politics of any country ; 

“ 4. The mnnncr of fixing tolls and charges should 
be decided by agrccmcnt bctwcen Egypt and the 
users ; 

“ 5. A fair proportion of the dues should be 
allotted to development ; 

“ 6. In case of disputes, unresolved affairs between 
the Universal Suez Maritime Canal Company and the 
Egyptian Government should be settled by arbitration 
with suititblc terms of rcfcrcnce and suitable pro- 
visions for the payment of sums found to be due.” 

Dtw’sion of -3 1 Mny 19.~7 (779th meeting) : Statement 
by the President .summarizin,g the debate and starting 
thcrt the Council wwuld remnin seized of the question 

By lcttcr I*J dntcd 24 April 1957, the representative 
of the llnitcd States rcquestcd the President of the 
Security Council to convene a meeting of the Council 
for the purpose of resuming the discussion of the item 
relating to the SUCZ Canal and taking note of the 
situation regarding passage through the Suez Canal. 

At the 776th meeting on 26 April 1957. the Security 
Council included the lcttcr submitted by the repre- 
scntativc of the United States in its agenda.” Following 
adoption of the agenda, the representative of Egypt was 
invited to take part in the discussion. 

The representative of the United States, explaining 
why his Govcrnmcnt had rcqucsted a meeting of the 
Council, rcc;lllcd (I) the unanimous adoption of the 
resolution ennumcrating six basic rcquircments to be met 
in any Suez C;mal scttlcment and the agreement that the 
Council should remain seized of the matter, and (2) the 
circulation to members of the Council and the regis- 
tration with the 1Jnitcd Nations of the Declaration lt6 
of the Egyptian Government on the Suez Canal. In the 

lls S!3817iRev.I. O.R., 12th year, SuppI. for Apr.-June 1957. 
p. 8. 

I*’ 776th meeting : para. 3. 

I*5 By letter [S/3818. O.R., 12th year. Suppl. /or Apr.-June 
1957, pp. R-121 dated 24 April 1957. addressed to the Sccretary- 

General, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Egypt announced 
that the Suez Canal was open for normal traffic. With the letter, 
a ” Declaration on the Suez Canal and arrangements for its 
operation ‘* was enclosed for registration by the Secretariat as 
an international instrument. 
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view of the United States, the Declaration did not meet 
fully the six requirements of the Security Council ; the 
fundamental difficulty was the absence of provision for 
” organized co-operation “. Perhaps no final judgment 
could be made regarding the regime proposed by Egypt 
until it had been tried out in practice. The Council 
should remain scizcd of the matter while the system 
proposed by Egypt was given a trial. 

Discussion of the adequacy and legal standing of the 
Declaration continued at the same meeting and at the 
777th meeting on 26 April 1957. There followed ex- 
prcssions of the view on the one hand that examination 
of the item by the Council would be completed only 
when an intcmational instrument had been framed 
following further negotiations and, on the other hand, 
that with publication of the Egyptian Government’s 
declaration, the Suez Canal problem was in fact settled. 

At the conclusion of the meeting, the President 
(United Kingdom) dcclarcd that, in accordance with the 
usual practice, arrangements for a further discussion 
of the question would bc made by the President of the 
Council in consultation with those concerned.1*8 

By letter lx7 dated I5 May 1957, the representative of 
France requested the President of the Security Council 
to call a meeting of the Council to resume consideration 
of the item relating to the Suez Canal. Enclosed with 
the lcttcr was a communiquC of the Council of Ministers 
of France dated IS May 1957 in which it was stated 
that the French Government had noted with regret the 
decision taken by those users of the Suez Canal who had 
accepted the direct payment of tolls to Egypt, without 

the latter having furnished them the minimum guarantees 
concerning free transit through the Canal and the 
equitnblc distribution of the monies collected. The 
French Government could not regard as acceptable, and 
still less as final, a solution of the Canal problem which 
was in flagrant contradiction with the six requirements 
unanimously approved by the Security Council in 
October 1956. 

At the 778th meeting on 20 May 1957, the Security 
Council decided by 10 votes in favour and none against, 
with I abstention, to include the letter of the repre- 
sentative of France in the agenda.“” 

At the 779th meeting on 21 May 1957, the President 
(United States), no draft resolution having been intro- 
duced in the Council, in summarizing the debate, stated : 

“The Council has now completed a further dis- 
cussion of the Suez Canal question. It is plain that a 
clear majority of the members of the Council arc 
acutely aware of the responsibilities of the United 
Nations with regard to this matter. This is shown by 
the fact that the Council on 13 October 1956 
adopted it resolution enumerating six requirements 
which should be met in any Suez Canal scttlemcnt 
and adopted them unanimously. There is the further 

- 

‘*a 777th meeting : para. 102. 
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fact that the Council has discussed this problem 
several times, and that it has remained seized of the 
issue is further evidence of the Council’s interest and 
concern. 

“ It is of course clear that certain views have also 
been expressed to the effect that the Egyptian Dccla- 
ration and the present operation of the Suez Canal 
do adequately implement the six requirements of the 
Council. 

“But the majority of the members are of the 
opinion that these requirements have not yet been 
met, that there arc uncertainties that require clari- 
fication, and that, even as expressed by the Egyptian 
reprcsentutivc yesterday, the Egyptian position 
remains to be completed. 

“ . . . 

“These comments reflect continuing doubts on the 
part of a number of members regarding the Suez 
Canal system now put into effect by the Egyptian 
Government, and about which clarification by Egypt 
is desired. 

“ The Egyptian Government will presumably wish 
as soon as possible to examine these points carefully 
and to consider the concrctc steps it can take to 
remove the doubts which have arisen. Member 
Governments will undoubtedly be guided in their 
diplomatic actions and users will be guided in their 
practical actions by the views that have been ex- 
prcsscd hcrc today and by the Egyptian response to 
the questions which have been raised here. In the 
meantime the Council will remain seized of the 
question and will be in a position to meet again when 
the reprcsentativc of Ebg’pt has something further to 
communicate or when other developments make it 
desirable.” ltO 

The representative of the USSR observed that it was 
clear that the questions to which the President had 
referred in his summing up reflected only the opinions 
of individual delegations and not the collective opinion 
of the whole Security Council as an organ of the United 
Nations.lXO The President replied that his summary had 
been accurate and spoke for itself.ls’ 

The question remains on the list of matters of which 
the Security Council is scizcd.‘s* 

**e 779th meeting: paras. 116-118, 126-127. 
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THE SITUATION IN HUNGARY 

By letter Ia3 dated 27 October 1956, addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the permanent repre- 
sentatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States referred to: 

“ . . . the situation created by the action of foreign 
military forces in Hungary in violently repressing the 
rights of the Hungarian people which are secured by 
the Treaty of Peace to which the Governments of 
Hungary and the Allied and Associated Powers are 
partics.” 

Pursuant to the provisions of Article 34 of the 
Charter, they requested the inclusion of an item in the 
agenda of the Security Council cntitlcd : “The situation 
in Hungary “, and an urgent meeting of the Council to 
consider it. 

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, during 
the discussion concerning the adoption of the provi- 
sional agenda, the representative of the USSR, referring 
to the provisions of Articlc 2 (7) of the Charter, objected 
to the question being placed on the Council’s agenda. 
He also maintained that any situations arising inside a 
country and not affecting its relations with other States, 
as in the present instance, did not fall under Article 34.‘:” 

The provisional ngcnda was adopted by 9 votes in 
favour and 1 against, with 1 abstention.‘3u 

The Security Council considered the question at its 
746th and 752nd-754th meetings, between 28 October 
and 4 November 1956. The reprcscntativc of Hungary 
was invited to take part in the discussion.‘:‘6 

By letter 13’ dated 2 November 1956, the repre- 
sentatives of France. the United Kingdom and the 
United States requested the President of the Security 
Council to call an urgent meeting of the Council in view 
of the critical situation in Hungary, and noted that the 
Council was already seized of this matter under the 
item : “ The situation in Hungary “. 

At the 752nd meeting on 2 November 1956, the 
rcprescntativc of the United States referred to the cuble- 

representative of France at the meetings on 20 and 21 May 
IYS7. Hv letter [S/381X lAdd.1, O.K.. /2fl1 yc*rrr, Slrppl. for 
July-Sep;. IY.57, pp. l-21 dated 18 July 1957;the Mink for 
Foreign Affairs of Egypt transmitted to the Secretary-<ieneral a 
declaration of the Govcrnmcnt of Iigypt accepting as com- 
pulsory ipso ftrcfo the jurisdiction of the Intcrnntional Court of 
Justice in all disputes that might arise under paragraph 9 (H) of 
the Declaration dated 24 April 1957 on ” Suez Canal and the 
arrangements for its operation “, with effect as from that date. 
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gram Is” dated 1 November 1956 from the President of 
the Council of Ministers of the Hungarian People’s 
Republic addressed to the Secretary-General requesting 
that the question of Hungary’s neutrality and the defcncc 
of that neutrality by the four Great Powers be put on 
the agenda of the forthcoming General Assembly, and 
stated that the Council’s next step should bc to “ asccr- 
tain the facts “.ls* 

The rcprcsentativc of Cuba “’ supported by the repre- 
scntativc of Peru lJ* expressed the view that a draft 
resolution must bc submitted as soon as possible and 
must embody at least three principles : (~1) an immcdiatc 
appeal to the Govcrnmcnt of the USSR to withdraw its 
troops from Hungarian territory ; (6) an express 
recognition of the right of the Hungarian people to 
dcterminc by free election the system of government 
under which it chose to live; and (c) the establishment 
of a commission of the Security Council to supervise 
and ensure the carrying out of measures proposed by the 
Security Council which would ensure the political in- 
dcpendcnce of Hungary. 

The representative of China stated that he would like 
to see the following four points incorporated in the 
resolution which the Security Council should adopt : 
((I) cxprcssion of sympathy by the Council to the Hun- 
garian pcoplc in this struggle for freedom ; (h) a clear 
stntcment by the Council that it opposed the military 
intcrvcntion of the Soviet Union; (1.) establishment of 
a United Nations Commission sent to observe the 
events on the spot and to report to the United Nations ; 
and (d) issuance of an appeal to “all the fret peoples 
of the world ” to give to the Hungarian people such 
help i\s they could.“’ 

At the same meeting, the text of a note Ids dated 
2 November 1956 from the permanent mission of the 
Hungarian People’s Republic addressed to the Secrctary- 
Gcncral, transmitting a letter of the same date from the 
President of the Council of Ministers and Acting 
Foreign Minister of the Hungarian People’s Republic, 
was circulated. This asked the Security Council to 
instruct the Governments of Hungary and the USSR to 
start negotiations immcdiatcly looking to the withdrawal 
of Soviet troops from Hungary. 

On 3 November 1956. the Chairman and Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of the Council of Ministers of the 
Hungarian People’s Republic, in a cablegram I“ 
addrcsscd to the Secretary-General, stated that his 
Govcrnmcnt confirmed that the communications sent to 
the Sccrctary-General cxpresscd the official standpoint 
of the “ whole Hungarian Government “. 

1:‘” N32.51, GA (ES II). Annexes a.i. S. p. I. 
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Decision of 4 November 1956 (754th meeting) : 
Kejecring the re\i.sed druft resolution submitted by 
the represenrulive o/ the Utriled States 

At the 753rd meeting on 3 November 1956, the 
rcprcsentative of the United States submitted a draft 
resolution,“J according to which the Security Council 
would: (1) call upon the Government of the USSR to 
desist forthwith from any form of intervention, par- 
ticularly armed intervention, in the internal affairs of 
Hungary ; (2) express the earnest hope that the USSK 
would withdraw all Soviet forces from Hungary without 
delay ; (3) affirm the right of the Hungarian people to 
a government responsive to its national aspirations and 
dedicated to its indcpendcncc and well-being ; (4) request 
the Secretary-General in consultation with the heads of 
appropriate specialized agencies to explore on an urgent 
basis the need of the Hungarian people for food, 
medicine and other similar supplies, and to report to 
the Security Council as soon as possible ; and (5) 
request all Members of the United Nations and invite 
national and international humanitarian organizations 
to co-operate in making available such supplies as might 
be rcquircd by the Hungarian people. 

The representative of Peru suggested the following 
amendments ‘W to the United States draft resolution : in 
paragraph 2 rcplacc the words “expresses the earnest 
hope ” by the word “ understands ” ; in paragraph 3 
add, following the words “ Hungarian people “, the 
words “ to secure, through free elections,“. 

After a discussion, the Security Council dccidcd that 
the next meeting would be held on Monday, 5 Novem- 
ber.‘” 

At the urgently summoned 754th meeting held on 
Sunday, 4 November 1956, at 3.00 a.m., the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a revision of 
his draft resolution,‘“* opcrativc paragraph 2 of which 
would have c&d upon the USSR to ccasc the intro- 
duction of additional armed forces into Hungary and 
to withdraw all of its forces without delay from Hun- 
garian territory. 

The rcprcscntative of China submitted an amcnd- 
ment ’ ly to operative paragraph 1 of the revised draft 
resolution to call upon the Government of the USSR 
to desist forthwith from making war on the Govern- 
ment and pcoplc of Itungary, and from any form of 
intervention in the internal affairs of Hungary. 

At the request of the rcprescntative of the United 
States,‘ho the reprcscntativc of China agreed not to press 

1~ S/3730, S/3730/Rev.l, OX., llrh yerrr, Slrppl. for Oct.- 
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for a vote on his amendment to the revised draft reso- 
lution.‘“’ 

At the 754th meeting on 4 November 1956, the 
United States revised draft resolution was not adopted. 
There were 9 votes in favour and 1 against, the negative 
vote being that of a permanent member of the Council.‘6* 
The representative of Yugoslavia did not participate in 
the voting ; ls9 at the 755th meeting on 5 November 
1956, he requested that his vote be recorded as an 
abstention.lM 

Decision of 4 November 1956 (754th meeting) : Deciding 
to ctdl un emergency speciul session of the General 
Assembly 

At the 754th meeting on 4 November 1956, after the 
voting on the United States rcviscd draft resolution, the 
rcprcscntativc of the United States submitted a draft 
resolution Is5 according to which the Security Council 
would decide to call an emergency special session of the 
General Assembly, as provided in General Assembly 
resolution 377 (V), in order to make appropriate recom- 
mendations concerning the situation in Hungary. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution submitted 
by the United States was adopted by 10 votes in favour 
and 1 against.‘&” 

The resolution I57 read : 

“ The Security Council, 

“ Considering that a grave situation has been created 
by the use of Soviet military forces to suppress the 
efforts of the Hungarian people to rcasscrt their rights, 

“ Tuking into uc~~~unt that because of a lack of 
unanimity among its permanent members the Security 
Council has been unable to exercise its primary 
responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, 

“Decides to call an emergency special session of 
the General Assembly, as provided in General 
Assembly resolution 377 A(V) of 3 November 1950, 
in order to make appropriate recommendations con- 
cerning the situation in Hungary.” 

The Secretary-General then stated that at the 75ls.t 
meeting on 3 1 October I956 he had made a declaration 
concerning the views he held on the duties of the Secre- 
tary-General and his understanding of the stands that 
he had to take. Hc wished to put on record that the 
observations he had made on that occasion obviously 
applied also to the present situation.‘” 

The question remains on the list of matters of which 
the Security Council is seized. 

*I* 754th meeting : para. 58. 
*s* 754th meeting : para. 68. 
*la 754th meeting : para. 63. 
‘6’ 755th meeting: para. 84. 
1~ 754th meeting : para. 70. 
168 754th meeting: para. 75. 
1~ S/3733. O.K.. III/I yerrr, Suppl. for Oct.-l)rc. 1956, p. 127. 
1~ 754th meeting : para. 76. For the declaration of the 

Secretary-General, see chapter I, part IV. Case 13. 
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LE’lTER DATED 25 OCTOBER 1956 FROM THE 
REPRESENTATIVE OF FRANCE TO THE SECRETARY- 

(;I;.stcRAI. wlTII coXlPI.AIsT C:oisClcHNIS<; : MILI- 
TARY ASSETANCE RENDERED BY TIIE EGYPTIAN 

GOVERNMENT TO THE RKUEIS IN ALGERIA 

INITIAL I’HOCEEDINtiS 

By letter w dated 25 October 1956 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of France requested 
that the following item bc placed on the agenda of a 
forthcoming meeting of the Security Council : “ Military 
assistance rcndcred by the Egyptian Government to the 
rebels in Algeria “. In an accompanying memorandum it 
was stated that on I6 October I9SO a vessel bearing the 
name Suint-Briuvrls, but previously named n I/IOS, flying 
no flag, had been examined by a French warship. It had 
been discovcrcd that the Athos had no shipping papers 
and was loaded with arms and ammunition. According 
to statements of six clandestine passengers abroad, the 
ship had been loaded in a “ prohibited area ” in Alcxan- 
dria on the night of 3-4 October. 159 Egyptian military 
personnel in uniform taking part in the loading 
operations. The arms were to have been dclivcrcd to the 
chief of the ~nuyuis of Turcnne. It had been also dis- 
covered that the owner of the Arhos had worked in 
Egyptian intclligcnce services, had been in charge of 
arms shipments to the Algerian muyuis and kept in 
continuous contact with the Egyptian military authorities. 
These facts provided irrefutable cvidcncc of the direct 
responsibility of Egypt in the rebellion in Algeria and of 

- its attack on French sovereignty in flagrant violation of 
the fundamental rules of international law. 

At the 747th meeting on 29 October 1956, the 
Security Council decided, without a vote, to include the 
item in the agcnda.180 

The President (France) stated that all members of the 
Council would agree that the rcprescntativc of Egypt 
should be invited to take part in the debate. Hc therc- 
fore thought it advisable to adjourn the meeting in order 
to give him time to make his preparations.“” 

The Council has not considcrcd the matter since that 
time.‘BL 

I~EITER DATED 30 OCTOBER 1956 FROM THE 
REPRESENTATIVE OF EGYPT ADDRESSED TO TllE 

PRESIDENT OF THE SECllRITY COUNCH, 

By letter Ia3 dated 30 October 1956. the represcntativc 
of Egypt transmitted to the Prcsidcnt of the Security 
Council a lcttcr from the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of Egypt in which it was stated that the Egyptian 

‘59 S/3689, O.K.. llrh yeur. SuppI. for Ocr.-L)Ec. 1956, 
pp. 98-100. 

160 747th meeting : para. 0. 
161 747th meeting : para. I I ; See chapter III, part I, Case 14. 

Ia* On 4 February 19.57. the representative of France 
addressed a further communication to the President of the 
Security Council (S,3783. O.K., IZr/l ycur. S~ppl. /or Jan.-Mm. 
IY57, pp. S-7) concerning this matter. 

‘“3 s 37 12, O.K., / Ill1 yc“Ir. Srcppl. for Ocr.-mc. 1956, p. I I I. 
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Ambassador in London had been handed a note by the 
Government of the United Kingdom containing an 
ultimatum to the Government of Egypt to: ((0 stop all 
warlike actions by land, sea and air; (b) withdraw au 
Egyptian military forces ten miles from the Suez Canal ; 
and (c) accept occupation by British and French forces 
of key positions at Port Said, lsmailia and Suez. Failing 
an answer by 6.30 a.m. Cairo time on 3 I October, the 
Govcrnmcnts of France and the United Kingdom would 
intervene in whatever strength they might deem necessary 
to sccurc compliance. The Govcrnmcnts of the United 
Kingdom and France were taking as a pretext for 
their actions the current fighting within Egyptian ter- 
ritory bctwccn the attacking armed forces from Israel 
and the defending forces of Egypt. It was stated further 
that this threat of force by the United Kingdom and 
French Governments and the imminent danger of United 
Kingdom and French armed forces occupying Egyptian 
territory within a few hours, in flagrant violation of the 
rights of Egypt and of the Charter of the United Nations, 
impelled the Government of Egypt to quest that the 
Security Council be convened immediately to consider 
this act of aggression by the United Kingdom and 
France. Until the Council had taken the necessary 
mcasurcs, Egypt had no choice but to defend itself and 
safeguard its rights against such aggression. 

At the 750th meeting on 30 October 1956, the pro- 
visional agenda included the following items: “ Letter 
dated 29 October 1956 from the rcprcsentative of the 
United States of America, addressed to the President 
of the Security Council, concerning: ‘The Palestine 
question: stops for the immcdiatc cessation of military 
action of Israel in Egypt’ ; Letter dated 30 October 
1956 from the rcprescntativc of Egpt addressed to the 
President of the Security Council.” Ia’ 

The Security Council decided to include the letter 
from the rcprcsentativc of Eb?Jpt as the second item in 
the agenda of that mccting.“‘5 

After the Security Council had completed the con- 
sideration of the first item, Ia0 it began the consideration 
of the item submitted by the Government of Egypt. 

The Council considered the question at the 750th and 
75 1 st meeting on 30 and 3 1 October 1956. The repre- 
sentativc of Egypt was invited to take part in the dis- 
cussion.‘a7 

Decision of 31 October I956 (75 1st meeting) : To call 
an camergency special session of ttw General Assembly 

At the 75 1st meeting on 3 I October 1956, the 
Secretary-General made a statement of his views on the 
duties of the Secretary-General in the instant case.“” 

~4 750th meeting : preceding para. I. 

166 7SOth meeting : para. 9. For the adoption of the agenda, 
set chapter II, Case 8. 

la0 See above, chapter VIII. ” The Palestine question “, p. 93. 

Iui 7SOth niccl~up : prccediny para. I I ; 7Slst meeting: 
preceding para. I. 

lw 751st meeting : paras. l-5. For the statement of the 
Secretary-General, set chapter 1. part IV. Case 12. 
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At the same meeting, the representative of Yugoslavia 
submitted a draft resolution ‘liy according to which the 
Security Council would dccidc to call an emergency 
special session of the General Assembly, as provided 
in General Assembly resolution 377 A(V) of 3 Novcm- 
ber 1950, in order to make appropriate recom- 
mendations. 

The reprcscntativc of the United Kingdom contended 
that the Yugosl;~v draft resolution was not in order and 
asked for ;L vote on his contcntion.‘;O 

The motion was rejected by 6 votes in favour and 
I against, with 1 abstention.‘;’ 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution submitted 
by the rcpresentativc of Yugoslavia was adopted by 
7 votes in fnvour and 2 ugainst, with 2 abstcntions.‘~’ 

The resolution IX read : 

“ Consitfcring that ;I grave situation has been 
crcatcd by action undcrtakcn against Egypt, 

“ Tuking irrto u~orrnt that the lack of unanimity of 
its pcrmnncnt mcmbcrs at the 749th and 750th 
meetings of the Security Council has prevented it 
from exercising its primary responsibility for the 
maintenance of international pcacc and security, 

“ fhc~idc~s to call an emcrgcncy special session of 
the General Assembly, as provided in Gcncral 
Assembly resolution 377 A(V) of 3 Novcmbcr 1950, 
in order to make appropriate recommendations.” 

The rcprcscntativc of the United Kingdom and the 
President, as the represcntntive of France, reserved the 
positions of their Governments concerning the legality 
of the resolution.‘;’ 

The question remained on the list of matters of which 
the Security Council is seized. 

TllE INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION 

By letter ‘X dated 2 January 1957 to the President 
of the Security Council, the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of Pakistan stated that India had refused, on one pretext 
or another, to honour the. international commitments 
which it had accepted under the resolutions of the 
United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan 
dated I3 August 19.58 and 5 January lY4Y. The statc- 
mcnts of the Prime Minister of India and the steps taken 
by the so-called Constituent Assembly of Jammu and 
Kashmir in collusion with the Government of India in 

189 S/3719, 751~1 mecting : para. 71. For conklcration of this 
draft resolution, see chilpter VI. part I, Cit\e 2. 

‘70 75 1st meeting : para. 126. See also chapter I, part V, 
Case 22. 

‘71 751st meeting : para. 127. 

IT* 7Slst meeting : para. 147. 

I:= S’3721, O.K., 11th ycwr, Suppi. for Ocr.-Dec. 1956. 
pp. 116-l 17. 

Iis 75 I bt meeting : parns. 150- I5 I. 

L7b S/3767, O.K., 12rlr yeur, Suppl. for Jun.-Mtrr. 1957, 
pp. l-3. 

regard to the disposition of the State of Jammu and 
Kashmir had further forced Pakistan to the conclusion 
that continuance of direct negotiations between the two 
Govcrnmcnts held no prospect of settling the dispute, 
and had created an explosive situation which constituted 
a serious threat to peace in the ;Irc;l. It wils most 
csscntial that cilrly action should bc tnkcn to implement 
the two resolutions of the United Nations Commission 
for India and Piikistim which constituted an inter- 
national agrccmcnt bctwccn India and Pakistan that the 
question of the accession of the State of Jammu and 
Kashmir to India or Pakistan would bc decided by 
means of a free and imp;~rtial plcbiscitc under United 
Nations auspices. The Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
Pakistan thcrcforc rcqucstcd the President of the 
Security Council to call ;m citrly meeting of the Security 
Council. 

The question was considered by the Security Council 
iit the 76lst to 774th meetings held bctwccn I6 January 
and 21 February IYS7, at the 79 1st meeting on 24 Scp- 
tcmbcr 1957, and at the 7YSth to 805th. 807th and 
808th meetings held bctwcen Y October and 2 Dcccm- 
bcr 1057. The rcprcsentatives of India and Pakistan 
were invited to take port in the discussion. 

At the 76lst meeting on I6 January lY57, the rcprc- 
sentativc of Pakistan * stilted that “ all the processa for 
pcilceful scttlcment” of the dispute laid down in 
Article 33 of the United Nations Charter had been 
cxhaustcd. In view of this situation, the rcprcscntativc 
of Pakistan requcstcd ths Security Council : (I) to call 
upon India to refrain from accepting the change 
envisaged by the new constitution adopted by the so- 
called Constituent Assembly of Srinagar ; (2) under 
Article 37 (2) of the C’h;irtcr,‘~” to spell out the obli- 
gations of the partics, under the terms of “the intcr- 
national agrccmcnt for i1 plebiscite as cmbodicd in the 
United Nations resolutions “. The rcpresentntivc of 
Pakistan suggested further that the Security Council 
should : (1) call upon the partics to withdraw iill their 
troops from the Stiltc and :IISO ensure that the local 
forces which remained behind should be placed under 
the rcprcscntative of the Security Council iind suitiibly 
reduced, if not disbanded altogcthcr ; (2) entrust to ;L 
United Nations force, which should be introduced into 
the arca at once, the functions of protecting the State 
and ensuring internal security ; IiT (3) disband all other 
forces, Indian, Pakistani and local, and rc’movc all non- 
Kashmiri nationals. cvcn in the police force. from 
Kashmir ; (4) fix an early and firm date for the induction 
into office of the Plcbiscitc Administrator.“’ 

At the 762nd meeting on 23 January 1957, the reprc- 
scntativc of India * stated that the question which his 
Government had brought before the Security Council 

Ia For discuAon of the character of the de&ions of the 
Security <‘ouncil under Chapter VI of the Charter, see 
chapter X. part IV. Case 9. 

IIT 761~1 mecling : para. 112. 

Ii* For consideration of the proposal for the use of a 1Jnited 
Nations force in conncxion with the Security C‘ouncil’s decisions 
under Chapter VI of the Charter, see chapter X, part IV. 
Case IO. 
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by its letter lim of I January 1948 was a situation in- 
volving an Xt of aggression Iho against India and not a 
dispute ; this question was still pending bcforc the 
Security Council I” and called for immcdiotc action by 
the Security Council for avoiding a breach of inter- 
national peace. Moreover, part II of the resolution of 
the Commission for India and Pakistan of 13 August 
I948 relating to truce arrangements had not been carried 
out by Pakistan and part III relating to the holding of 
a plebiscite had thercforc never come into force. The 
resolution of the Commission for India and Pakistan of 
5 January 1949 which had been accepted by India con- 
cerned the implementation of part Ill of the carlicr 
resolution and like that part and for the same reasons 
had ncvcr come into force. The Indian Government, 
which had accepted the resolution of the Commission 
for India and Pakistan on conditions concurred in by 
the Commission, was bound by resolutions of the 
Security Council only to the extent that they flowed 
from the Commission’s rcsotutions and no further. The 
acts of the Constituent Asscmbty of the State of Jammu 
and Kashmir wcrc municipal and not international acts 
and, therefore, no concern of the Security Council. The 
act of accession of Jammu and Kashmir to India was 
an international act, the legality of which, however, was 
beyond challenge and not in question and which involved 
no issue of international peace and security. The only 
issue of the latter kind was the aggression committed 
by Pakistan. 

Decision of 24 January 1957 (765th meeting): 
Reminding the Governments und u1tthoritie.s con- 
cerned of the principle embodied in certain resolutions 
und re-uf firming the uf firmution in the resolution of 
30 March 1951 

At the 764th meeting on 24 January 1957, the 
Security Council had before it a joint draft resolution ‘“l 
submitted by the representatives of Australia, Colombia. 
Cuba, the United Kingdom and the United States. 

At the 765th meeting on 24 January 1957, the joint 
draft resolution was adopted by 10 votes in favour and 
none against, with 1 abstention.‘“:’ 

The resolution In4 read : 

“ The Security Council, 

“ Huving hcwrd statements from representatives of 
the Govcrnmcnts of India and Pakistan concerning 
the dispute over the State of Jammu and Kashmir, 

” Reminding the Govcrnmcnts and authorities 
concerned of the principle embodied in its resolutions 
of 2 I April 1948, 3 June 1948, I4 March I950 and 

- 

1~ S: 1100. Annex 28, O.R., S~rppl. for Nov. 1948, p. 139. 

*no For the question whether the Security Council has con- 
sidcred the item before it as a ” dispute ” or a ” situation “, see 
chapter X, part II, Case 5. 

1”’ 762nd meeting : para. Il. 
‘81 S/3778. 

InS 765th meeting : para. 150. 

UM S/3779, O.R., 12th year, Suppl. for Jun.-Mm. 1957, p. 4. 

30 March 195 I, and the United Nations Commission 
for India and Pakistan rcsotutions of I3 August 1948 
and 5 Jimuary 1949, that the final disposition of the 
State of Jammu and Kashmir wilt bc made in 
accordance with the will of the people cxprcssed 
through the democratic method of il fret and impartial 
plebiscite conducted under the auspices of the United 
Nations. 

“ 1. Reuffirms the affirmation in its resolution of 
30 March 195 1 and dcclarcs that the convening of a 
Constituent Assembly as rccommcnded by the 
Gencrat Council of the ‘All Jammu and Kashmir 
National Confcrcncc ’ and any action that Assembly 
may have taken or might attcnlpt to take to deter- 
mine the future shape and affiliation of the entire 
Stotc or any part thereof, or action by the parties 
concerned in support of any such action by the 
Asscmbty, would not constitute a disposition of the 
State in accordance with the above principle. 

“ 2. fkidc~,s to continue its consideration of the 
dispute.” 

Decision of 20 Februury I957 (773rd meeting): 
Rrjt~ction of the joint draft resolution submitted by 
the representutives of Austruliu, Cubu, the United 
Kingdom und the United Stutes 

At the 768th meeting on 15 January 1957, the reprc- 
sentativc of the United Kingdom introduced a draft 
resolution Ins jointly with the rcprcscntativcs of Australia, 
Cuba and the United States. In the joint draft resolution 
it was provided that the Security Council would : (I) 
request the President of the Security Council, the rcprc- 
sentativc of Swcdcn, to examine with the Governments 
of India and Pakistan proposals which, in his opinion, 
were likely to contribute to the achievement of dcmiti- 
tarization or to the cstablishmcnt of other conditions 
for progress toward the scttlcment of the dispute, having 
regard to the previous resolutions of the Security 
Council and of the United Nations Commission for 
India and Pakistan, and bearing in mind the statements 
of the representatives of the Governments of India and 
Pakistan and the proposal for the use of a temporary 
United Nations force ; (2) authorize him to visit the 
subcontinent for this purpose ; (3) request him to report 
to the Security Council as soon as possible but not later 
than IS April 1957 ; (4) invite the Governments of India 
and Pakistan to co-operate with him in the performance 
of thcsc functions ; (5) request the Sccrctary-Gcncral and 
the United Nations rcprcscntative for India and Pakistan 
to render such assistance to him i\s he might request. 

At the 770th meeting on 18 February 1957, the 
reprcscntativc of the USSK submitted amcndmcnts INa 
to the joint draft resolution to : (1) rcpl;lcc the preamble 
by a different text ; (2) amend paragraph 1 of the 
operative part to provide that the Security Council 
would request the President of the Council, the repre- 
sentative of Sweden, to examine with the Governments 

Inb S/3787, O.R., 12th yew. SuppI. for Jon.-Mcrr. 1957, 
pp. 7-8. 

HI S/3709. O.R., 12th yew. Slrppt. for Jun.-Mar. 1957, p. H. 
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of India and Pakistan the situation in respect of Jammu 
and Kashmir, and to consider the progress that could 
be made towards the settlement of the problem, bearing 
in mind the statements of the representatives of the 
Governments of lndia and Pakistan; and (3) delete in 
paragraph 3 of the opcrativc part the words “but not 
later than I5 April 1957 “. 

At the 77 1st meeting on 18 February 1957, the 
representative of Colombia submitted an amendment I”’ 
to the joint draft resolution to : (1) replace the preamble 
by a different text ; (2) amend paragraph 1 of the 
operative part to provide that the Security Council 
would request the President of the Security Council, the 
representative of Sweden, to examine with the Govern- 
ments of India and Pakistan proposals, which, in his 
opinion, were likely to contribute to the achievement of 
the provisions contcmplatcd in the resolutions of 
13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949, of the United 
Nations Commission for India and Pakistan, or to the 
establishment of other conditions for progress towards 
the settlement of the problem, bearing in mind the 
statcmcnts of the rcprcscntatives of the Governments 
of India and Pakistan, the proposal for the use of a 
temporary United Nations force, if accepted by the 
parties, or the possibility to rcfcr the problem to the 
Intcrnationnl Court of Justice ; and (3) replace in para- 
graph 3 of the opcrativc part the last words by the 
following : “ if possible not lntcr than 15 April 1957 “. 

At the 773rd meeting on 20 February 1957, the 
Security Council voted on the USSR amendment, the 
Colombian amendment and the joint draft resolution. 

The USSR amcndmcnt was rejected by 1 vote in 
favour and 2 against, with 8 abstentions.‘“’ The Colom- 
bian amendment was rejected by 1 vote in favour and 
none against, with IO abstentions.‘“” The joint draft 
resolution was not adopted. There were 9 votes in favour 
and 1 against, with 1 abstention (the negative vote being 
that of a pcrmancnt nlembcr).lgo 

Decision of 21 February I957 (774th meeting) : 
Requesting the President of rhe Security Council, the 
representative of Sweden, to examine with the Govern- 
ments of India and Pakixtan any proposals likely to 
contribute to the sertkment of the dispute 

At the 773rd meeting on 20 February 1957, the 
representative of the United States, jointly with the 
representatives of Australia and the United Kingdom, 
submitted a draft resolution ID1 which, at the 774th 
meeting on 2 I February 1957, wu adopted by IO votes 
in favour and none against, with 1 abstention.‘g* Before 
adoption of the resolution, the representative of India 
observed that his Govcrnmcnt felt engaged by only 

I*’ S/3791/Rev.l, O.H.. 12111 yew, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1957, 
pp. 8-9. 

lt~~ 773rd meeting : para. 124. 
lHs 773rd meeting : para. 125. 
ls” 773rd meeting : para. 126. 
‘9’ S/3792 and Corr.1, 773rd meeting: para. 130. 
I@* 774th meeting : para. 79. 

those resolutions of the Security Council under Chap 
ter VI of the Charter which it had accepted. However, 
the President of the Security Council would always be 
welcome in India. 

The resolution les read : 

” The Security Council, 

“ Reculling its resolution of 24 January 1957, its 
previous resolutions and the resolutions of the United 
Nations Commission for India and Pakistan on the 
India-Pakistan question, 

“ 1. Requests the President of the Security Council, 
the representative of Sweden, to examine with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan any proposals 
which, in his opinion, are likely to contribute towards 
the settlement of the dispute, having regard to the 
previous resolutions of the Security Council and of 
the United Nations Commission for India and 
Pakistan ; to visit the sub-continent for this purpose ; 
and to report to the Security Council not later than 
15 April I957 ; 

“ 2. Invites the Governments of India and Pakistan 
to co-operate with him in the performance of these 
functions ; and 

“ 3. Requests the Secretary-General and the 
United Nations Representative for India and Pakistan 
to render such assistance as he may request.” 

On 29 April 1957, the representative of Sweden sub- 
mittcd to the Security Council the report ‘O’ he had 
prepared in pursuance of the resolution of the Security 
Council of 21 February 1957, in which he stated that 
he had inquired of the two Governments whether they 
would be prepared to submit to arbitration the question 
of whether part 1 of the resolution of 13 August 1948 
had been implemented. The Government of Pakistan 
had fallen in with the suggestion in principle. The 
Government of India felt that the issues in dispute were 
not suitable for arbitration. 

“While I feel unable to report to the Council any 
concrete proposals which, in my opinion, at this time 
are likely to contribute towards a settlement of the 
dispute, as I was requested to do under the terms of 
reference of the Council’s resolution of 21 February 
1957 (S/3793), my examination of the situation as 
it obtains at present would indicate that, despite the 
present deadlock, both parties are still desirous of 
finding a solution to the problem. In this connexion 
the Council may wish to take note of expressions of 
sincere willingness to co-operate with the United 
Nations in the finding of a peaceful solution, which 1 
reccivcd from both Governments.” 

Decision of 2 December 1957 (808th meeting) : 
Requesting the United Nations Representative of India 
and Pakistan to make any recommendations fo the 
parties for further uppropriare action with a view fo 

~.--- 
1na S/3793, O.R., 12th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1957, p. 9. 
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At the 791~ meeting on 24 September 1957, the 
Council, at the rcqucst of Pakistan, rcsumcd con- 
sidcration of the question on the basis of the report 
submitted by the rcprcsentativc of Sweden under the 
Security Council resolution of 2 I February 1957.“‘” 
Consideration of the question continued at the 795th 
to 805th meetings from Y October to 2 I November 1957, 
and at the 807th and XOHth meetings on 2X November 
and 2 Deccmbcr 1957. rcspcctivcly. 

At the 707th meeting on 25 October 1957, the 
representatives of the United Kingdom :md the United 
States urged that the Security Council call upon the 
United Nntions Kcpresent:ltivc for India and Pakistnn 
to consult ag;Iin with the port& in order to bring about 
progress toward full implcmcntation of the resolutions 
adopted by the Commission for India and Pakistan. 

At the 803rd meeting on 18 Novcmbcr 1957, the 
Council had bcforc it ;I joint draft resolution I”” sub- 
mittcd by the rcprescntativcs of Australia, Colombia, 
the Philippines, the United Kingdom ;rnd the United 
States to rcqucst the United Nations Keprcscnt;ltivc for 
India and Pakistan to m;\kc any rccommcndations to the 
parties for further action which hc considcrcd desirable 
in connexion with Part I of the United N;ttions Com- 
mission for India and Pakistan resolution of 13 August 

- IY48, and to enter into negotiations with the Govcrn- 
mcnts of India und Pakistiln in order to implcmcnt 
Pnrt II of the s;mlc resolution, and in particular to 
rc;tch agreement on ;I reduction of forces on each side 
of the ccusc-fire line to ;I spccificd number arrived at 
on the basis of the rclcvant Security Council resolutions. 

At the 807th meeting on 28 November 1057, the 
rcprescntativc of Swcdcn submitted an amcndmcnt Iyi 
to the fourth paragraph of the prc;unblc, and an amcnd- 
ment to the second paragraph of the operative part of 
the joint draft resolution bcforc the Council. 

At the 808th meeting on 2 December 1957, the 
amendments submitted by the rcprcscnt:itivc of Sweden 
were adopted by IO votes in favour and none qqinst, 
with 1 abstention.‘“” The joint draft resolution. as 
amended, W;IS adopted by IO votes in f;lvour and none 
against, with 1 ;lbstcntion.‘“” 

The resolution L0o read : 

” The Sccuritp C’omrYl, 

” Having received and noted with uppreciution the 
report of Mr. Gunnur V. Jarring, the representative 

Los 791sl mecriny : para. X. 
‘VI s 39 1 I ( O.H., 12rlr vcur. SlippI. for Oct.-lk. 19.57. 
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P- 19” 808th meeting : para. 8. 
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*oo S/3922. O.H.. 12th ycur, SuppI. for Oct.-Dec. 1957, 
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of Sweden, on the mission undcrtitkcn by him pur- 
suant to the Security <‘uuncil resolution of 
2 I I+bl u;iry lYS7, 

“ I:‘xprr.s.si,rg its tlrmlX.s to Mr. J ;lrring for the care 
and ability with which hc h:ls carried out his mission, 

” Ohwrvin~ ,c.it/r upprwilltiotl the cxprcssions made 
by both p;trtics of sinccrc willingness to co-opcratc 
with the United Nations in finding ;I pc;lccful solution, 

“ Oh.wn~ir~g frrrtlwr that the Govcrnmcnts of lndilt 
and P;lkistan rccognidc ;md accept the provisions of 
its resolution d;ltcd I7 J;muar)f lY4t( ;md of the reso- 
lutions of the United Nations C’ommission for India 
and P:tkistan dated I3 August tY4X and 5 Jnnu;rry 
lY49, which cnvis;tgc in :lccord;tncu with their terms 
the dctcrmimttion of the future status of the State of 
J;mlmu ;md Kashmir in ;tccordance with the will of 
the pcoplc through the dcmocr;1tic method of ;I free 
and impartial plcbiscitc, ;md th:lt Mr. Jarring felt it 
appropri;ltc to cxplorc wh;~t W;IS impeding their full 
implcmcntation, 

“ C‘orlcwncd over the Inck of progress towards a 
scttlcmcnt of the dispute which his reports mnnifcsts, 

“ C’or~.sirlcrir~~ the importance which it has attached 
to dcmititarization of the State of J;nnmu and Kashmir 
:I5 one of the steps tow:irds a scttlcnicnt, 

“ Hcwrlliry its previous resolutions :rnd the rcso- 
lutions of the United N;ltions Commission for India 
and Pakistan on the ImiLl-Pakist;m question, 

“ I. Kc~c~~rr~.sr.s the Government of India and the 
Govcrnmcnt of P;tkistan to refrain from making any 
statcmcnts and from doing or c;lusing to bc done or 
permitting ;Iny acts which might aggravate the 
situ;ltion ;lnd to ilj?pCill to their rcspcctivc peoples to 

assist in crc;lting :md m;lintaining an atmosphere 
favournbtc to the promotion of further negotiations ; 

“ 2. Kcyr~sf.s the United Nations rcprcscntative 
for India and Pakistim to m;tke any rccomIncndations 
to the p;utics for further ;qq”oprintc action with a 
view to making progress toward the implcmcntation 
of the resolutions of the United N;itions Commission 
for Indi;t and P;tkist;m of I3 August 1948 :md 
S January lY3Y :md toward ;I pcnccful scttlemcnt ; 

“ 3. Aut/rori:r.s the United Nations representative 
to visit the sub-continent for thcsc purposes ; and 

“ 4. /nstruc.ts the United Nations rcprcsentative to 
report to lhc Security Council on his efforts iis soon 
as possible.” *O’ 

THE TUNISIAN QUEsTION (I) 

INITIAI. I’ROCl:EI)INtiS 

By letter *“* dated 13 I;cbruary IYSLI, the repre- 
sentntivc of ‘Tunisia rcqucsted the President of the 

*II ‘l‘hc United Nations rcprcwntative rcportctl pursuant lo 
the resolution on 3 I March 1958 [S 3984. O.K., /jr/~ your, 
Sfrppl. for J~Irl.-~ltrr. /YSN. pp. 38-46j. 

pot S 3952, O.K., 13rh ycwr, .F~rgpl. for /cm.-Mur. 1958, 
pp. 13-14. 
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Security Council to call the Security Council to consider 
the following question : 

“Complaint by Tunisia in respect of an act of 
aggression committed against it by France on 
8 February 1958 at Sakict-Sidi-Youssef “. 

In an explanatory memorandum attached to the letter, 
the representative of Tunisia stated that on 8 February 
1958, twenty-five bomber and fighter aircraft subjected 
the village of Sakiet-Sidi-Youssef, near the Algerian 
border, and the arca immediately surrounding it “to a 
massive bombardment with bombs and rockets and 
continuous strafing by machine-guns “. Seventy-nine per- 
sons had been killed and one hundred and thirty wound- 
ed during this attack, which constituted “ an act of armed 
aggression by France against Tunisia “. The repre- 
sentative of Tunisia added that he had previously in- 
formed the Sccrctary-General of earlier acts of 
aggression and of the fact that they wcrc violations of 
Article 2 (4) of the Charter and that, in accordance with 
Article 51 of the Charter, the Tunisian Government 
proposed to excrcisc its right of self-defence. The in- 
tentions expressed by the French Government did not 
appear to hold out any prospect that these deliberate 
attacks on Tunisia’s sovereignty committed since June 
1957 and flagrant violations of Article 2 (4) would 
cease. Accordingly, he seized the Security Council of 
“ the situation crcatcd by the deliberate act of aggression 
committed on 8 February 1958 ” and requested it “ to 
take whatever decision it may deem appropriate to put 
an end to a situation which thrcatcns Tunisia’s security 
and endangers international peace and security in that 
part of the world “. 

By letter *Oa to the President of the Security Council 
dated 14 February 1958, the rcprcscntative of France 
requested that the Security Council should at its next 
meeting consider the following complaint : 

“Situation resulting from the aid furnished by 
Tunisia to rebels enabling them to conduct operations 
from Tunisian territory dircctcd against the integrity 
of French territory and the safety of the persons and 
property of French nationals “. 

In an explanatory memorandum attached to the letter, 
the representative of France stated that the Tunisian 
Government had not shown itself capable of maintaining 
order on the France-Tunisian frontier and that the 
Algerian rebels, aided and abetted by the Tunisian 
authorities, had been able to establish in Tunisia a 
complete organization enabling them to carry out 
numerous border violations and incursions into the 
French territory. A particularly serious incident had 
occurred on 1 I January 1958 in the vicinity of Sakiet- 
Sidi-Youssef where, in the course of an engagcmcnt 
with a rebel band which had come from Tunisia, sixteen 
French soldiers were killed and four taken prisoner. In 
addition, aircraft flying over French territory had on 
several occasions sustained damage caused by automatic 
weapons fired from the building in that village ctccupied 
by the Tunisian National Guard. The reaction of the 

soa S/3954, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1958, 
pp. 15-16. 

French Air Force at the time of the incident to which 
the Tunisian complaint referred had thus been the out- 
come of the many acts of provocation to which French 
forces had been subjected. For these reasons, the French 
Government considered that “Tunisia has seriously 
failed in its obligations as a State Member of the United 
Nations and has directly and indirectly caused very grave 
injury to the legitimate interests of France “. The French 
Govcrnmcnt accordingly asked that “ the assistance 
furnished by Tunisia to the Algerian rebels should be 
condemned by the Council “. 

By letter *04 dated 17 February 1958, the representative 
of Tunisia furnished the President of the Security 
Council the following “ additional details” in respect to 
his earlier letter of 14 February 1948 : the phrase in 
the earlier letter “ situation which thrcatcns Tunisia’s 
security ” meant the threat to Tunisia’s “security and 
to international pcacc and security as a result of the 
prcscncc of French troops in Tunisia “, a threat 
“regarded as so serious that the Tunisian Government 
has reyucstcd the complctc withdrawal of these troops 
from Tunisian territory “. By the phrase “ situation which 
endangers international peace and security in that part 
of the world ” was meant “ the war in Algeria and its 
repercussions on the security of a Member State, 
Tunisia, particularly by way of encroachment upon 
Tunisian territory “. He further stated that it was 
becoming increasingly clear that “this situation must 
be regarded as calculated, if it continues, to constitute a 
serious danger to international peace and security “. 

Decision of 18 February I958 (81 I th meeting) : 
Adjournment 

In the provisional agenda for the 81 lth meeting on 
18 February 1958, item 2 was the letter of 13 February 
1958 from the representative of Tunisia, and item 3, the 
letter of 14 February 1958 from the representative of 
France. 

After the adoption of the agenda,*OL the President 
(USSR) invited the representative of Tunisia to par- 
ticipate in the meeting of the Council.*oe 

The representatives of the United States and the 
United Kingdom informed the Council that their Govem- 
mcnts had extended to the Governments of France and 
Tunisia an offer of good offices on the problems out- 
standing between them *07 
both parties.*On 

which had been accepted by 

The representative of Sweden stated that the Council 
would be well advised “ to adjourn in order to allow 

20’ S/3957, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1958, 
pp. 17-18. 

*Ob 811 th meeting : para. 4. 
*on Xl Ith meeting : para. 5 ; 

Case 20. 
see also, chapter III, part I, 

*O: For consideration of the tender of good offices in con- 
nexion with Article 33. see chapter X. part I. Case 1. 

*On 811th meeting: paras. 6, 11. 
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these discussions to proceed in an atmosphere con- 
*- ducive to their successful outcome “.*” 

After a brief discussion, the representative of Japan 
proposed the immediate adjournment of the meeting.“’ 

The President stated that if there were no objections, 
the Council would regard the proposal of the repre- 
sentative of Japan as adopted.**’ 

THE TUNISIAN QUESTION (11) 

By letter*** dated 29 May 1958, the representative of 
Tunisia requested the President of the Security Council 
to call a meeting of the Council to consider the fol- 
lowing question : 

“Complaint by Tunisia in respect of acts of armed 
aggression committed against it since 19 May 1958 
by the French military forces stationed in its Ter- 
ritory and in Algeria.” 

In an explanatory memorandum attached to the letter, 
the representative of Tunisia referred to his letter*la 
dated I3 February 1958 to the President of the Security 
Council in which he had informed the Council of the 
measures taken by the Tunisian Government in the 
exercise of its right of self-defence, in accordance with 
Article 51 *I’ of the Charter, following the aggression of 
Sakiet-Sidi-Youssef. The Tunisian Government had 
prohibited the French armed forces occupying positions 

- in Tunisia against its wishes from engaging in any troop 
movements. sending French naval units into Tunisian 
ports, landing or parachuting reinforcements and flying 
French military aircraft over Tunisian territory. 

“ At the Secretary-General’s instance and following 
the assurances given by him, the Tunisian Government 
accorded very liberal facilities to ensure food supplies 
to the immobilized troops. 

“The preventive security measures were maintained 
throughout the good offices’ action undertaken by the 
Governments of the United States of America and of 
the United Kingdom of Great Rritain and Northern 
Irclnnd to bring the views of the French and Tunisian 
Governments closer together. On IS March 1958. 
these good offices resulted in a compromise laying 
down, infer alia, the procedure for the evacuation of 
the French troops from Tunisia. This compromise 
was accepted by both the French and Tunisian 
Governments. but its provisions were not applied, 
inasmuch as the French Government was unable to 
ratify it. 

*no 811th meeting: para. 14. 
*lo 81 I th meeting : para. 53 ; for the discussion of rule 26 of 

the rules of procedure, see chapter I. part IV.d, Case 20. 

*I1 811th meeting, para. 55. 
*I* S/4013, O.R.. 13th year. S14ppl. for Apr.-June 19S8, 

pp. 37-39. 

1~ S/3951, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 19S8. 
pp. 12-13. 

*I( For statements concerning the applicability of Article 51 
of the Charter, see chapter X11. part IV, Case 5. 

“ In its desire to settle the dispute with France 
amicably, the Tunisian Government, while noting the 
suspension of the good offices mission owing to its 
partner’s failure, did not wish to turn to the Security 
Council again immediately, because it preferred to 
leave all possibilities open for an amicable settlement. 
It was of course understood-and the Tunisian 
Government received assurances to that effect under 
the good offices’ action-that the measures taken by 
Tunisia against the French troops would remain in 
force.” 

On 24 May 1958, however, the French troops 
stationed at Rcmnda made a sortie from their barracks 
and tried to force a barrier at Bir Kanbout, opening fire 
on the Tunisian elements guarding it, and on 25 May 
French bombers and fighters attacked the Remada area. 
The Government of Tunisia would 

“ . . . draw the Security Council’s attention to the 
extreme gravity of the situation resulting from these 
repeated acts of what is indisputably armed aggression 
against its territorial intqrity by the French forces 
stationed in its territory against its wishes and by 
those operating in Algeria “, and 

finding that its efforts at conciliation “have failed and 
that its sovereignty is gravely threatened “, requested 
the Security Council to: 

“ . . . take such measures as it may deem necessary 
-in accordance with Article 40 and subsequent 
Articles of the United Nations Charter-in order to 
put an end to this situation. which threatens not only 
the security of Tunisia, but also international peace 
and security in that part of the world.” 

By letter *I6 dated 29 May 1958 to the President of 
the Security Council, the representative of France 
requested that the Council should, at its next meeting. 
consider : 

“ I. The complaint brought by France against 
Tunisia on 14 February 1958 (document S ‘3954) ; 

“ 2. The situation arising out of the disruption. by 
Tunisia, of the rndrrs vivmdi which had been 
established since February 1958 with regard to the 
stationing of French troops at certain points in 
Tunisian territory.” 

In an explanatory memorandum attached to the letter, 
the representative of France stated that during the 
incident nt Rcmada. all the measures taken by the 
French authorities showed their concern not to qxrxvate 
the incidents provoked by the Tunisians. He stated further 
that the French Government had never ceased to seek 
a comprehensive or specific scttlcmcnt of the various 
difficulties hctwcen France and Tunisia. The Prcsidcnt 
of Tunisia, however. while conversations between him 
and the Charge d’Aff;iircs of Fr;rncc had been in pro- 

gress. by deciding to come again before the Security 
Council, had seen fit to create the impression that the 
French authorities had been preparing to violate Tunisian 
sovereignty. These contradictory attitudes of the 

~6 S/4015. O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 19S8, 
pp. 42-44. 
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Tunisian Government would not discourage the French 
Government in its efforts to settle the unresolved dif- 
ficulties between the two countries by an amicable 
understanding. The French Government therefore called 
upon the Security Council “to rccommcnd to the 
Tunisian Government that it should restore conditions 
favourablc to a resumption of negotiations “. 

At the 819th meeting on 2 June 1958, the Security 
Council had bcforc it a provisional agcnda*‘B in which 
were listed, as item 2, the lcttcr from the representative 
of Tunisia of 29 May I958 and as item 3, the letter from 
the reprcscntative of France of 29 May 1958. 

After the adoption of the agenda,“’ the President 
(China) invited the rcprcscntativc of Tunisia to take a 
place at the Council tablc.*‘n 

The Security Council considcrcd the question at its 
8 19th to 82 I st meetings, held on 2 and 4 June 1958. 

At the 819th meeting on 2 June 1958, the rcprc- 
scntativc of Tunisia * contcndcd that the prcscncc on 
Tunisian territory of French armed forces stationed 
thcrc against its will constituted a threat to the peace 
within the meaning of Article 39 of the Charter and a 
threat to the security of Tunisia itself, and therefore 
asked the Council to take, in accordance with Articlc 39, 
a11 appropriate mcasurcs provided for in Articles 40 and 
41 and the following Articles of the Charter. to assist 
Tunisia to obtain the withdrawal of French troops. 
Pending such withdrawal, the rcprcsentativc of Tunisia 
asked the Council, acting under Article 40 of the 
Charter, to offer the following provisional measures : 

“ . . . formally to request France: first, to cnsurc 
that its troops stationed in Tunisia obscrvc the prc- 
ventive security mcasurcs taken in respect of them by 
the Government of the Republic of Tunisia on 
8 February 1958 and communicated to the President 
of the Security Council on 13 February 1958, 
mcasurcs which included a prohibition of all French 
troop movements in Tunisia ; and secondly, to ensure 
that all other French forces observe the decision taken 
on 8 February 1958 to prohibit naval units from 
entering Tunisian ports, and to prohibit any landing 
or parachuting of rcinforccmcnts and all flights over 
Tunisian territory . . .” *I0 

Decision of 4 June 1958 (82 1st meeting) : Statement by 
the President noting the statemews of the Head of the 
French Govrrnment und of the President of Trrnisiu 

At the 82 1st meeting on 4 June 1958, the rcpre- 
sentativc of France rcfcrrcd to the cxchangc of messages 
between the Prime Minister of France and the Prcsidcnt 
of Tunisia and proposed “to have a two-week post- 
poncmcnt of this dcbatc ” so as to allow conversation for 
the scttlcmcnt of existing difficulties between France 
and Tunisia to take place.**o 

*I0 S~Agenda 819. 

*I’ R19th meeting : para. 2. 

*I* 819th meeting : para. 2. 

*I* 819th meeting : paras. 66-67. 

*I0 821st meeting : para. 51. 

The representative of Tunisia * preferred an adjourn- 
ment until 18 June 1958.**’ 

The President (China) stated that there being no 
objection to this proposal, it was so decided.*** 

The President then stated that with the taking of this 
decision, it remained for him to cxprcss the good wishes 
of the Council “ for the SUCCESS of negotiations which arc 
to bc undcrtakcn bctwccn France and Tunisia”. He 
stated further : 

“ 1 note with particular intcrcst that the head of the 
French Govcrnmcnt. in his message to President 
Bourguiba. specifically pledged to prcvcnt any action 
on the part of French authorities that might aggravate 
the situation. 1 also note that President Bourguiba has 
responded in a spirit of ready co-operation.“**J 

At the 826th meeting on 18 June 1958. the repre- 
sentatives of France and of Tunisia informed the 
Council of the agreement in the form of an exchange of 
letters rcachcd by their Govcrnmcnts on 17 June. The 
agrccmcnt provided for evacuation of French troops from 
all Tunisian territory cxccpt Bizcrtc and for complctc 
restoration of the freedom of movcmcnt of French 
forces. In the four-month interval until completion of the 
evacuation of French forces, the two Govcrnmcnts 
would cngagc in negotiations to dcfinc a provisional 
statute for the strategic base at Bizertc. 

At the conclusion of the meeting. the President 
cxtcnded the congratulations of the Security Council to 
the two Govemmcnts on their success in removing their 
difficulties through direct negotiations. 

I.ElTER DATED 20 FERRllARY 1958 FROM THE 

REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SUDAN ADDRFSED TO 
TIIE SECRETARY-GENERAL 

By letter *la dated 20 Fcbrunry 1958, the rcprc- 
sentativc of the Sudan requested the Sccrctary-Gcncral 
to call an urgent meeting of the Council “to discuss the 
gritvc situation existing on the Sudan-Egyptian border, 
resulting from the massed concentrations of Egyptian 
troops moving towards the Sudancsc frontiers”. 

To the letter was attached a communication dated 
20 February 1958 from the Prime Minister of the Sudan 
indicating that the Government of Egypt claimed 
sovereignty over certain Sudanese tcrritorics which it 
proposed to include in arrangcmcnts for a plebiscite to 
take place in Egypt. Since the Sudanese Government, 
which had twice asked the Egyptian Govcrnmcnt for time 
to nc$otiatc. was determined to dcfcnd its tcrritorics. 
Sudan requested the Sccrctary-Gcncral “to ask the 
Security Council to meet immediately and USC its good 
offices to stop the impending Egyptian aggression “. 

**I 821sl meeting: para. 57. 

*** R21st meeting : para. 62 ; see also chapter I, part V.2.d. 
Case 37. 

*tt 821~1 meeting : paras. 59-61. 
**( S/3963, O.R., 13th year, Strppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1958, 

pp. 21-22. 
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At the 812th meeting on 21 February 1958, the 
Security Council decided to include the question in its 
agenda.**& After the adoption of the agenda, the President 
(USSR) invited the reprcsentativcs of Egypt and the 
Sudan to participate in the discussion.**a 

The Council considered the question at its 812th 
meeting on 21 February 1958. 

Decision of 21 February 1958 (812th meeting): State- 
ment by the President (USSR) summarizing the views 
of the members of the Council 

At that meeting, the representative of Sudan + stated 
that the Government of Egypt in a note of 29 January 
1958 had requested that appropriate measures be taken 
by the Sudan Government to hand over two areas of 
Sudan territory north of 22 latitude to the ELgyptian 
Government, which had indicated willingness to hand 
over to the Sudan a region near the north-eastern 
frontier, previously ceded to Egypt. Before a reply to 
the Egyptian notes could be prepared. the Sudan 
Government had received reports that a contingent of 
the Egyptian Army was on its way to one of the claimed 
areas. After having explained the point of view of the 
Sudan Government on the matter, the representative of 
the Sudan expressed the hope that the Council would 
adopt “a measure which will calm the situation that 
exists between Egypt and the Sudan and pave the way 
For a peaceful and friendly solution “.**’ 

The representative of Egypt * deplored the fact that 
the Government of Sudan had decided to submit the 
question to the Security Council after having rejected 
several suggestions submitted by Egypt with a view to 
finding a solution to this dispute in accordance with the 
spirit of the Charter, and before having exhausted 
recourse to the other pacific means of settlement men- 
tioned particularly in Article 33.“” The rcpresentativc of 
Egypt observed further that the letter submitted by the 
Sudan used the term “ aggression “. In the meaning of 
the Charter, “ aggression ” referred to an armed aggres- 
sion and this was not the case with regard to the question 
before the Council. The kind of “ aggression” referred 
to in this connexion, which had been called “ imminent “, 
was difficult to conceive. The representative of Egypt 
quoted a communiqu6 issued by the Egyptian Govern- 
ment on 21 February 1958 in which it was stated that it 
had decided to postpone the settling of the frontier 
question until after the Sudanese elections and that 
negotiations were to begin for the settling of all un- 
decided questions after the new Sudanese Government 
was chosen.“s 

After the resumption *W of the meeting, which, on the 

**b 812th meeting : preceding para. I. 
-0 812th meeting: para. I : see also chapter 111, part 1. 

Case 2 I. 
n’ 812th meeting: paras. 5. 16, 33. 

zsa For consideration of the bearing of Article 33 on the 
proceedings, see chapter X, part I. Case 2. 

M 812th meeting: pares. 41, 46. 

*so 812th meeting : para. 49. 

proposal of the representative of Japan, had been sus- 
pended for an hour, the representatives of the United 
States, Japan, the United Kingdom, Iraq. France and 
the President, speaking as the representative of the 
USSR, cxprcssed the views that the question bcforc the 
Council should bc settled by the two Governments con- 
cerned by direct negotiations. 

The President (USSf<) summed up the views of the 
members of the Council as follows: 

“The Security Council has heard the statements of 
the reprcscntativcs of the Sudan and Egypt and notes 
the Egyptian rcprcsentativc’s assurances that his 
Government has decided to postpone the settlement 
of the frontier question until the elections in the Sudan 
are over. Of course, the question put forward by the 
Sudan remains before the Council,” *W 

IJRGENT MEASURFS TO PlJT AN END TO F1.IGHTS BY 

UNITED STATIC!! MILITARY AIRCRAFT ARMED WITH 

ATOMIC AND HYDROGEN ROMRS IN THE I)IREC- 
TION OF THE FRONTIERS OF THE SOVIET UNION 

INITIAL PROCEEDIN~;S 

By lettcr*~* dated 18 April 1958, the representative of 
the USSR requested the President of the Security 
Council to call an urgent meeting of the Council to con- 
sider the following question : 

“Urgent mcasurcs to put an end to flights by 
IJnited States military aircraft armed with atomic and 
hydrogen bombs in the direction of the frontiers of 
the Soviet Union.” 

He added that the threat to the cause of peace as a 
result of the danger arising out of the numerous cases of 
flights in the direction of the frontiers of the USSR by 
IJnitcd States bombers carrying hydrogen bombs made it 
imperative that this question should bc considcrcd with- 
out delay. The Charter conferred on the Security Council 
primary responsibility For the mainten:mce of inter- 
national pace and security: the Govcrnmcnt of the 
IJSSR. therefore. hoped that the Council would give this 
question the most urgent consideration and would take 
“ the ncccssary steps to climinntc this threat to the cause 
of pence “. 

At the 813th meeting on 2 I April 1958. the Security 
Council included the question in its agenda. and con- 
sidered it at the 813th to 8 17th meetings held between 
21 April and 2 May f 958. 

Decision of 2 May 19.58 (816th meeting) : Rejedinn of 
the United SINIFs rlrrrft reso?rrGon : rcpjec‘linn of the 
USSR draft resolution 

At the 813th meeting on 2 I April f 958, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR submitted a draft resolution*aa 

*M For texts of relevant statements, see : 
Rl2th meeting : President (USSR). paras. 80-81 : Canada. 

paras. 67-68 : France, paras. 65-66 : Iraq, para. 62 : Japan, 
para. 48 : United Kingdom, paras. 59-61 ; United States, 
paras. 50-53. 

*a1 S/3990, O.R., 13th year. Suppl. for Apr.-/me 1958. p. 8. 

*M S/3993, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 13. 
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under which the Security Council, having examined the 
question submitted by the USSR and considering that the 
practice of making such flights increased tension between 
St&s, would have declared it to constitute a threat to 
the security of nations which, if continued, might lead 
to a breach of world peace and the unleashing of an 
atomic war of annihilation, and would have called upon 
the United States to refrain from sending its military air- 
craft carrying atomic and hydrogen bombs in the 

direction of the frontiers of other States for the purpose 
of threatening their security or staging military demon- 
strations. 

The Prcsidcnt, speaking as the representative of the 
United States. said that nothing the United States had 
done could bc regarded ;IS “anything except the in- 
cscapablc rcquircmcnts of Icgitimatc self-dcfcncc “, 
undertaken in the fact of continued resistance to count- 
less efforts on its part to ncgokttc and, through ncgo- 
tiation. to settle its diffcrcnccs with the Government of 
the USSR. Until all fears of surprise attack were 
banished by effective intcrnntional arrangements, the 
United States wx compelled to take all steps necessary 
to protect itself from being ovcrwhclmcd. The United 
States had proposed to the Soviet Union agreement on 
:t plan for mutual acriitl inspection which was directly 
rclcvant to the pending complaint but the Soviet Union 
had failed to give a constructive rcsponse.LS’ 

Following statements by the representatives of 
Canada, China, France, the United Kingdom, Japan, 
Iraq, Colombia and P;mam;~,y”J rhe President proposed 
to put the USSR draft resolution to the vote.z:‘” The 
rcprcsentativc of the USSR objected to the President’s 
proposal to put the draft resolution to the vote forth- 
with as an unprcccdcnted procedure. Hc proposed to 

adjourn the meeting to 22 April at 3.00 p.m. This pro- 
posal was rejcctcd as was his proposal to adjourn the 
meeting until 22 April at 10.30 a.m.‘“’ 

The representative of the USSR thereupon declared 
that “it must be noted for the record that the United 
States reprcsentativc preferred to avoid consideration 
and free discussion in the Council and to resort to the 
machinery of voting “, and withdrew his draft resolution 
“ as a sign of protest “. 

At the 814th meeting on 29 April 1958, the Security 
Council had before it a draft resolutionrSH submitted by 
the United States, under which the Security Council, 
noting the dcvelopmcnt, particularly in the USSR and 
the United States, of growing capabilities of massive 
surprise attack, believing that the establishment of 

*a’ 813th meeting : paras. 30, 35, 45-48. 

*.lJ For texts of relevant statements, see : 

813th meeting : Canada, paras. 53, 56 ; China. paras. 65-68 ; 
Colombia. paras. 119-120 ; France, paras. X2-84 ; Iraq. para. 
I 12 ; Japan, paras. 98, 101-103 ; Panama, paras. 1215-126, 
132-133 ; United Kingdom, pans. 86, 88, 90. 93, 95. 

*se 813th meeting : para. 134. 

tJ7 For the debate subsequent to the President’s proposal to 
put the draft resolution to the vote, and for the proposals of 
the representative of the USSR and the respective decisions, see 
chapter 1. part V.2.d. Case 35. 

zJ(I S/3995. O.K., ls?rlt yrar, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 15. 

measures to allay fears of such massive surprise attack 
would help reduce tensions and would contribute to the 
increase of confidence among States, noting the state- 
ments of certain members of the Council regarding the 
particular significance of the Arctic area, would have 
(a) recommended that there be promptly cstablishcd the 
northern zone of international inspection against sur- 
prise attack, comprising the area north of the Arctic 
Circle with certain exceptions and additions, that had 
been considered by the United Nations Disarmament 
Sub-Committee of Canada, France, the USSR, the United 
Kingdom and the United States during August 1957 : 
(b) called upon the five States mentioned, together with 
Denmark and Norway, and any other States having ter- 
ritory north of the Arctic Circle which dcsircd to have 
such territory included in the zone of international in- 
spcction. at once to designate representatives to par- 
ticipate in immediate discussions with a view to agreeing 
on the technical arrangements required ; and (~1 decided 
to keep the matter on its agenda for such further con- 
sideration as might be required. 

The representative of Sweden submitted an amend- 
ment *a0 to the United States draft resolution to insert a 
new paragraph between the last two paragraphs under 
which the Security Council would have expressed the 
view that such discussions might serve as a useful basis 
for the deliberations on the disarmament problem at the 
summit conference on the convening of which talks were 
in progress. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR 
submitted a draft resolution *(O identical with the draft 
resolution submitted at the 813th meeting, with a new 
concluding paragraph, according to which the Security 
Council, mindful of the necessity for taking steps as soon 
as possible to avert the threat of atomic warfare and ease 
international tension, would have noted with satisfaction 
that preliminary talks were in progress between the 
interested States with a view to the convening of a 
summit conference to discuss a number of urgent prob- 
lems, including the question of drawing up measures to 
preclude the danger of a surprise attack, and would have 
exprcsscd the hope that the summit conference would be 
held at the earliest possible date. 

At the 815th meeting on 29 April 1958, the Secretary- 
Gcncral made a statement.“’ 

At the 816th meeting on 2 May 1958. the repre- 
sentative of the United States accepted the Swedish 
amendment to the United States draft resolution. He 
suggested that the word “ the ” before the word “ sum- 
mit ” be changed to the word “ a “.¶** 

The representative of Sweden accepted this change in 
the Swedish amendment.*‘a 

At the 8 17th meeting on 2 May 1958, the United 

*W S/3998. 

m S/3997, O.R., 1.3111 year, .B~rppl. /or Apr.-June 1958. 
pp. 15-16. 

*(I 815th meeting : paras. 82-90 ; see also chapter I, part IV.2, 
Case 16. 

*(I 816th meeting : para. 4. 

t’s 816th meeting: para. 5. 
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States draft resolution, as amended, was put to the vote 
-L - and failed of adoption. There were 10 votes in favour 

and I against (the negative vote being that of a per- 
manent member).*ds 

The USSR draft resolution was put to the vote and 
was rejcctcd by 1 vote in favour, 9 against, w&h 
1 abstention.*‘s 

COMPLAINT BY LEBANON 

COMPLAINT BY JORDAN 

I.E’ITER DATED 22 MAY 1958 FROM THE REPRESEN- 
TATIVE OF LEBANON ADDRESSED TO THE PRE- 
SIDENT OF THE SECURITY COIJNCII, CONCERNING : 
“COMPLAINT BY I,EBANON IN RESPECT OF A 
SITlJATlON ARISING FROM THE INTERVENTION OF 
TIIE IINITED ARAB REPIJBIIC IN THE INTERNAL 
AFFAIRS OF LEBANON, THE CONTINIJANCE OF 
WHICH IS 1,IKEI.Y TO ENDANGER THE MAIN- 
TENANCE OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND 
SECIJRITY ” 

I.ElTER DATED 17 JULY 1958 FROM THE REPRESEN- 
TATIVE OF JORDAN ADDRFSED TO THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE SECIJRITY COIJNCII, CONCERNING: ” COM- 
PIAINT OF THE HASHEMITE KINGDOM OF JORDAN 
OF INTERFERENCE IN TIIE DOMESTIC AFFAIRS BY 
THE UNITED ARAB REPIJBLIC” 

INITIAL PR~CEED~NCS 

By letter *‘I) dated 22 May 1958, the representative of 
Lebanon rcquestcd the President of the Security Council 

- to call an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the 
following question : 

“Complaint by Lebanon in respect of a situation 
arising from the intervention of the United Arab 
Republic in the internal affairs of Lebanon, the con- 
tinuancc of which is likely to endanger the main- 
tenance of international peace and security “. 

It was stated in the letter that the intervention com- 
plained of consisted, inter alia, of the following acts : 

‘I the infiltration of armed bands from Syria into 
Lcbaion. the destruction of Lebanese life and 
property by such bands. the participation of United 
Arab Republic nationals in acts of terrorism and 
rebellion against the established authorities in 
Lebanon, the supply of arms from Syria to individuals 
and bands in Lebanon rebelling against the established 
authorities, and the waging of a violent radio and 
press campaign in the United Arab Republic calling 
for strikes. demonstrations and the overthrow of the 
established authorities in Lebanon, and through other 
prOVociltiVe acts.” 

At the 8 18th meeting on 28 May 1958, the Security 
Council included the question in the agenda.“’ After its 
adoption. the President (Canada) invited the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon and the United Arab Republic to 
participate in the discussion.“” 

*U 817th meeting : para. 3. 
- 

*a5 817th meeting : para. I I. 

*u S/4007, O.R.. I3tlr yrcrr. Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 33. 

*(’ XlXth meeting : para. 6. 

*‘* 8lRth meeling : para. 7. 

The Security Council considered the question at the 
818th, 822nd to 825th and 827th to 838th meetings, 
held between 27 May and 7 August 1958. 

At the 818th meeting on 27 May 1958, the repre- 
sentative of Iraq proposed to adjourn the meeting until 
3 June 1958 by which time it would be seen whether or 
not the yuestion could be resolved by the League of 
Arab States.*‘O After a brief discussion, the Council 
adjourned until 3 June 1958. 

Following a further postponement at the request of 
Lebanon,*“” the Council, at its 822nd meeting on 5 June 
1958, decided. on the ground that the League of Arab 
States was holding its last meeting on the same day, to 
postpone consideration of the question until 6 June 
1 958.*6’ 

At the 823rd meeting on 6 June 1958. the rcpre- 
sentative of Lebanon * stated that the League of Arab 
Statcs.*J* which had been in session for six days, had 
taken no decision on the question ; conscqucntly, the 
Govcmmcnt of Lebanon was bound to press it before 
the Security Council. Hc contcndcd : (1) that thcrc had 
been and still was illegal intcrvcntion in the affairs of 
I.&anon by the United Arab Republic ; (2) thilt this 
intervention threatened the indcpendencc of 1,chanon ; 
and (3) that the situation created by the intervention was 
likely, if it continued. to cndangcr the maintenance of 
international pcncc and sccurity.t”J 

The rcprcscntativc of the United Arab Republic* 
stated that the Govemmcnt of Lebanon had cndcavoured 
to give an international aspect to a purely domestic 
problem and dcnicd that thcrc had been any intervention 
by the United Arab Republic in the domestic affairs of 
I,ebanon. Ile contended that this domc%;tic question did 
not and could not threaten international peace.*l’ 

Decision of 1 I June 1958 (RZS’th meetinK.) : Dispatch of 
an observation ,group 

At the 824th meeting on 10 June 1958, the repre- 
scntativc of Sweden submitted :I draft rcsolution*66 
calling for urgent dispatch by the Security Council of an 
observation groupz.10 to Lebanon so as to ensure that 
there was no illegal infiltration of personnel or supply of 
arms or other material across the Lcbnnesc border. 

The rcprescntntive of Sweden observed that the 
Security Council had reason to give the statements of 
the representatives of Lebanon and the United Arab 

140 818th meeting : para. 8. For discussion relevant to the 
consideration of the question by the League of Arab States, see 
chapter XII. part IV, Case 5. 

ma S/401X, O.R.. 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June IY58, p. 44. 

*fit 822nd meeting : paras. 1, 3, 5. 

*lit For the proposal to adjourn the 818th and 822nd meetings 
while the I.caguc of Arah States was considering the question. 
see chapter XII. part IV, Case 5. 

*M 823rd meeting : para. I I. 

*la 823rd meeting: paras. 122-123. 

*J.r S ‘4022. 

*$I For the procedure of the Security Council in establishing 
the observation group. see chapter V. part I, Case I. 
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Republic serious consideration and to keep a close watch 
on the situation and its further developments. If foreign 
intervention had occurred, every effort should be made 
to bring about its correction. In these circumstances, 
there might be justification for considering some arrange- 
ment of investigation or observation by the Council itself 
with a view to clarifying the situation.t6’ 

At the 825th meeting on 11 June 1958, the draft 
resolution submitted by the representative of Sweden 
was adopted by 10 votes in favour, none against and 
1 abstention.*6R 

The resolution t6e read : 
“ The Security Council, 

“Having heard the charges of the representative of 
Lebanon concerning interference by the United Arab 
Republic in the internal affairs of Lebanon and the 
reply of the representative of the United Arab Re- 
public, 

“ Decides to dispatch urgently an observation group 
to proceed to Lebanon so as to ensure that there is no 
illegal infiltration of personnel or supply of arms or 
other material across the Lebanese borders ; 

“ Authorizes the Secretary-General to take the 
necessary steps to that end ; 

“ Reque.ris the observation group to keep the 
Security Council currently informed through the 
Secretary-General.” 
The Secretary-General submitted to the Security 

Council reports on the implementation of the resolution 
of 11 June 1958 on 16 June *O” and 28 June.*Ol 

On 3 July 1958, the United Nations Observation 
Group in Lebanon submitted its First Reportto* to the 
Security Council through the Secretary-General. 

By letter *OS dated 8 July 1958, the representative of 
Lebanon requested the Secretary-General to circulate his 
Government’s official comments on the first report of the 
Observation Group. 

Decision of 18 July 1958 (834th meeting) : Rejection of 
the USSR draft resolution; rejection of the United 
States draft resolution; rejection of the Swedish draft 
resolution 

At the 827th meeting on 15 July 1958, which was 
convened as an emergency meeting at the request of the 
United States, the representative of the United States 
declared that the territorial integrity of Lebanon was 
increasingly threatened by insurrection stimulated and 
assisted from outside and that in these circumstances the 
President of Lebanon had called, with the unanimous 

*a’ 824th meeting : para. 100. 

*an 825th meeting : para. 82. 
*m S/4023. O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 47. 

t6o S/4029, O.R., 13th year. Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, 
pp. 70-74. 

*sl S/4038 and Corr.1, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 
1958, pp. 119-121. 

Ia* S/4040 and Corr.1 and Add.1. 
*m s ‘4043. 

authorization of the Lebanese Government, for the help 
of the Government of the United States so as to preserve 
Lebanon’s integrity and independence. He wished the 
Security Council to bc officially advised of this fact. The 
United States had responded positively to this request in 
the light of the need for immediate action. The presence 
of United Stntcs forces was designed for the sole purpose 
of helping the Government of Lebanon in its efforts to 
stabilize the situation brought on by the threats from 
outside, and they would remain in Lebanon only until 
the United Nations itself was able to assume the 
necessary responsibilities for ensuring the continued in- 
dependence of Lebanon.=’ 

The Secretary-General gave the Council an account 
of his activities under the mandate given to him in the 
resolution of 1 1 June 1958.*06 

The representative of Lebanon * stated that the 
situation in Lebanon had continuously deteriorated and 
that the Lebanese Government asked the Security 
Council to take urgently measures more effective than 
those it had already taken that would prevent the 
entrance of any material or armed men into Lebanon 
from outside.*@’ 

The representative of the USSR, contending that the 
dispatch of United States troops to Lebanon constituted 
an act of aggression against the peoples of the Arab 
world and a gross intervention in the domestic affairs of 
the States of that arca.*0’ submitted a draft resolution *W 
which was resubmitted in revised form at the 83 1st 
meeting on 17 July, 

On 16 July, the United Nations Observation Group in 
Lebanon submitted its first interim rcport,*“a and on 
17 July, its second interim report.“” 

At the 829th meeting on 16 July 1958. the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft reso- 
lution*‘* which was resubmitted in revised form at the 
831st meeting on 17 July. 

At the 83 1st meeting on I7 July 1958. the Security 
Council had before it a provisional agenda which read: 

“ 
.  .  .  

“ 2. Letter dated 22 May 1958 from the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon addressed to the President of 
the Security Council concerning : ‘ Complaint by 
Lebanon in respect of a situation arising from the 
intervention of the United Arab Republic in the 

*s( 827th meeting (PV) : pp. 21-22. 26. For the discussion 
relating to the applicability of Article SI to the situation arising 
from the request of the Government of Lebanon and the 
dispatch of the IJnited States forces, see chapter Xl, part IV. 
Case 4. 

*a6 827th meeting (PV) : pp. 32-35. See chapter I. part IV, 
footnote 28 and chapter V, part I, Case 1. 

*w 827th meeting (PV) : pp. 42-45. 

*a7 827th meeting (PV) : p. S6. 

*aa 827th meeting (PV) : p. 61, S/4047 and Corr.1. 

*m s/4051. 

1’0 S/4052. 

ml S/4050 and C0rr.l. 
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-. 
internal affairs of Lebanon, the continuance of which 
is likely to endanger the maintenance of international 
peace and security’ (S/4007) 

“ 3. Letter dated 17 July 1958 from the reprc- 
sentative of Jordan addressed to the President of the 
Security Council concerning: ‘Complaint by the 
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan of interference in its 
domestic affairs by the United Arab Republic’ 
(S/4053) ” 

The Security Council included both items in the 
agenda and agreed that after the statement on the 
Jordanian complaint had been concluded, it should 
proceed to consider the complaints submitted by 
Lebanon and Jordan simultancousIy.*7* 

After the adoption of the agcnda,*7S the President 
(Colombia) invited the representatives of Jordan, 
Lebanon and the United Arab Republic to participate 
in the discussion.‘:’ 

The reprcsentativc of Jordan * contended that, faced 
with a threat to its integrity and independence through 
imminent foreign armed aggression and an attempt by 
the United Arab Republic to create internal disorder 
and to overthrow the existing regime. the Jordan 
Government. with the approval of the King. and basing 
itself upon the unanimous decision of the Jordan 
National Assembly and in accordance with the pro- 
visions of Article 5 I of the Charter,‘7J had requested 
the Govcrnmcnts of the United Kingdom and the United 

.- States to come to its immcdiatc help. In response to 
this request, British troops had begun landing on 
Jordanian territory.*‘” 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
British forces were in Jordan only for the purpose of 
helping the King and the Government to preserve the 
political independence and territorial integrity of the 
country. If arrangements could be made by the Security 
Council to protect the lawful Government of Jordan 
from external threat and so maintain ~C~CC and 
security, the action which the United Kingdom Govcrn- 
mcnt had felt obliged to take would be brought to an 
end.“’ 

The preamble of the USSR revised draft resolutionx78 
would have had the Security Council recognize that the 
introduction of United States armed force within the 
confines of Lebanon and the introduction of United 
Kingdom armed forces into Jordan constituted gross 
intervention in the domestic affairs of the peoples of the 
Arab countries and were consequently contrary to the 
purposes and principles of the United Nations as set 

*‘* 831st meeting (PV) : pp. 2-6. For the statements on the 
order of Ihe agenda, see chapter II. part IILC, Case 17. 

*7s X3lsf meeting (PV) : p. 6. 

zT’ R31sf meeling (PV): pp. 7-10. 

*X For consideration of the applicability of Article 51 to the 
request of the Govcrnmcnt of Jordan and to the dispakh of the 

_- United Kingdom troops, see chapter XI, part IV, Case 5. 

aTa 83lsl meeting (PV) : p. 12. 

177 831sl meeting (PV) : p. 16. 

zi* S’4047 Kev.1. 

forth in its Charter and, in particular, in Article 2 (7) 
which prohibited intervention in matters which were 
essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any 
State ; consider that the actions of the United States and 
the United Kingdom constituted a serious threat to 
international peace and security ; the operative part 
would have had the Council call upon the Governments 
of the United States and the United Kingdom to cease 
armed intervention in the domestic affairs of the Arab 
States and to rcmovc their troops from territories of 
Lebanon and Jordan immediately. 

The preamble of the United States revised draft 
rcsolution*7B would have had the Security Council recall 
its resolution of I I June 1958 establishing an Obser- 
vation Group “to insure that there is no illegal infil- 
tration of personnel and supply of arms or other 
material across the 1,cbnnon horders” ; commend the 
efforts of the Secretary-General and note with satis- 
faction the progress made to date and the encouraging 
achievements reported by the IJnitcd Nations Obscr- 
vntion Group in I.ch;mon ; recall that the “ Essentials 
of Peace ” resolution of the General Assembly of 
I December 1949 called upon States to “ refrain from 
any threats or acts. direct or indirect. aimed at impairing 
the freedom. indcpcndencc or integrity of any State, or 
at fomcntiny civil strife and subverting the will of the 
pcoplc in any State” ; recall that the “ Pcacc through 
Deeds ” resolution of the Gcncral Assembly of 
18 November 1950 condemned “intervention of :I State 
in the internal affairs of another State for the purpose of 
chanyinrr its Ic~ally cstablishcd government by the threat 
or use of force” and solemnly reaffirm that “ whatever 
weapons used, any ag!:ression. whether committed 
openly, or by fomcntin? civil strife in the interest of a 
forcicn Power, or otherwise. is the qravcst of all crimes 
ac;linst peace and security throughout the world ” ; note 
the statement of the rcprcscnt:ltivc of I.&anon that in- 
filtration of arms and personnel was continuing and the 
territorial intcyrity and independence of Lebanon were 
bcin,e thrcatcned. that the Government of Lebanon in 
the cxcrcisc of the right of self-dcfcncc had temporarily 
rcqucstcd direct assistance of friendly countries. and that 
the Government of I.cbanon requested further assistance 
from the Security Council to uphold its integrity and 
indcprndcnce : note the statcmcnt of the representative 
of the IJnited States rcgardin,c the provision of assistance 
by the United States to the Govcrnmcnt at its request to 
help maintain the territorial and political indepcndencc 
of I.&anon : note further the statement of the IJnited 
States rcprcscntativc that United States forces would 
remain in Lebanon “only until the United Nations itself 
is able to assume the necessary responsibility to ensure 
the continued indcpcndcnce of Lcbnnon” or the danger 
was otherwise terminated ; the operative part of the draft 
resolution would have had the Council : (1) invite the 
United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon to con- 
tinue to develop its activities pursuant to the Security 
Council resolution of 1 I June 1958 ; (2) request the 
Secretary-General immediately to consult the Govem- 
ment of Lebanon and other Member States as appro- 

rie S ‘40501 Rev.1. 



124 Chapter VIII. Maintenance of internationul mwce and security 

priate with a view to making arrangements for additional 
measures, including the contribution and use of con- 
tingents, as might be necessary to protect the territorial 
integrity and independence of Lebanon and to ensure 
that there was no illegal infiltration of personnel or 
supply of arms or other material across the Lebanese 
borders ; (3) call upon a!! Governments concerned to 
co-operate fully in the implementation of this resolution ; 
(4) call for the immediate cessation of a!! illegal infil- 
tration of personnel or supply of arms or other material 
across the Lebanese borders. as well as attacks upon the 
Government of Lebanon by government-controlled radio 
and other information media calculated to stimulate 
disorders ; (5) request the Secretary-Genera! to report to 
the Security Council as appropriate. 

At the 832nd meeting on 17 July 1958. the rcpre- 
sentative of Swcdcn stated that the Swedish Government 
considered that from a practical point of view it was 
superfluous and from a political point of view unsuitable 
for the United Nations observers in Lebanon to perform 
their functions in the presence of foreign troops.**0 He 
submitted a draft resolution*“’ in the preamble of 
which the Security Council would have noted the com- 
munication from the (Jnited States Government 
regarding its decision to comply with a request of the 
Government of Lebanon for military assistance ; noted 
further that United States troops had subsequently 
arrived in Lebanon ; rccognizcd that the United Nations, 
according to the Charter, was not author&d to intervene 
in matters which were essentially within the domestic 
intervention of any State ; considered that the action 
taken by the United States Government had sub- 
stantially altered the conditions under which the Security 
Council had decided on 1 I June 1958 to send observers 
to Lebanon ; in the opcrntive part, the Council would 
have rcqucstcd the Secretary-Genera! to suspend the 
activities of the obscrvcrs in Lebanon until further 
notice ; and would have decided to keep the item on its 
agnda. 

At the 834th meeting on 18 July 1958, the USSR 
revised draft resolution was rejected by 1 vote in favour, 
8 against. with 2 abstentions.*“* 

The United States revised draft resolution was not 
adopted. There was 9 votes in favour, I against, with 
1 abstention (the negative vote being that of a vrmanent 
mcmbcr).*‘” 

The Swedish draft resolution was not adopted. There 
were 2 votes in favour and 9 a~ainst.*nr 

At the snmc meeting, the representative of the United 
Stntcs submitted a draft rcso!utionLHD to have the Sccu- 
rity Council decide to CR!! an emergency special session 
of the General Assembly, as provided in Genera! 

*no R32nd meeting (PV) : p. 11. 

*RI s 14054. 

M* 8341h meeting (PV) : p. 46. 

In1 834th meeting (PV) : p. 46. 

~4 834th meeting (PV) : p. 46. 

*M S/4056. For the discussion of this draft resolution as well 
as the USSR draft resolution, see chapter VI, part I.B., Case 4. 

Assembly resolution 337 (V), in order to make appro- 
priate recommendations concerning the Lebanon com- 
plaint. 

On the same day, the representative of the USSR 
submitted a draft resolution to have the Security Council 
decide to call an emergency special session of the 
General Assembly in order to consider the question of 
the intervention of the United States and of the United 
Kingdom in Lebanon and Jordan.eHs 

Decision of 22 July 1958 (837th meeting) : Rejection of 
the Japanese draft resolution 

At the 835th meeting on 21 July 1958, a revised draft 
resolution *“i was introduced by Japan by the terms of 
which the Security Council would have (1) invited the 
United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon to con- 
tinuc to dcvclop its activities pursuant to the Security 
Council resolution of 11 June 1958 : (2) requested the 
Secretary-Genera! to mnkc arrangements forthwith for 
such measures. in addition to those envisaged by the 
resolution of 11 June 1958, as he might consider 
necessary in the light of the present circumstances. with 
a view to enabling the United Nations to fulfil the 
genera! purposes established in that resolution, and 
which would, in accordance with the Charter, serve to 
ensure the territorial integrity and political independence 
of Lcbnnon. so as to make possible the withdrawal of 
United States forces from Lebanon ; (3) requested the 
Secretary-Genera! to report to the Security Council on 
the nrrnn,ccments made ; and (4) called upon the Govem- 
ments concerned to co-operate fully in the implemen- 
tation of this resolution. 

The representative of Japan pointed out that it was 
not the intention of oprative paragraph 2 of the draft 
resolution to empower the Secretarv-General to create a 
United Nations emergency force .in I.ebanon. nor to 
create a type of United Nations force such was 
stationed in Korea, nor to create a police force of any 
kind. The draft resolution rclntcd only to I.ebanon ; the 
complaint of Jordan. in the view of his delegation, 
should rcccivc careful consideration from the Council.*HR 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
the United Kingdom Govemmcnt had concluded from 
the course of the debate on the Lebanese item that there 
was no immediate prospect of agreement on the 
necessary measures in Jordan. He therefore proposed, 
as a first step. to explore urpntly with the Secretary- 
General the possibility of some form of effective action 
by the United Nations. This would be done in con- 
sultation with the Government of Jordan and with other 
Governments concerned. The object of these consul- 
tations would be to work out a proposal under which 
assistance could be @en by the United Nations to the 
Government of Jordan to ensure the preservation of its 
territorial integrity and political indcpcndencc.*RO 

*ml s/4057. 
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At the same meeting, Japan revised its draft ceso- 
-- lution*@” to omit operative paragraph 1. 

At the 836th meeting on 22 July 1958, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR submitted the following amend- 
ments *D’ to the Japanese revised draft resolution : (I) to 
restore operative paragraph 1 ; (2) to redraft paragraph 2 
so that the Security Council would rcqucst the Sccrctary- 
General to carry out, in addition to mcasurcs envisaged 
by the resolution of 1 I June 1958, the plan submitted 
by the United Nations Observation Group in its second 
report, with a view to enabling the United Nations to 
fulfil the gcncral purposes established in that resolution, 
which would, in accordance with the Charter, scrvc to 
ensure the territorial integrity and political indcpcndcnce 
to Lebanon ; (3) to add a new paragraph 3 according to 
which the Security Council, considering that the landing 
of United States troops in Lebanon constituted inter- 
vention in the domestic affairs of that country and was 
therefore contrary to the purpose and principles of the 
United Nations, would call upon the United States of 
America to withdraw its armed forces from Lebanon 
immediately ; (4) to renumber paragraph 2 of the 
Japanese revised draft resolution paragraph 4 and to add 
at the end of the paragraph the words “not later than 
30 July 1958 “; (5) to rcnumbcr paragraph 3 of the 
Japanese revised draft resolution paragraph 5. 

At the 837th meeting on 22 July 1958, the USSR 
amendments to the Japancsc revised draft resolution 
were rejected by 1 vote in favour, 8 against, with 
2 abstentions.*g’ 

The Japanese revised draft resolution was not 
adopted. There were IO votes in favour, 1 against (the 
negative vote being that of a permanent mcmbcr).‘“’ 

Decision of 22 July 1958 (837th meeting) : Statement by 
the President 

Following these votes, the Secretary-General made the 
following statement : *O’ 

“The Security Council has just failed to take 
additional action in the grave emergency facing us. 
However, the responsibility of the United Nations to 
make all efforts to live up to the purposes and prin- 
ciples of the Charter remains. 

“The Council now has before it two proposals for 
the calling of an emcrgcncy special session of the 
General Assembly. I cannot anticipate its decision on 
those proposals. However, time is of the cssencc, and 
whatever the outcome of the further consideration in 
this Council there is need for practical steps to bc 
taken without any delay. That is the background 
against which I would like to make the following 
declaration. 

*@O S/4055/Rev.l. 
*@’ S/4063. 
*** 837th meeting (PV) : p. 6. 
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“ In a statement before this Council on 3 1 October 
1956, I said that the discretion and impartiality 
imposed on the Secretary-General by the character 01 
his immediate task must not dcgcnerate into a policy 
of expediency. 

“On a later occasion-it was 26 September 1957 
-1 said in a statement before the General Assembly 
that 1 bclicved it to be the duty of the Secretary- 
General ‘to use his office and, indeed, the machinery 
of the Organization to its utmost capacity and to the 
full cxtcnt permitted at each stage by practical 
circumstances ‘. (A/l’V.6YU, pp. 31-35) 1 added that 
I bclievcd that it is in keeping with the philosophy of 
the Charter that the Sccrctary-General also should be 
expected to act without any guidance from the 
Assembly or the Security Council should this appear 
to him necessary towards helping to fill any vacuum 
that may appear in the systems which the Charter and 
traditional diplomacy provide for the safeguarding of 
peace and security. 

“ It is my feeling that, under the circumstances, 
what 1 stated in those two contexts, on 31 October 
1956 and 26 September 1957, now has full 
application. 

“ I am sure that 1 will be acting in accordance with 
the wishes of the members of the Council if 1, thcrc- 
fore, use all opportunities offered to the Secretary- 
General, within the limits set by the Charter and 
towards developing the United Nations effort, so as 
to help to prevent a further deterioration of the 
situation in the Middle East and to assist in finding 
a road away from the dangerous point at which we 
now find ourselves. 

“First of all-the continued operation of the 
United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon being 
acceptable to all members of the Council--this will 
mean the further development of the United Nations 
Observation Group in Lebanon so as to give it all the 
significance it can have, consistent with its basic 
character as determined by the Security Council in its 
resolution (S/4023) of 1 I June 1958 and the purposes 
and principles of the Charter. 

“The Council will cxcu~c me for not being able to 
spell out at this moment what it may mean beyond 
that. However, 1 am certain that what 1 may find it 
possible to do, acting under the provisions of the 
Charter and solely for the purposes of the Charter, 
and guided by the views cxprcsscd around this table 
to the extent that they have a direct bearing on the 
nctivitics of the Secretary-General, will be recognized 
by you as being in the best interests of our Orga- 
nization and, therefore, of the cause of peace. 

“The Security Council would, of course, be kept 
fully informed on the steps taken. Were you to dis- 
approve of the way these intentions were to be trans- 
lated by mc into practical steps, I would, of course, 
accept the consequences of your judgcment.” 

The President (Colombia), before proposing the 
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adjournment of the Council, made the following statc- 
ment : 1y5 

“At this point of our debate, the President of the 
Security Council considers it his duty to make a short 
statement in connexion with a motion which will be 
presented at the conclusion of the statement. 

“The Security Council must consider four fun- 
damental points which arc all of the greatest 
importance. First of all, WC must bear in mind the 
statement we have just heard from the Secrctary- 
General of the United Nations in which he establishes 
that the United Nations cannot remain passive in the 
face of such an cmergcncy. It cannot remain a mere 
spectator. The United Nations must pursue and con- 
tinue to pursue all the possibilities which the Charter 
of the United Nations offers and which are set forth in 
the resolution of the Security Council adopted on 
I I June 1958 to preserve and strengthen peace in the 
Middle East. 

“ It has already been shown that the steps pre- 
viously taken by the Secretary-Gcncral of the United 
Nations in full conformity with the Charter and with 
the authorization contained in the aforementioned 
resolution brought certain positive results which all 
the mcmbcrs of the Security Council as well as the 
interested partics to this conflict have accepted with 
gratitude as important and opportune. 

“There is another factor which the Security Council 
must bear in mind. It is well known by public opinion 
that the Parliament of Lebanon is to clcct a new 
President at the end of this week. The election of a 
new President, who might be the result of a patriotic 
agreement between the Government party of Lebanon 
and the Opposition, would certainly clarify to a great 
extent this very difficult and complex situation. We 
cannot prcjudgc the result of that clcction. WC know 
that the constituent Assembly will initiate its work 
on 24 July. 

“All of these circumstances would seem to indicate 
that the Security Council must, under no circum- 
stances, close the door to a compromise solution 
which would rcmovc the causes of this situation which 
have brought so much agitation to the Middle East. 

“‘I‘hcrc is a third and most important point which 
we must bear in mind at this time. It is very 
important, and perhaps even more important than the 
points that I have already rcfcrrcd to. The President 
of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union has 
already invited the Heads of State of the United States 
of America, the United Kingdom, France, and India 
to meet with him and with the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations, as soon as possible, in a con- 
ference of the highest importance which would seek a 
solution that could bc rccommcndcd to the Security 
Council of the United Nations so that we might once 
and for all put an end to these dramatic differences 
which are today interrupting the normal life of the 
Middle East. 

~6 837th meeting (PV) : pp. 13-20. 

“We are aware of only some of the replies from 
some of the Governments who have been invited to 
this most important meeting to which 1 have just 
referred. The Foreign Minister of the United King- 
dom is disposed to take part in such a conference, 
but within the framework of the United Nations. The 
Government of the United States of America has made 
I similar statement, and it is a statement which WC 
consider of the greatest importance. The Foreign 
Minister of Canada, in the important statement that 
he made during our meeting of ycstcrday, has declared 
that his Government, in view of the recent occurrences 
in the Middle East, considers that it is opportune to 
study these problems at such a confcrencc on the 
highest possible Icvel. 

“We are all aware of the fact that other foreign 
offices arc today studying very closely the proposal 
which has been made by the President of the Council 
of Ministers of the Soviet Union. While, for obvious 
reasons, they have not all been invited to such a 
meeting, they certainly have a duty to their pcoplcs 
and to the United Nations to cxprcss their opinion in 
connexion with the aforementioned invitation of the 
Soviet Union. 

“There is another factor of the very grcatcst 
importance. The delegation of the United States of 
America and the delegation of the Soviet Union have, 
for different reasons, presented similar proposals to 
the Security Council. These proposals call for the 
convening of a special cmcrgcncy session of the 
Gcncral Assembly of the United Nations so that 
the General Assembly might consider the problems 
of the Middle East. 

“This statement, which I have tried to make as 
brief as possible, will surely demonstrate to one and 
all that, first of all, the United Nations must continue 
to act cffectivcly in that particular part of the world 
which is today threatening the peace of the whole 
world. Secondly, it points out that all the foreign 
offices of the world are certainly considering all thcsc 
problems and all the possible solutions which might 
help us. You must excuse me if 1 become a little hard, 
but we cannot pass over in silence or fail to consider 
any one of the possible solutions which might be 
suggested. 

“It is for these reasons that I. as President of the 
Security Council of the United Nations, have spoken 
to you gentlemen. In speaking to you 1 am trying to 
reach all of the peoples of the world, and especially 
the intcrcsted parties in this conflict in the Middle 
East, in the hope that they will do absolutely nothing 
and take absolutely no steps to worsen the already 
complex situation which exists in that most important 
part of the world.” 

The President’s proposal to adjourn was adopted by 
10 votes in favour and I against.*D6 

On 30 July 1958, the United Nations Observation 
- --.- 

*@O 837th meeting (PV) : p. 36. 
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Group in Lebanon submitted a further report”’ to the 
- Security Council through the Secretary-General. 

Decision of 7 August 1958 (838th meeting): To call an 
emergency special session of the General Assembly 

By letter *‘” dated 5 August 1958, the representative 
of the USSK requested the P&dent of the Security 
Council to call an immediate emcrgcncy meeting of the 
Council to consider the USSR proposal for the convening 
of an emergency special session of the General Assembly. 

At the 838th meeting on 7 August 1958, the Security 
Council had before it a revised draft resolutionzPY sub- 
mitted by the United States and a revised draft rcso- 
lution 30o submitted by the USSR 

The United States revised draft resolution would have 
provided that the Security Council, having considered the 
complaints of Lebanon and of the Hashcmitc Kingdom 
of Jordan, and taking into account that the lack of 
unanimity of its permanent members at the 834th and 
837th meetings of the Security Council had prevented it 
from exercising its primary responsibility for the mnin- 
tenance of international peace and security, would decide 
to call an emergency special session of the General 
Assembly, as provided in General Assembly resolution 
377 (V). 

The USSK revised draft resolution would have pro- 
vided that the Security Council, having considered the 
situation in the Near and Middle East resulting from the 
introduction of United States armed forces into Lebanon - and of United Kingdom armed forces into Jordan ; 
taking into account that these actions of the United 
States and the United Kingdom constituted a threat to 
international peace and security ; noting that the Security 
Council had proved unable to cxcrcise its primary re- 
sponsibility for the maintenance of international peace 
and security ; would decide to call an emergency 
special session of the Gcncral Assembly in order to con- 
sider the question of the immediate withdrawal of United 
States troops from Lebanon and of United Kingdom 
troops from Jordan. 

Amendments to the United States revised draft reso- 
lution were submitted by the USSK,““’ the United King- 
dom,“OL and Panama.yo:’ The representative of the United 
States accepted To‘ the amendment of Panama to revise 
the first preambular paragraph of the revised draft reso- 
lution to read : “ Having considcrcd items 2 and 3 of the 
agenda (S/Agenda 838) ” and the United Kingdom 
amendment to replace the last paragraph by the text: 
“Decides to call an emcrgcncy special session of the 
General Assembly “. 

m’ S/4069. 
‘@@ S/4078. 
*w S/4056/Rev.I. 
3oo S/40.57:Rev.I. 
NJI 838th meeting (PV): pp. 111-115. 131. 

- so* 838th meeting (PV) : pp. 117-120, 132-135. 
202 838th meeting (PV) : pp. 128-130. For the discussion on 

these amendments. see chapter VI. part I.B. Case 4. 
30’ 838th meeting (PV) : pp. 13 I, 136-138. 

The United States revised draft resolution, as 
amended, was adopted unanimously.3oL 

The resolution *O* read : 

” The Security Council, 

“Having considered items 2 and 3 on its agenda as 
contained in document S/Agenda/838, 

“ Taking into account that the lack of unanimity of 
its permanent members at the 834th and 837th 
meetings of the Security Council has prcventcd it 
from exercising its primary responsibility for the 
maintenance of international peace and security. 

“Decides to call an cmcrgcncy special session of 
the General Assembly.” 

The representative of the USSR stated that in view 
of the result of the vote he would not press the USSR 
revised draft resolution.*“’ 

The representative of Japan pointed out that the dis- 
cussion of the complaint of Jordan had not been ex- 
hausted. From a procedural viewpoint, therefore, the 
status of the question of Jordan was not the same as that 
of the question of Lebanon. Neverthclcss, he accepted 
the amcndcd United States revised draft resolution with 
the understanding that this should not constitute a pre- 
cedent for the future.sW 

On 14 August 1958, the United Nations Observation 
Group in Lebanon submitted to the Security Council, 
through the Secretary-Gcncral, its third rcport.““g 

On 29 September 1958, the United Nations Obser- 
vation Group in Lebanon submitted to the Security 
Council, through the Secretary-General, its fourth 
report.s*O 

Decision of 25 November 1958 (840th meeting) : 
Drldon of complaint oj Lebanon from the agenda 

In a letter slL dated 16 November 1958, addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Lebanon stated that the Security 
Council would be pleased to learn that “cordial and 
close relations between Lebanon and the United Arab 
Republic have resumed their usual course” and that the 
Lebanese Government intended in the future to 
strengthen its co-operation with the United Arab Kepub- 
lit and other Arab States still further. For this reason 
the Lebanese Government requested the Security 
Council to delctc from the list of matters before it the 
Lebanese complaint submitted to the Council on 22 May 
1958. 

On 17 September 1958 the United Nations Obser- 
vation Group in Lebanon submitted to the Security 
---. 

sos 838th meeting (PV) : pp. 139-140. 
‘M S/4083. 
80’ 838th meeting (PV): pp. 139-140. 
so8 838th meeting (PV) : pp. 139-140. 
‘Oo S/4085. 
“0 s/4 I 00. 
“1 s/41 13. 
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Council, through the Secretary-General, its fifth report.S’* 
In this report it was stated that the Group had come to 
the conclusion that its task under the resolution of 
I 1 June 1958 might be regarded as complctcd and that 
it was of the opinion, and accordingly submitted its 
recommendation, that the withdrawal of the United 
Nations Observation Group in Lebanon should be 
undertaken. 

In a letter 313 dated 17 Novcmbcr 1958 addressed to 
the Prcsidcnt of the Security Council, the Sccrctary- 
General stated that in view of the statcmcnt of the 
Government of Lebanon and the recommendation of the 
Observation Group in Lebanon, he had immediately 
instructed the Group to present, in consultation with the 
Government of Lebanon, a detailed plan for the with- 
drawal. He had taken this step, the Secretary-General 
stated further, under the authorization given to the 
Sccrctary-General in the Security Council resolution of 
11 June 1958 to take the necessary steps for the implc- 
mentation of the Security Council’s decision. The 
instruction given to the Observation Group implied that 
he considered the task of the Group as complctcd and 
that his remaining duty under the resolution thus covcrcd 
only the necessary measures for the liquidation of the 
operation. 

On 21 November 1958 the Secretary-General sub- 
mitted to the Security Council a report w on the plan 
for the withdrawal of the United Nations Observation 
Group in Lebanon. 

At the 840th meeting of the Security Council on 
25 November 1958, after the Council had concluded its 
consideration of the item on its agenda for this 
meeting, a’a the President (Panama) referred to the letter 

*I* s/41 14. 
*** s/41 IS. 
3” S/41 16. 
316 The date of election to fill a vacancy in the International 

Court of Justice. 

addressed to him on 16 November 1958 by the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Lebanon ; to the fifth report of the 
United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon; and to 
the letter addressed to him by the Secretary-Gcncral on 
17 November 1958. He stated that in view of the state- 
ment of the Government of Lebanon and the rccom- 
mendation of the United Nations Observation Group in 
Lebanon, he had engaged in consultation with the 
members of the Council who appeared to agree to the 
deletion from the list of matters of which the Council 
was seized of the complaint submitted on 22 May 1958 
and to the liquidation of the operation of the United 
Nations Observation Group in Lebanon. Accordingly, in 
the absence of any objection, the Prcsidcnt continued, 
hc would place on the record that the Council had 
agreed to delete from the list of matters of which it was 
seized the complaint submitted to it by the Government 
of Lebanon on 22 May 1958, with the understanding 
that the Security-General would inform the General 
Assembly under his mandatc”‘& contained in the rcso- 
lution of 2 I August 1958.“17 

In the absence of any objection, it was so decidcd.sl” 

s16 In Section II of resolution 1237 (ES-III) the General 
Assembly requested the Secretary-Gcncral ” to make forthwith, 
in consultation with the Governments conccrncd and in 
accordance with the Charter. and bearing in mind part I of this 
resolution, such practical arrangements as would adequately 
help in upholding the Purposes and Principles of the Charter in 
relation to Lebanon and Jordan in the present circumstances, 
and thereby facilitate the early withdrawal of the foreign troops 
from the two countries “. 

~7 840th meeting (PV) : pp. 12-l 3. 

J1U 840th meeting (PV) : p. 13. 13~ lcttcr dated 25 November 
1958 (A/4008), the Secretary-General informed the President 

of the General Assembly that the Security Council, at its 
840th meeting on 25 November 1958, had decided to delete 
from the list of matters of which the Council was seized the 
complaint submitted on 22 May 1958 by the Government of 
Lebanon. 



Chapter IX 

DECISIONS IN THE EXERCISE OF OTHER FUNCTIONS 
AND POWERS 



NOTE 

Decisions of the Security Council relative to recommendations to the General Assembly regarding the admis- 
sion of new Members have been dealt with in chapter VII, and the decisions on questions considered under the 
Council’s responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security in chapter VIII. During the period 
under review, no decision has been taken by the Council in the exercise of other functions and powers under the 
Charter.’ 

1 With the exception of decisions concerning the relations of the Security Council with other organs of the United Nations, arising 
from Articles 12. 93(2) and 97 of the Charter. For these decisions, see chapter VI. 
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Chapter X 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER VI 
OF THE CHARTER 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, the 
criterion for inclusion of material in the present chapter 
is the occurrence of discussion in the Council directed 
to the text of Articles 33-38 or Chapter VI of the Charter. 
Thus, chapter X does not cover all the activities of the 
Council in the pacific settlement of disputes, for the 
debates preceding the major decisions of the Council in 
this field have dealt almost exclusively with the actual 
issues before the Council and the relative merits of 
measures proposed without discussion regarding the 
juridical problem of their relation to the provisions of 
the Charter. For a guide to the decisions of the Council 
in the pacific settlement of disputes, the reader should 
turn to the appropriate sub-headings of the Analytical 
Table of Measures adopted by the Security Council.’ 

The material in this chapter constitutes only part of 
the material relevant to the examination of the operation 
of the Council under Chapter VI of the Charter, since 
the procedures of the Council reviewed in chapters I-VI, 
where they relate to the consideration of disputes and 
situations, would fall to be regarded as integral to the 
application of Chapter VI of the Charter. Chapter X is 
limited to presenting the instances of deliberate consid- 
eration by the Council of the relation of its proceedings 
or of measures proposed to the text of Chapter VI. 

The case histories on each question require to be 
examined within the context of the chain of proceedings 
on the question presented in chapter VIII. 

1 Chapter VIII, part 1. 

Chapter VI of tbe Charter. Pacific Settlement of Disputea 

Article 33 

1. The parties to any dispute, the continuance of which is likely to endanger 
the maintenance of international peace and security, shall. first of all, seek a solution 
by negotiation. enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, 
resort to regional agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful means of their own 
choice. 

2. The Security Council shall, when it deems necessary, call upon the parties 
to settle their dispute by such means. 

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 main- 
tenance of international peace and security. 

Article 35 

I. Any Member of the United Nations may bring any dispute, or any situation 
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 Nations may 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 provisionsof Articles 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 by the parties. 
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3. In making recommendations under this Article 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. 

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 Security 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 dispute or a situation to the Security Council 
have been indicated in the initial communications, though 
Article 33 has not been expressly cited in any of them.* 
In statements before the Council, the States concerned 
have drawn attention to the stage reached in efforts 
toward a settlement as evidence of the necessity for taking 
or not taking action under Chapter VI. The contentions 
advanced have centred around : 

* Afghanistan, Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, 
Libya, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Thailand and Yemen in 
their letter dated 13 June 1956, S/3609. and the explanatory 
memorandum to their letter dated 12 April 1956, S/3589 and 
Add.1 (submitted together with Burma, Ceylon, India and the 
Philippines) [O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1956, pp. 
74-75 and 25-271, in connexion with the question of Algeria; 
France and the United Kingdom in their letters dated 23 Sep- 
tember 1956, S/3654. and 12 September 1956, S/3645 [O.R., 
I lth year, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1956, pp. 28-29 and 471 in con- 
nexion with the Suez Canal question; Egypt in its letters dated 
24 September 1956, S/3656. and 17 September 1956, S/3650 
[O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1956, pp. 48 and 38-411 
in connexion with the Suez Canal question; Tunisia, in explana- 
tory memorandum to its letter dated I3 February 1958, S/3952, 
and France, in explanatory memorandum to its letter dated 
I4 February 1958. S/3954 [O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 
1958, pp. 13-14 and 15-161 in connexion with Tunisian question 
(I); Tunisia in explanatory memorandum to its letter dated 
29 May 1958, S/4013, and France in explanatory memorandum 
to its letter dated 29 May 1958, S/4015 [O.R., 13th year, Suppl. 
for Apr.-June 1958, pp. 37-39 and 42-44) in connexion with 
Tunisian question (II); Sudan in a communication attached to 
its letter dated 20 February 1958. S/3963 [O.R., 13th year, 
Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1958, pp. 21-221 in connexion with the 
Sudanese question. 

(1) The allegation of refusal to enter into or resume 
negotiations.’ 

(2) The allegation of the failure to reach a satisfactory 
settlement through negotiation.’ 

(3) The allegation of refusal of proper recourse to 
procedures of settlement stipulated by special agreement 
binding on the parties.6 

(4) The allegation that the emergence of a threat to 
the peace precluded further recourse to the means of 
settlement prescribed by Article 33.’ In one instance. the 
Council three times adjourned its initial consideration of 
the complaint, at the request or with the concurrence of 
the complaining State, to permit recourse to regional 
machinery established with the participation of that 
State.’ In another instance, the Council. after learning 
that the parties had accepted a tender of good offices 
made by two of its permanent members, adjourned to 
permit the parties to reach agreement on the means of 
resolving difficulties which they had submitted to the 
Council.” 

The case histories in part I of the present chapter throw 
light on the Council’s view of the obligation of the 

s See Case 2 (letter of 20 February 1958 from the repro 
sentative of Sudan). 

4 See Case I (Tunisian question). 
5 See Case 2 (letter of 20 February 1958 from the repre- 

sentative of Sudan) and Case 3 (complaint of Lebanon). 
s See Case I (Tunisian question) and Case 2 (letter of 

20 February 1958 from the representative of Sudan). 
r See Case 3 (complaint of Lebanon). 
R See Case 1 (Tunisian question). 



Part I. Consideration of Article 33 137 

,- 

parties under Article 33. and on the bearing which, in 
varying contexts, that Article has on the Council’s 
discharge of its responsibilities at the stage of initial 
consideration of a complaint.@ In the period under 
review, consideration of the obligation of the parties to 
choose peaceful means of settlement of their difficulties 
has taken place chiefly in a context of endeavour by the 
Council to encourage the parties to negotiate rather than 
a context of compliance with a prior condition for 
recourse to the Council. The Council has on several 
occasions given effect to its views on this aspect of the 
procedure for the settlement of controversies in decisions 
to adjourn following statements by members of the 
Council indicating a consensus of views concerning the 
course to be followed. This stress on the obligation of 
the parties has been accompanied at the stage of initial 
consideration by informal admonition to them not to 
increase their difficulties by prejudicial action.‘” and. on 
several occasions, by an indication of the Council’s 
continuing concern with the matter either in explicit 
presidential statement of the retention of the item on the 
Council’s agenda ‘I or in a decision to resume considera- 
tion of the matter at a specific date.” 

Reference should also be made to the observations in 
part IV of this chapter regarding the encouragement by 
the Council of negotiations between the parties and the 
steps taken by the Council to assist them in reaching 
agreement on means of overcoming impediments to the 
operation of previously agreed procedures for dealing 
with the matters in dispute. In the Palestine and India- 
Pakistan questions, for example, the Council requested 
the good offices of the Secretary-General in the one 
case, and of the President of the Council in the other, 
for this purpose. 

CASE 1 .I’ THE TCJNISIAN QUESTION (I) AND (II) : In 
connexion with decisions to adjourn 

[Note: The Council adjourned after a discussion in 
which the view was expressed that this would promote 

o In some instances, when the matter before the Council has 
not been new to its agenda, consideration of the obligation of 
the parties to make use of arrangements for the pacific settle- 
ment of disputes which they had themselves established has also 
figured extensively in the Colrncil’s discussion. In one instance 
of that kind, there have been observations on the relation of 
the obligation of prior resort to the machinery of settlement 
established by the parties and the right of resort to the Council 
conferred by Article 35(l). See the introductory note to part IV 
and see also Case 7. 

10 See Cases 1 and 2. 

I1 See Case 2. 

I* See Cases I and 3. 

*s For texts of relevant statements. see: 
81 Ith meeting : USSR (President), para. 44 ; ,France, para. 

49 ; Japan, paras. 52-53 ; Sweden, para. 14 ; Tunlsla *, para. 48 ; 
United Kingdom, paras. lo-12 ; United States, paras. 6-9 : 

819th meeting : France, paras. 92-93 ; Tunisia *, paras. 14, 17. 
63-66 : 

820th meeting : France, para 55 ; United Kingdom, paras. 
95-97 : United States, paras. 99-103. 

82Ist meeting : France, paras. 37-51. 

negotiation between the parties, who had accepted a 
tender of good offices made by two members of the 
Council, thus indicating their intention to settle their 
problems by peaceful means of their own choice in 
accordance with Article 33. Following a renewal of the 
complaints, the Council again adjourned to afford the 
parties a further opportunity to settle their difficulties by 
direct negotiations.] 

At the 81 Ith meeting on I8 February 1958. after the 
Council had included in its agenda cross-complaints by 
Tunisia and France, the rcprescntative of the 1Jnited 
States announced that the tender of good offices made 
by his Government. in conjunction with that of the 
Irnitcd Kingdom. to the Governments of France and 
Tunisia had been accepted. The responsibility for a 
peaceful solution of the diffcrcnces outstanding between 
Frnncc and Tunisia lay with those countries under 
Article 33 of the Charter. Their acceptance of the tender 
of good offices was an indication of their desire to settle 
peacefully by means of their own choice. as suggested in 
Article 33, the differences they had submitted to the 
Council. 

The representative of the IJnited Kingdom was sure 
the Council would agree that the tender of good offices 
and the acceptance by the Governments of France and 
Tunisia were in full accord with the spirit of Article 33 
of the Charter. which enjoined Members of the IJnited 
Nations to seek a solution of their differences by peaceful 
means of their own choice, using, where appropriate, the 
help of friends. 

The representative of Sweden suggested adjnumment 
to allow the discussions taking place within the frame- 
work of the offer of good offices with a view to arriving 
at an amicable settlement. to proceed in an atmosphere 
conducive to a successful outcome. 

The President. speaking as the representative of the 
IJSSR. noted that the parties’ acceptance of the offer 
of “ mediation ” was in accord with Article 33 of the 
Charter. 

The representative of Tunisia* confirmed that his 
Government had welcomed the offer of good offices, but 
cxpresscd a preference for adjournment to a specific date 
and rcscrved the right to request an emergency meeting 
of the Council, fearing that circumstances beyond his 
Gnvcrnmcnt’s control might render the good offices 
ineffectual. 

The representative of France declared that he had 
thought no meeting of the Council to be necessary in the 
circumstances and saw no point in making any reserva- 
tions regarding the conditions of adjournment. 

IJpon the proposal of the representative of Japan 
under rule 33(2) of the provisional rules of procedure. the 
Council then adjourned. 

At the 819th meeting on 2 June 1958. the Council 
heard further cross-complaints by the representatives of 
Tunisia* and France concerning incidents occurring since 
the earlier consideration of the case by the Council. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Tunisia 
informed the Council that on IS March the Good Offices 
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Mission had proposed to his Government a draft com- 
promise agreement on the procedure for the evacuation 
of the French troops in Tunisia. This had been accepted 
by his Government on the same day and was to have 
been approved by the French Government on 14 April. 
However, a governmental crisis in France, following 
acceptance of the draft compromise agreement by the 
French Government. had delayed implementation of the 
agreement and resulted in suspension of the Good Offices 
Mission. In the period following, French forces in 
Tunisia had failed to respect the security regulations 
which Tunisia had made concerning them on 8 February 
1958. The Government of Tunisia had tried every method 
of reaching an amicable agreement on the liberation of 
its territory from the illegal presence of French troops 
which were continually attacking it. lt had tried direct 
negotiation, but without SUCCESS : it had accepted the 
Good Offices Mission, and had shown itself as patient 
and as conciliatory as could be expected. Tt had no alter- 
native but to appeal to the Security Council as the body 
responsible for the maintenance of international peace 
and security to take, in accordance with Article 39 of the 
Charter. all appropriate measures provided for in 
Articles 40 and 41 and subsequent Articles to assist it to 
obtain the withdrawal of the French troops stationed in 
Tunisia against its wishes. The representative of Tunisia 
also requested the Council to take provisional security 
measures under Article 40 of the Charter relating 
principally to compliance by the French troops in Tunisia 
with the preventive security measures of 8 February. 

The representative of France contested the version of 
the facts presented by the representative of Tunisia and 
attributed responsibility for the incidents complained of 
to the Tunisian Government. He regarded neither the 
Good Offices Mission nor the negotiations between the 
two Governments and the compromise agreement of 
15 March 1958 concerning the procedure for the evacua- 
tion of the French troops from Tunisia at an end. 

“I must make it clear that we cannot accept this 
point of view, which is at variance with the very 
definition of good offices and also with the facts. The 
basic purpose of this procedure is not to find a direct 
solution of the dispute in which it is being employed : 
that is precisely what distinguishes it from mediation 
or arbitration, in which a settlement is either proposed 
to, or imposed upon. the parties to the dispute. The 
function of those who accept a good offices mission is 
no less important, but its scope is more restricted : it 
consists in finding an area of agreement as a basis for 
the resumption of direct negotiations between the 
countries concerned. That appears to me to be the 
manner in which the IJnited States and the lJnited 
Kingdom have always interpreted the good offices 
procedure : 1 trust that their representatives in the 
Security Council will correct me if 1 am mistaken.” 

He added that it had been possible in the last few days 
to resume direct negotiations between Paris and Tunis 
which were still under way despile the tension between 
the two parties. 

At the 820th meeting on 2 June 1958, the representa- 
tive of France requested the Security Council 

“ 
.  .  .  to adjourn after having invited Tunisia to 

carry on, in conformity with Article 33 of the Charter, 
the negotiations now in progress with France and to 
restore immediately within its borders, by a return to 
the status yuo ante 15 May, the conditions necessary 
for a speedy conclusion of those negotiations which 
will be satisfactory to both countries.” 

The representative of the United Kingdom, after 
observing that it was clear from the statements which the 
Council had heard that the situation was serious and 
delicate, added that, despite this, the Governments of 
France and Tunisia were known to have been in touch 
with one another recently in an attempt to solve the 
problems at the root of the incidents of which they were 
complaining. 

I‘ * . . It seems to me that every opportunity should 
be given for these confidential exchanges between 
France and Tunisia to succeed. I think, therefore, that 
the wise course for the Council to take, apart from 
any further hearing of the parties, would be not to 
proceed further with the consideration of the matter 
at present . . . 

“ . . . it goes without saying that the Council looks 
to all concerned on the spot not to disturb the existing 
arrangements and to exercise the utmost restraint.” 

The representative of the IJnited States expressed con- 
fidence in the intentions of France and Tunisia to abide 
by their Charter obligations, particularly those set forth 
in the preamble and in Articles 1 and 2. The Charter 
placed a direct responsibility upon all States in the first 
instance to seek to settle their difficulties by peaceful 
means through direct negotiations. The IJnited States 
had always felt that the situation presented to the Council 
by France and Tunisia was susceptible to such a settle- 
ment. The Good Offices Mission had found substantial 
agreement between the Governments of the two countries 
on many matters germane to the dispute now before the 
Council. The continuation of direct negotiation was also 
encouraging. Nothing should take place that might 
interrupt such a process of peaceful settlement or pre- 
judge the intentions of the two Governments. This meant 
that it was important to seek to ensure that whatever 
happened in the Council in no way impaired the prospect 
for a satisfactory solution of the outstanding problems 
between the two countries. 

At the 821 st meeting on 4 June 1958. the representative 
of France informed the Council that the Government of 
France had sent a message to the Government of Tunisia 
expressing its intention to settle with the latter the out- 
standing difficulties between the two countries and the 
conditions for good relations in the future, and that the 
Government of Tunisia had replied in a co-operative 
manner. Accordingly, he proposed a two weeks’ post- 
ponement of the debate to allow these conversations to 
take place. 

In accordance with the stated preference of the 
representative of Tunisia for a fixed date, the Council 
decided to adjourn until 18 June. 
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CASE 2." LEI-TERDATED 20 FEBRUARY 1958 FROMTHE 
-. REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SUDAN ADDRESSED 

TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL: In connexion 
with the President’s summing up of the 
opinions of members of the Council 

[Nore: In the consideration of the Sudan complaint, 
observations were made by all members of the Council 
concerning the importance of use by the parties of the 
means of settlement enumerated in Article 33. Emphasis 
was laid on the availability of the Council to consider the 
complaint further if negotiations between the parties 
should fail to resolve the questions outstanding between 
them.] 

At the 812th meeting on 21 February 1958. the Security 
Council considered the letter of 20 February 1958 from 
the representative of Sudan concerning “the grave 
situation existing on the Sudanese-Egyptian border. 
resulting from the massed concentrations of Egyptian 
troops moving towards the Sudanese frontiers “. which 
had followed receipt of a demand from the Government 
of Egypt to the Government of Sudan to hand over to 
Egypt two areas of Sudanese territory north of latitude 
22+. 

The representative of Sudan* declared that his Govem- 
ment had done everything in its power to avoid bringing 
the complaint to the IJnited Nations. Within the short 
time at its disposal, it had exhausted all possibilities of 
reaching a peaceful and equitable solution. In support of 
this assertion, he declared that the Government of Egypt 

- had rejected the request made on 18 February by the 
Government of Sudan to defer discussion of the claims 
until after the Sudanese elections to be held on 27 
February. 

The representative of Egypt+ declared that the Govern- 
ment of Sudan had decided to submit the question to the 
Security Council “ before the other peaceful means 
referred to in the Charter - particularly in Article 33 - 
had been exhausted “. He stressed particularly the 
provision in Article 33 for “ resort to regional agencies or 
arrangements “, which in his view clearly included the 
League of Arab States. On learning of a memorandum 
communicated to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Arab States by the Sudan Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
the Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs had cmpha- 
sized Egypt’s good intentions toward the Sudan. Furthcr- 
more, the Secretary-General of the LJnited Nations, who 
had expressed anxiety concerning the situation, had been 
informed that the Egyptian Government had adopted 
towards the Sudanese a “ peaceful and good-neighbourly 
attitude “. The representative of Egypt quoted from a 
communique issued by his Government on the very day 
of the Council’s meeting. announcing that “ the Egyptian 
Government decided to postpone the settling of the 
frontier question till after the Sudanese elections. Nego- 
tiations are to begin for the settling of all undecided 

It For texts of relevant statements, see : 

812th meeting : President (IJSSR). paras. 70-74. 79-81 ; 
Cafwdn. paras. 67-69 : Egypt *, paras. 3X. 43-47 ; France, paras. 
6S-66 ; Iraq. paras. 62-64 ; Japan, paras. .56-SR ; Sudan *, paras. 
5, 30-31 ; United Kingdom, paras. 59-61 ; United States, paras. 
50-55. 

questions after the new Sudanese Government is chosen”. 
He expressed confidence that the dispute would be 
settled between Egypt and Sudan in the tradition of their 
long-standing friendship. 

Following a suspension of the meeting to enable 
members of the Council to talk the matter over privately, 
the Council resumed consideration of the matter. 

The representative of the LJnited States noted in 
particular the indications by the representatives of Egypt 
and Sudan of willingness to settle this matter after the 
elections of 27 February and the favourable reply made 
by the Government of Egypt to the Secretary-General’s 
expression of concern and interest. He hoped the parties 
would seek a peaceful solution of their difficulties, and 
reminded the Council that by adopting the agenda, it was 
officially seized of the problem and, if the situation 
worsened, could always meet again on very short notice. 

The representative of Japan regretted that it had been 
necessary to bring the matter to the attention of the 
Council at all. welcomed the expressions by the parties 
of the intention to seek a peaceful solution of their 
dispute and concluded with a statement of his under- 
standing that the Council remained seized of the matter 
and could always discuss it if necessary. 

The representative of the United Kingdom observed 
that it was the timing and manner in which the question 
had been raised that had led the Government of Sudan 
to come to the Council. The statements made to the 
Council by the parties of their intention to seek appro- 
priate ways of negotiating a settlement of the dispute 
seemed to his delegation to meet the essential point in 
the Sudanese complaint to the Council, which, of course, 
remained seized of the matter. 

The representative of Iraq deplored the failure to 
settle the difficulties between the parties by negotiation 
and noted the declarations of the two Governments of 
their intentions to settle the question peacefully. 

The representative of France observed that the decla- 
ration made before the Council by the Egyptian repre- 
sentative on behalf of his Government seemed to be 
substantially what the Sudan requested. “ Thus Article 33 
of the Charter applies : we have come back to the 
procedure of negotiation. As we see it, all that is needed 
at this stage of the discussion is for the Council to take 
note of the statements made on the subject by the two 
parties.” 

The representative of Canada stressed the view of his 
Government that States should make every effort to settle 
their difficulties by the means outlined in Article 33 of 
the Charter. He noted the declarations of the parties, and 
added that “ it is our hope that. because the attention 
of the Council has been focused on the situation along 
the Egyptian-Sudanese border, this in itself will also have 
a reassuring effect and that calm and confidence will 
prevail on both sides of that border *‘. 

The Prcsidcnt (USSR). speaking on behalf of his 
delegation, noted the wish expressed by both sides to 
settle the frontier dispute by friendly negotiations. He 
emphasi;red the Charter requirement that disputed 
questions be settled by means of negotiation and 
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declared that there was no need for intervention by the 
Security Council at that time, due note having been made 
of statements by the parties. 

All the members of the Council who spoke stressed 
the obligation of the parties not to permit a deterioration 
in the interval before negotiations were begun. 

Summing up the opinions of members of the Council, 
the President declared : 

“The Security Council has heard the statements of 
the representatives of the Sudan and Egypt and notes 
the Egyptian representative’s assurances that his 
Government has decided to postpone the settlement 
of the frontier question until the elections in the Sudan 
are over. 

“Of course, the question put forward by the Sudan 
remains before the Council. With this we can end our 
meeting, bearing it in mind that the next meeting, 
should one prove necessary, will be convened, as usual, 
on consultation between members of the Security 
Council and the parties concerned.” 

CASE 3.“ LEITER DATED 22 MAY 1958 FROM THE 
REPRESENTATIVE OF LEBANON TO THE PRESI- 
DENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL CONCERNING 
“ COMPI.AINT BY LEBANON IN RESPECT TO A 

SITUATION ARISING FROM THE INTERVENTION 
OF THE UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC IN THE 
INTERNAL AFFAIRSOFLEBANON,THECONTINU- 
ANCE OF WHICH IS 1.IKEI.Y TO ENDANGER 
INTERNATIONAI. PEACE AND SECURITY": Ill 
connexion with the adjournment of the 
meetings 

[Note : The 818th and 822nd meetings of the Security 
Council were adjourned in view of submission of an 
identical complaint by Lebanon to the League of Arab 
States.] 

At the 818th meeting on 27 May 1958. after the 
adoption of the agenda, the representative of Iraq stated 
that the League of Arab States was expected to meet 
on 31 May 1958 to discuss the question on the agenda 
of the Council. He therefore proposed the adjournment 

1s For texts of relevant statements, see : 
818th meeting: President (Canada), para. 17 ; Colombia, 

para. 27 ; Iraq, para. 8 ; Lebanon, para. 12 ; Panama, para. 34. 

of the meeting until 3 June, at which time it would be 
known whether the question could be resolved outside 
the Council or not. It was to be understood that the 
Council should be ready to meet at short notice on the 
request of the representative of Lebanon. 

The representative of Lebanon declared that his 
Government would welcome the adoption of the proposal 
made by the representative of Iraq. The Lebanese com- 
plaint would thus remain before the Council which would 
meet to consider it on 3 June if the League of Arab 
States were to be unsuccessful in dealing with it. 

The President (Canada) observed that a request for 
adjournment motivated by the hope that a peaceful 
solution might be achieved on a regional basis seemed to 
fit into the general pattern of United Nations procedures. 

The representative of Colombia welcomed adjoum- 
ment in order to afford two friendly countries opportu- 
nity to settle their differences amicably within the system 
of regional organization to which they belonged. He did 
so on the understanding that the questions before the 
Council and the regional organization were the same. 

The representative of Panama agreed that the Council 
should adopt the proposal of the Iraqi representative in 
order to enable the Arab League to have recourse to such 
means of pacific settlement as those contemplated in 
Article 33 of the Charter. It was moreover the duty of 
the Council under Article 36 to take into account the 
peaceful means chosen by the parties, in this instance the 
Pact of the League of Arab States which they had 
signed in 1945. 

The Council decided ‘@ to adjourn until 3 June 1958. 
Subsequently the adjournment was extended until 5 June 
1958.” 

At the 822nd meeting on 5 June 1958. the President 
(China) proposed lR that the Council adjourn for another 
twenty-four hours, since the League of Arab States was 
meeting at that very time on the question raised by 
Lebanon, The proposal was adopted.” 

Ia 818th meeting : para. 41. 

I7 See letter dated 2 June 1958 from the representative of 
Lebanon to the President of the Security Council, S/4018 [OX., 
13th ymr, Suppl. for Apr.-Junr 1958. p. 44.1 

In 822nd meeting : para. I. 

t* 822nd meeting : para. 5. 

Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 34 OF THE CHAPTER 

NOTE Article 34 of the Charter. In the proceedings relating to 
The three case histories*O entered in part II of this the Palestine question *’ the question raised concerned 

chapter are those in which issues have arisen relating to the propriety of a determination in advance of investiga- 
__~~__- tion that continuation of the situation under examination 

*O During the consideration at the 783rd and 784th meetings was likely to endanger the maintenance of international 
on 20 October 1957 of the inclusion in the agenda of a letter 
dated 13 August 1957 containing a complaint concerning “the 

peace and security. In connexion with the question of 

armed aggression ” by the United Kingdom against the Imamate 
Algeria, in which the initial communication invoked 

of Oman, several members referred to the provisions of Articles Article 35(l). objections were raised to the adoption of 
34 and 35. For their statements, see : chapter II, part ILLB.1, ~ -- 
Case 5. *I See Case 5. 
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the provisional agenda on the grounds that it was not 
claimed that the situation in Algeria was a threat to 
“ international ” peace and security within the meaning 
of Article 34 of the Charter.= In connexion with the 
question of the situation in Hungary, it was requested in 
the initial communication that the item be included in 
the agenda pursuant to the provision of Article 34. 
Objection was raised to this on the ground that Article 34 
empowered the Council to examine exclusively disputes 
or situations arising in relationships bctwecn Statcs.*1 

CASE 4." THE PALESTINE QUESTION : In connexion 
with a draft resolution to request the Secre- 
tary-General to survey, as a matter of 
urgency, the various aspects of enforcement 
of and compliance with the four Armistice 
Agreements and the Council’s resolutions 
under reference, and to arrange for the 
adoption of measures which he considered 
would reduce the existing tensions along the 
Armistice Lines : voted upon and unani- 
mously adopted on 4 April 1956 

[Note: Under operative paragraph 1 of the United 
States draft resolution,*6 the Council was to consider that 
the situation prevailing between the parties “ is such that 
its continuance is likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security “. The paragraph was 
opposed on the grounds that its adoption would force 
the Council to make a premature determination of the 
situation in the area without having heard the report of 
the Secretary-General and the Chief of Staff of the 
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization. Accord- 
ingly, a USSR amendment *a was introduced to replace 
the words describing the situation as noted above. by the 
words “ is unsatisfactory “. In opposition to the amend- 
ment. it was contended that the situation in the area was 
dangerous and that non-compliance with three unanimous 
resolutions of the Council constituted a situation which 
was likely to endanger international peace.] 

Operative paragraph I of the United States draft 
resolution read : 

“Considers that the situation now prevailing 
between the parties concerning the enforcement of the 
armistice agreements and the compliance given to the 
above-mentioned resolutions of the Council is such 
that its continuance is likely to endanger the mainte- 
nance of international peace and security.” 
At the 720th meeting on 3 April 1956. the represen- 

tative of the USSR, referring to the paragraph just 
quoted, stated : 

- 

tt See Case 4. 
m See Case 6. 
*4 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
720th meeting : President (United States), para. 47 ; USSR, 

para. 20 ; 
72lst meeting : Peru, paras. 66-67 ; USSR, paras. 43-47 ; 
722nd meeting : Australia, para. 19 ; United Kingdom, para. 

7 ; Yugoslavia, para. 22. 
u S/3562, O.R.. 11th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar, 1956. p. 21. 
m S/3574, 720th meeting : para. 20. 

1‘ If that paragraph were adopted in the form 
proposed by the United States delegation it would, in 
our opinion, force the Security Council to decide, 
prematurely and without a thorough study, that the 
situation now prevailing between the parties concerning 
compliance with the armistice agreements and the 
Security Council’s resolutions is likely to endanger 
international peace and security. WC consider that the 
Council should first hear the Secretary-General’s report 
on his return from his visit to the countries in the 
Near East and the report of the Chief of Staff, General 
Burns: only then should it voice its conclusions about 
the situation in the area and say whether or not the 
situation with regard to compliance with the armistice 
agreements and the Security Council’s resolutions is 
such that it is likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security. This is the purpose of 
our amendment to operative paragraph I.” 

The President. speaking as the representative of the 
United States. replied: 

“ The second amendment is fallacious because it is 
clear that failure to comply with three unanimous 
resolutions of the Security Council is, in the words of 
the resolution. ‘likely’ to endanger peace. Surely it is 
not an exaggeration to say that non-compliance with 
three unanimous resolutions is likely to endanger 
peace. It seems none too strong.” 

At the 721st meeting on 4 April 1956. the representa- 
tive of the USSR reitemtcd his views. The representative 
of Peru, opposing the IJSSR amendment, observed that 
the Council, in undertaking conciliation proceedings 
through a plenipotentiary, did not imply the taking of 
any measures prescribed under Article 39. Referring to 
the expression used in the pardgraph concerned. he 
stated : 

“ . . . the expression is in fact taken from other 
articles referring to conciliation. Yet even so I should 
like to say that the expression - although it is of 
course used in the United Nations Charter, does not 
here carry the grave implications it has in Article 39. 
because the case is different : it is not a breach of the 
peace, a threat to the peace or an act of aggression. It 
is a situation whose continuance may possibly - and 
the United Nations is setting up mediation machinery 
to ensure that it does not continue - endanger the 
peace : its continuance would be likely to endanger 
peace . . .” 

At the 722nd meeting on 4 April 1956. the represen- 
tative of the IJnited Kingdom declared that the situation 
in the area was not merely unsatisfactory but dangerous. 
He felt that the Council, without further evidence, could 
determine that the continuance of such a situation was 
likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace 
and security. 

The representative of Australia stated : 
“ . . 9 It is true that these words are taken from a 

portion of the Charter : they are taken from Article 
33... In other words, these words taken from the 
Charter do serve as the preliminary step, as it were, to 
conciliation, mediation and negotiation : the draft 

-- 
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resolution as a whole does request the Secretary- 
General to undertake a mission of investigation and 
conciliation within the framework of the armistice 
agreements that have been negotiated and accepted in 
the past.” 

The representative of Yugoslavia, in supporting the 
proposed amendment, observed : 

“ . . . this amendment would appear to bring the 
paragraph into fuller conformity with the spirit of 
Chapter VI. and more particularly of Article 34, of 
the Charter. It also coincides broadly with the views 
of my delegation on the situation in the area under 
consideration. Moreover. in our opinion this amend- 
ment has the advantage of dispelling any possible 
impression that the appraisal of the situation is being 
prejudged pending the Secretary-General’s mission in 
the theatre.” 

At the same meeting, the USSR amendment to the 
first operative paragraph was rejected by 2 votes in 
favour and 3 against, with 6 abstentions.” The United 
States draft resolution was adopted unanimously?’ 

CASE S.‘@ THE QUESTION OF ALGERIA : In connexion 
with a request dated 13 June 1956 that the 
situation in Algeria be considered by the 
Security Council 

[Note : During the consideration of inclusion of the 
item in the agenda, it was urged that the Council was 
obliged to include the question in the agenda in order to 
determine, as stipulated in Article 34 of the Charter, 
whether continuance of the situation in Algeria threat- 
ened the maintenance of international peace and security. 
Objections to inclusion in the agenda were based inter 
alia on the ground that Article 34 concerned only threats 
to international peace. The provisional agenda was not 
adopted .] 

At the 729th meeting on 26 June 1956, the Security 
Council had before it a provisional agenda which 
included a letter so dated I3 June 1956 submitted by the 
representatives of thirteen Member States, requesting 
under Article 35(l) that the situation in Algeria be 
considered by the Council as presenting a threat to peace 
and security. 

Objection to inclusion of the item in the agenda was 
made by the representative of France on the ground that 
“ Algerian affairs are matters essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of France”. 

On behalf of the Member States which had brought 
the situation in Algeria to the attention of the Council. 
the representative of Iran stated that the situation : 

*’ 722nd meeting: para. 44. 

*a 722nd meeting: para. 46. 

** For texts of relevant statements, see : 
729th meeting : France, paras. 102-104 ; Iran, paras. 30. 42, 

51-53. 55, 71. 89-90 ; 
730th meeting: Iran, paras. 3, 8-9, 26 ; USSR, para. 76. 
a~ S/3609. O.R., I lrh year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1956, pp. 

74-76. 

“ 
.  .  .  is of a nature to give rise to a dispute between 

nations. and that its continuance is likely to endanger 
maintenance of international pcacc and security.” 

After quoting Articles 35(l) and 34. he further stated : 

“ No one can deny that far-reaching military 
operations undertaken by an army of some 4OO.OOO 
men equipped with modern arms against a population 
determined to dcfcnd its liberty . . . constitute a 
situation of the kind envisaged by Articles 34 and 35 
of the Charter. . . 

“This situation has already led to international 
friction, within the meaning of Article 34 of the 
Charter, in the sense that thirteen Member States have 
expressed their serious concern about the unhappy 
situation now prevailing in Algeria. Could we force 
these States to remain silent when they ask the Council 
to examine this situation. . . ?” 

After dwelling further on the matter to demonstrate 
why the situation in Algeria was one on which the 
Council should act, he contended : 

‘I . . . The Council . . . must include this question in 
its agenda so as to determine, as stipulated in Article 
34 of the Charter, if, in its opinion, the continuance of 
this situation threatens the maintenance of international 
peace and security. It is quite evident that the Council 
cannot decide upon this until the question has been 
included in the agenda.” 

The representative of France reiterated his opposition 
to any discussion of “ domestic affairs by third parties ” 
and observed : 

“ . Article 2. paragraph 7. is not the only Article 
in v%ch the principle of non-intervention is embodied. 
If we read Chapters VI and VII of the Charter, with 
particular reference to the competence of the Security 
Council, we find that under Article 34 . . . the Council’s 
competence is limited to ‘ any dispute. or any situation 
which might lead to international friction or give rise 
to a dispute *, a dispute or situation the continuance 
of which ‘is likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security ‘.” 

He remarked that, in the letter of submission to the 
Council. it had been claimed that the situation in Algeria 
was a “ threat to peace and security “, but “without 
inserting the qualifying objective ‘ international * which 
appears in Chapters VI and VII of the Charter “. 

He concluded that : 
“ . . . Threats to peace and security are not within 

the purview of this high forum unless they relate to 
international peace and security . . .” 

At the 730th meeting on 26 June 1956. the represen- 
tative of Iran contended that : 

“ . . . Articles 34 and 35 refer not to a present threat, 
nor to an imminent threat, but to the possibility of a 
situation which might endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security . . .” 

He added that, in regard to the situation in Algeria, 
“ this possibility already exists, and the Security Council 
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is called upon to investigate it in accordance with the 
M terms of Articles 34 and 35 of the Charter “. 

The representative of the USSR maintained that the 
Council could not disregard the request made by thirteen 
States Members of the United Nations : 

“ . . . more particularly since these States maintain 
that there is a threat to peace and security in the area 
concerned. In order to determine whether or not any 
such threat to peace exists, the parties must be heard 
and the matter must be discussed in the Security 
Council.” 
At the same meeting, the provisional agenda was 

rejected by 2 votes in favour and 7 against, with 2 
abstentions.sl 

CASE 6." THE SITUATION IN HUNGARY : In connexion 
with the letter dated 27 October 1956 from 
the representatives of France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States to the Pre- 
sident of the Security Council concerning the 
situation in Hungary 

[Note: The competence of the Security Council was 
contested on the ground that a situation arising within a 
country and not affecting its relations with other States 
did not fall under Article 34 of the Charter.] 

By letter a dated 27 October 1956. the representatives 
of France, the United Kingdom and the United States 
addressed the President : 

“ . . . with regard to the situation created by the 
action of foreign military forces in Hungary in violently 
repressing the rights of the Hungarian people which 
are secured by the Treaty of Peace of 10 February 
1947 to which the Governments of Hungary and the 
Allied and Associated Powers arc parties.” 

“ Pursuant to the provisions of Article 34 of the 
Charter “, they requested the inclusion of an item in the 
agenda of the Security Council entitled “ The situation in 
Hungary “, and the convening of an urgent meeting of 
the Council to consider it. 

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR, in opposing inclusion of the 
question in the agenda. stated : 

“ In their proposal for the inclusion of this item in 
the agenda the three Powers invoke Article 34 of the 
Charter as grounds for the discussion of this question 
in the Security Council. But that is entirely unwarrant- 

31 730th meeting : para. 85 ; See also chapter II, Case 5. 
a For texts of relevant statements, see : 
746th meeting : France (President), paras. 86-91 ; USSR, para. 

24 ; United Kingdom, paras. 7 1, 77. 
752md meeting: China, para. 131 ; Cuba, para. 68 ; France, 

paras. 109-115 ; United States, paras. 59-61 ; 
753rd meeting: Australia, paras. 71, 74 ; Belgium, paras. 

48-5 1. 53 ; France, paras. 83-84 ; Peru, paras. 94-96 ; USSR, 
para. 132 ; United Kingdom, paras. 39-40 ; United States, paws. 

- 19-21 ; Yugoslavia, paras. 32-5, 64 ; 754th meeting: Belgium, 
paras. 34-35 ; USSR, paras. 53-54 ; United Kingdom, para. 60 ; 
United States, para. 10. 

b’ S/3690, O.R., lldl year, Suppl. jar OCI.-Dec. 1956. p. 100. 

ed. In point of fact, Article 34 of the Charter empowers 
the Security Council to investigate only disputes or 
situations of an international character, namely, those 
arising in relationships between States. Accordingly, 
any situations arising inside a country and not affect- 
ing its relations with other States, as in the present 
instance, do not fall under Article 34. Both in itself, 
therefore, and in association with the provisions of 
Article 2. paragraph 7. of the Charter. . . and those 
of Chapter I of the Charter as a whole, the text of 
Article 34 makes it quite clear that this is the only 
possible correct interpretation of the question of the 
Security Council’s competence. The United Nations 
Charter thus leaves no doubt that the Security Council 
is not competent to examine questions of this nature.” 
At the same meeting, the agenda was adopted by 9 

votes in favour and I against, with 1 abstention.” 
The representative of the United Kingdom stated that : 

“ . . . The use of the armed forces of one country to 
restrain the peoples of another country in their domestic 
struggle for political freedom creates a situation 
fraught with danger to the community of nations, and 
is therefore a situation of which this Council clearly 
should take cognizance under Article 34 of the 
Charter.” 
The President, speaking as the representative of 

France. stated that France had resolved to bring the 
situation before the Council, because everything had 
combined to lead it to this decision : legal arguments, 
factual reasons and moral dictates. 

From the legal point of view, there could be no 
hesitation : 

‘1 . . . Is the situation serious? Is it such as to 
endanger international peace and security? No one can 
have any doubt on that score and the matter accord- 
ingly comes within the scope of Article 34 of the 
United Nations Charter. 

“ For several days now in Hungary. Soviet forces 
have been engaged in violent combat with the Hunga- 
rian people and with some units of the Hungarian 
amy : that fact alone would suffice to bring the 
question within the competence of the Security 
Council.” 

At the 752nd. 753rd and 754th meetings on 2. 3 and 
4 November 1956. the Security Council continued to 
discuss the situation in Hungary on the basis of 
information received from its members and from the 
Government of Hungary. 

At the 753rd meeting, the representative of the United 
States submitted a draft resolution.” which, as revised 
at the 754th meeting, read as follows : 

“ The Security Council, 

“Considering that the United Nations is based on 
the principle of sovereign equality of all its Members, 

“ Recufling that the enjoyment of human rights and 

sd 746th meeting : para. 35. 
ss S/3730 and S/373O/Rev.l, O.R., I Irh year, SuppI. for Ocl.- 

Dec. 1956, pp. 125-126. 
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of fundamental freedoms in Hungary was specifically 
guaranteed by the Peace Treaty between Hungary and 
the Allied and Associated Powers signed at Paris on 
10 February 1947 and that the general principle of 
these rights and freedoms is affirmed for all peoples 
in the Charter of the United Nations. 

“ Cmvimed that present events in Hungary manifest 
clearly the desire of the Hungarian people to exercise 
and to enjoy fully their fundamental rights, freedoms 
and independence. 

‘I Deploring the use of Soviet military forces to 
suppress the efforts of the Hungarian people to 
reassert their rights. 

“Noting moreover the declaration by Ihe Govern- 
ment of the Soviet Union of 30 October 1956. of its 
avowed policy of non-intervention in the internal 
affairs of other States, 

“Noting the communication of 1 November 1956 
of the Government of Hungary to the Secretary- 
General regarding demands made by that Government 
to Ihe Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics for ‘instant and immediate withdrawal of 
. . . Soviet forces,’ s8 

“ Noting further the communication of 2 November 
1956 (S/3726) of the Government of Hungary to the 
Secretary-General asking Ihe Security Council ‘ to 
instruct the Soviet and Hungarian Governments to 

se A/3251. O.R., General Assembly, Second Emergency Spe- 
cial Session, Annex. 

start the negotiations immediately ’ on withdrawal of 
Soviet forces, 

“ Anxious to see the independence and sovereignty 
of Hungary respected ; 

“ 1. Calls upon the Government of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics to desist forthwith from any 
form of intervention. particularly armed intervention. 
in the internal affairs of Hungary ; 

“ 2. Calls upcjn the Union of Soviet Socialist Re- 
publics to ccasc the introduction of additional armed 
forces inlo Hungary and to withdraw all of its forces 
without delay from Hungarian territory ; 

“ 3. Affirms the right of the Hungarian people to a 
government responsive to its national aspirations and 
dedicated to its independence and well-being ; 

“ 4. Requests the Secretary-General in consultation 
with the heads of appropriate specialized agencies to 
explore on an urgent basis the need of the Hungarian 
people for food, medicine and other similar supplies 
and to report to the Security Council as soon as 
possible ; 

“ 5. Requests all Members of the United Nations 
and invites national and international humanitarian 
organizations to co-operate in making available such 
supplies as may be required by the Hungarian people.” 
At the 754th meeting. the United States draft resolution 

failed of adoption. There were 9 votes in favour and 1 
against and 1 vote recorded at the 755th meeting as an 
abstention. The negative vote was that of a permanent 
member. 

Part III 

APPLICATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 35 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

During the period under review, sixteen questions $’ 
relating to the maintenance of international peace and 
security have been brought to the attention of the Security 
Council by Members of the United Nations, nine of them 
by the States directly involved. The relevant data regard- 

37 In two instances, the Council included in its agenda items 
submitted bv different Member States arising from the same 
state of facts. , see Tabulation: entries 2 and 3. In another 
instance. an item submitted to the Council (see Tabulation : entry 
8) was considered in the framework of a question on the agenda 
of the Council since 1947 (see chapter VIII : The Palatine 
question : steps for immediate cessation of the military action 
of Israel in Egypt. pp. 26-29). 

an During the period under review. the following were con- 
sidered as sub-items of ” The Palestine question ” by the Security 
Council : Letter dated 13 December 195’S from the kpresentative 
of Syria addressed to the President of the Security Council (707th 
meeting) ; Status of compliance given to the general armistice 
aarccmcnts and the resolutions of the Security Council adopted 
dking the past year (717th meeting) ; (u) Letter dated IS Octo- 
ber 1956 from the representative of Jordan, addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, (b) Letter dated 17 October 
1956 from the representative of Israel, addressed to the President 

ing submission will be found in the appended tabulation. 
The Security Council has continued, at the instance of 
the parties or of other Members of the United Nations. 
to consider two questions which had heen included in its 
agenda in 1947 and 1948 respectively. namely, the 
Palestine question JH and the India-Pakistan question. 

of the Security Council, with complaint concerning : Persistent 
violations by Jordan of the General Armistice Agreement and of 
the cease-fire DMPC made to the Secrctarv-General on 26 April 
1956 (774th &cti&) ; Steps for the immediate cessation of the 
militarv action of Israel in Egypt (748th meeting) ; Letter dated 
13 Ma; I957 from the pcrm&&t representative of Syria to the 
United Nations, addressed to the Prcsidcnt of the Security 
Council concerning the construction of a bridge in the dcmilita- 
rizcd zone cstablyshcd by the General Armistice Agreement 
bctwcen Israel and Syria (S/3827) (780th meeting) ; (a) Letter 
dated 4 September 1957 from the permanent representative of 
Jordan addressed to the President of the Security Council (S1 
3878) ; (b) Letter dated 5 September 1957 from the acting per- 
manent representative of Israel addressed to the President of the 
Security Council (S/3883) (787th meeting); Letter dated 4 De- 
ccmbcr 1958 from the permanent rcprcscntative of Israel ad- 
dressed to the President of the Security Council (S/4123) 
(841st meeting). 
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S~IBMISSION NY MEMISERS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

III t\co instances. OIIC of which involved a complaint of 
“ aggression “. Members submitting questions to the 
Security Council inclicatcd in the initial communication 
that they were acting in accor&mcc with Article 35.“’ 
In other instances. the Articles invokctl have been 
Article 34,“’ Article 2 (4),” Article 40 ‘I’ and Article 42.“’ 
The remaining submissions of questions for consideration 
by the Council made no rcfercnce to Articles of the 
Charter. In the initial communications or the documents 
accompanying them. Mcmbcr States have indicatctl 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 ; in seven instances questions 
were expressly described in initial communications as 
situations. Some questions have been submitted as 
involving a danger to peace. or aggression or intcrvcntion 
in domestic affairs or an invasion of sovcrcignty.4P 

STATES NOT MEMUEKS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

No question was submitted to the Security Council 
during the period under review by a State not a Member 
of the Llnited Nations. Article 35.4b however. was referred 

:I” SW Tabulation : entries I and 13. See also statcmcnt by 
the rcprcscntative of lsracl at the 844th meeting on 15 December 
1958. S/N/X44. p. S7, and his further statement at the 845th 
meeting on 30 January 1959, S/PV/845, p. 33. 

“I SW ‘Tabulation : entry 4. See also the statements referred 
to in thr prcccding note. 

‘I SW ‘l‘ahulation : entry 14. 
‘z See ‘l‘abulation : cnlry 16. 

(:I SW ‘l‘abulotion : entry 12. 
(I Questions not otherwise described have been listed in the 

tabulilli0n under situations. 
45 See Tabulation : entry 13 

to in the submission of a question concerning ” the armed 
agression ” against the territorial inlcgrity of lhe 
Inianiotc of Oman. 

PKOCEDUKAL C~~WWJEPKI~ OF Summsm4 UNDER 
AKWz1.E 35 

by 
Questions have been submitter1 to the Security Council 

means of communications atldrcssctl to the f’rcsiclcnt 
of the Security Council : in only one inslnncc rn during 
this periotl was a question submittcrl to the Council by 
means of a communication adtlrcsscrl to the Sccrctary- 
General with a request for inclusion of the matter in the 
provisional agenda of the meeting. In r)nc conlmunication 
to the President of the Security C’ouncil rcqucsting 
inclusion of a question in the agenda a draft resolution ” 
was cncloscd. Communications submitting questic)ns for 
consitlcration by the Council have been dealt with in 
accl>rlian~c with rules 6-9 of the provisional rules of 
proccdurc. Material relating to the application of rules 
6-O is cc>ntainctl in chapter II of this Supplc~nrr~f. 
Material OII the practice of the Security Council in the 
implcmcntation of Article 35 of the Charter at the stage 
of adoption of the agenda will be found in chapter Il. 
part III. 

The Council has not, in respect of any of the new 
questions submitted for its consirlcration during the 
pcri~~d unricr review. considered whcthcr to accept the 
dcsignalion of it question contain& in lhc initial com- 
munication. The question of the appropriate designation 
for a question inclutlcd in the agcntla at an carlicr period 
was raised dr in the (‘ouncil by a Member State. 

Jn Set Tahulntion : entry 6. 

l7 See Tabulation : entry 17,. 

‘h See in this chapter, <‘;Iw 0 hclow. 

--. 



Tabulation of questions submitted to the !hcurity Council (1956-1958) 

**SECTION A. QC~ESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MEhlBERS AS DISPUTES 

SECTION B. QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MEhlBERS AS SITUATIONS 

1. Letter dated 13 June 1956 
from the representatives of 
Afghanistan, Egypt, Indone- 
sia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan. Leba- 
non, Libya, Pakistan, Saudi 
Arabia, Syria, Thailand and 
Yemen addressed to the Pre- 
sident of the Security Council 
concerning Algeria 

2. Situation created by the 
unilateral action of the 
Egyptian Government in 
bringing to an end the 
system of international ope- 
ration of the Suez Canal, 
which was confirmed and 
completed by the Suez Canal 
Convention of 1888 

3. Military assistance renedered 
by the Egyptian Government 
to the rebels in Algeria 

Submitted by 

Afghanistan, Egypt, Indo- 
nesia, Iran. Iraq, Jordan, 
Lebanon. Libya, Paki- 
stan, Saudi Arabia, 
S) ria. Thailand. Yemen.:L 
13 June 1956 

France 35 “... the situation had dete- 
riorated to the extent 
that the United Nations 
could not remain indif- 
ferent to the threat to 
peace and security . . .” 

“ 
. . to consider the grave 
situation in Algeria 
under Article 35, para- 
graph 1, of the United 
Nations Charter ” 

S/3609. O.R., 
11th ?‘r., 
Suppl. for 
Apr.-June 
1956, 
pp. 74-76 

France, United Kingdom, 
23 September 1956 

France, 25 October 1956 

Egypt 

4. The situation in Hungary France, United Kingdom, 
United States, 27 October 
1956 

USSR b 34 

None 

None 

“ Situation created by the 
unilateral action of the 
Fg! prian Government 

,s . . 

“The intervention by the 
Egyptian Government 
constitutes an attack on 
the French sovereignty 
in flagrant violation of 
the fundamental rules of 
international law. . .” 

“ . the situation created 
by . foreign military 
forces in Hungary is 
violently repressing the 
rights of the Hungarian 
people secured by 
the Treaty of Peace of 
February 1947 . . .” 

“ 
.  .  .  a discussion of this 
situation by the Council” 

“ 
.  .  .  the. . item be placed 
on the agenda of a 
forthcoming meeting.” 

“ 
.  .  the consideration of 
this item . . .” 

S/3654, O.R., 
Jlrh yr., 
Suppl. for 
Ju!\-Sept. 
1956. p. 47 

S/3689, O.R., 
11th yr.. 
Suppl. for 
Oct.-Dec. 
1956, 
pp. 98-100 

S/3690, O.R., 
lllh ?“.# 
Suppl. for 
Oct.-Dec. 
1956, p. 100 



5. Letter dated 14 February 
1958 from the permanent 
representative of France to 
the President of the Security 
Council concerning : “ Situa- 
tion resulting from the aid 
furnished by Tunisia to 
rebels enabling them to con- 
duct operations from Tuni- 
sian territory directed against 
the integrity of French ter- 
ritory and the safety of the 
persons and property of 
French nationals .’ G’ 

6. Letter dated 20 February 
1958 from the representative 
of Sudan addressed to the 
Secretary-General 

7. Letter dated 22 Irfay 1958 
from the representative of 
Lebanon addressed to the 
President of the Security 
Council concerning : “ Com- 
plaint by Lebanon in respect 
of a situation arising from 
the intervention of the United 
.4rab Republic in the internal 
affairs of Lebanon. the con- 
tinuance of which is likely 
to endanger the maintenance 
of international peace and 
security ” 

France. I4 February 1958 Tunista None “. . the Algerian rebels, 
aided and abbetted by 
the Tunisian authorities, 
have been able to 
establish in Tunisia a 
complete organization 
enabling them to carry 
out numerous border 
violations and incursions 
into French territory . .” 

Sudan. 20 February 1958 None “. . the grave situation 
existing on the Sudan- 
Egyptian border. result- 
ing from the massed 
concentration of Egyp- 
tian troops moving 
towards the Sudanese 
frontiers ” 

L.ebanon. 22 hlay 1958 United Arab 
Republic 

None ‘* The said intervention 
consists, inter alia. of the 
following acts : .’ 

‘1 the assistance fur- 
nished h! Tunisia to the 
Algerian rebels should 
he condemned by the 
Council ” 

“ to meet immediately 
and use its good offices 
to stop the impending 
Egyptian aggression ” 

“ to call an urgent meeting 
to consider the. . 

question . .” 

S/3954. O.R.. 
13rh ?‘r.. 

2 
z 

suppi. for 4. 
Jan.-.flar. : 

1958. 

ZL 
: 2 

S’ 
S, 3963. O.R., 

F 

13rh \‘r.. 2 
suppi. for 
Jan.-.ifar. 
1958, 
pp. 31-2’ 

S.‘4007, O.R.. 
13th ?‘r., 
Suppl. for 
Apr.-June 
1958. p. 33 

a For discussion on the inclusion in the agenda. see chapter II. part III.B.1, Cane 5. 

t, In the commcnicatiun of 2; Octubcr 1956. reference was maale to : “. foreinn military forces in Hungary. .‘* 

e This guestmn was con-i,lered hy the Security C,>s~nc:! tvy~:t~rr with the Tunisian complaint listed in Section C. entry 14. 



Question 

~rtirles invoked 
ad barns for Dearripflon of pucstion Act,on rrqurnted of the 

Statea involved .wbmission in letter of arbmition Security Council RejerLYlCU 

8. Letter dated 29 May 1958 
from the representative of 
France to the President of 
the Security Council concern- 
ing : 
(a) “ The complaint brought 
by France against Tunisia on 
14 February 1958 ” (S/3954) 
and 
(b) “ The situation arising 
out of the disruption, by 
Tunisia of the Xlodus Vi- 
vendi u hich had been estab- 
lished since February 1958 
with regard to the stationing 
of French troops at certain 
points in Tunisian territory”d 

9. Jordan question 

France. 29 hlay 1958 Tunisia None “. . the Tunisian Govern- “. . . to recommend to the Si4015, O.R., 
ment has created con- Tunisian Government 13rh .\‘r., 
ditions likely to lead to that it should restore Suppl. for 
incidents ” conditions favourable to Apr.-June 

a resumption of negotia- 1958, 
tions .. pp. 42-44 

Jordan, 17 July 1958 United Arab 
Republic 

None “. . . interference in its “. urgent considera- 
domestic affairs by the tion : .” 
United Arab Republic.” 

s/4053 

d This question was considered by the Security Council together with the Tunisian comu!aint. listed in Section C. cntw 16. 

SECTION C. QUESTIOKS SUBMITTED BY ME~IBERS AS THREATS TO THE PEACE, BREACH OF THE PEACE OR ACTS OF AGGRESSIOS 

ya, DllO” 

10. Actions against Egypt bl 
some Powers. partIcularI) 
France and the United 
Kingdom, which constitute a 
danger to international peace 
and security and are serious 
violations of the Charter of 
the United Nations 

11. Letter dater 30 October 1956 
from the representative of 
Egypt 

Submitted by States inrolrcd 

Egypt. 24 September 1956 “. . some 
Powers. par- 

ticularly 
France and 
the United 

Kingdom.. .” 

Egbpr. 30 October 1956 United 
Kingdom, 

France 

None “ Actions against Egypt. . “. . to consider the follow- 
which constitute a danger ing : Actions against 
to international peace Egypt. :. 
and security . .” 

“ This threat of force “. to consider this act of 
impel the Government aggression. .” 
of Egypt to request the 
Security Council to be 
immediately convened to 
consider this act of ag- 
gression by the United 
Kingdom and France ” 

S/3656, O.R.. 
I Irlr ?‘r., 
SuppI. for 
July-Sept. 
1956. p. 48 

S:3712. O.R.. 
Ill11 Tr., 
Suppl. for 
Oct.-Dec. 
1956, p. 111 



12. Cablegram dated 5 Novem- 
ber 1956 from the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, addressed to the 
President of the Security 
Council. concerning : “ Non- 
compliance by the United 
Kingdom, France and Israel 
with the decision of the 
emergency special session of 
the General Assembly of 2 
November 1956 and imme- 
diate steps to halt the aggres- 
sion of the aforesaid States 
against Egypt ” 

13. Letter dated I3 August 1957 
from the permanent repre- 
sentatives of Egypt, Iraq. 
Jordan. Lebanon. Libya, hlo- 
rocco, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, 
Syria, Tunisia and Yemen 
addressed to the President of 
the Security Council 

14. Letter dated 13 February 
1958 from the permanent 
representative of Tunisia to 
the President of the Security 
Council concerning : “ Com- 
plaint by Tunisia in respect 
of an act of aggression com- 
mitted against it by France 
on 8 February 1958 at 
Sakiet-Sidi-Youssef ” 

USSR.? 5 November 1956 united 
Kingdom, 
France, 
Israel 

None 

Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Leba- 
non, Libya, hforocco, 
Saudi Arabia, Sudan, 
Syria. Tunisia.t Yemen.g 
13 August 1957 

United 
Kingdom 

Tunisia, I3 February 1958 France 

35 

2~4) 

” Despite the decision of 
the emergency special 
session of the General 
Assembly. the agres- 
sive war against Egypt 
is being intensified. This 
Gtuation impo5es the 
need .” 

“  
.  .  The British acts of 
aggression against the 
peaceful people of Oman 
will, if permitted to con- 
tinue, lead to serious 
consequences . _” 

“  
.  .  the act of aggression 
committed on 8 Febru- 
ary is of a particularly 
serious nature, not only 
because of the number 
of lives lost and the 
extent of the danger 
caused, but also because 
of the earlier acts of a 
similar kind committed 
since May 1957” 

“ USSR draft resolution : 
“ 1. Proposes to the Go- 
vernments of the United 
Kingdom. France and 
Israel that they should 
immediately . . cease all 
military action against 
Egypt 2. Considers 
it esenriul. in accordance 
with Article 42 of the 
United Nations Charter, 
that all States Llembers 
of the United Nations, 

. should give military 
and other assistance to 
the republic of Egypt. . .” 

‘. . an immediate action 
by the Security Council 

., 

.‘ 
.  to take whatever deci- 
sion it may deem appro- 
priate to put an end to 
a situation which threat- 
ens Tunisia‘s security 
and endangers inter- 
national peace and se- 
curity in that part of the 
world ” 

S/3736, O.R., 
I II11 ?‘r.. 
Suppl. for 
Ocr.-Dec. 
1956. 
pp. 128-130 

S/3865 and 
Add.17 O.R., 
12lIl ?‘r., 
Suppl. for 
July-Sept. 
1957. 
pp. 16-17 

S/3952, O.R., 
13x11 Tr.. 
Suppl. for 
Jan.-.Ilar. 
1958, 
pp. 13-14 

c For discussion on the inclusion in the agenda, see chapter II, part III.B.1. Case 9. 

I S/3965;Add.l. O.R.. flth year. Sud. for Jdy-Sept. ,957. pp. 16-Ii. 

g For discwsion on the inclusion in the agenda. see chapter 11. part III.B.1. Case 11. 



Qwstwn 

15. Complaint of the represen- 
tative of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics in a letter 
to the President of the Se- 
curity Council dated 18 April 
1958 entitled : ‘. Urgent 
mea>ures to put sn end to 
flights by United States mili- 
tary aircraft armed with 
atomic and hydrogen bombs 
in the direction of the 
frontier of the Soviet Union.” 

16. Letter dated 29 Slay 1958 
from the reprc>entative of 
Tunisia to the President of 
the Security Council concern- 
ing : ‘* Complaint by Tunisia 
in respect of acts of armed 
aggression committed against 
it since 19 May 1958 by the 
French military forces sta- 
tioned in its territory and in 
Algeria ” 

Art,rles inraked 
Il.3 bns,a for D~scnptmn of querlion Action requcated of the 

Submitted by Stntcs invoked auhm..won nn lrtter of rubmission St-curl ty Counnl 
-~ -.-~~~ 

UShR. IS :\pril 1958 United States Son: “The threat to the cause 
of peace which has arisen 
as a result of the danger 
arising out of the numer- 
ous cases of flights in 
the direction of the 
USSR territory by the 
United States bombers 
carrying hydrogen 
bombs .” 

i‘ . . . give.. . the most ur- 
gent consideration and 

take the necessary 
steps to eliminate this 
threat to the cause of 
peace ” 

Tunisia. 29 Xlay 1958 France None “. . Tunisia would draw 
. attention to the ex- 
treme gravity of the 
situation resulting from 
these repeated acts of 
what is indisputably 
armed aggression against 
its territorial integrity by 
the French forces . . .” 

“ . to take such measures 
it may deem necessary 
- in accordance with 
Article 40 and subse- 
quent Articles of the 
United Nations Charter 
- in order to put an end 
to this situation,” 

Rrferenaxa 

S/3990, O.R.. 
13th .vr., 
Suppl. for 
Apr.-June 
1958, p. 8 

S/4013, O.R., 
13th yr., 
Suppl. for 
Apr.-June 
1958. 
pp. 37-39 

**SECTION D. QUESTIONS SUBXIITTED UY STATES SOT MEMBERS AS DISPIJTES 

**SECTION E. QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY STATES NOT ,MEhiBEw AS T~~RE.-\Is .ro THE PEACE. BRE.~CIIES OF THE PEACE OR ACTS OF .4GGREssION 
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Part IV 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 36-38 AND OF CHAPTER VI IN GENERAL 

NOTE 

As was noted in the earlier volumes of the Repertoire. 
the issues arising in the cases entered in part IV of 
chapter X relate only in minor degree to the real import 
of the provisions of Articles 36-37 in the working of the 
Council. In the period under review, material to throw 
light on that relationship is also scant by reason of the 
absence of sustained discussion of the connexion between 
the appropriateness of measures to be adopted by the 
Council and the provisions of Articles 36-37. 

The case histories included in part IV of this chapter 
comprise those in which discussion has arisen regarding 
the responsibility of the Security Council for the settle- 
mcnt of the particular dispute or situation under con- 
sidcration in the light of Chapter VI of the Charter. By 
reason of divergence of opinion regarding the constitu- 
tional basis for or the limits on the powers of the Council 
to indicate to the parties specific procedures to be 
followed in the resolution of their difficulties or to 
recommend terms of settlement. discussion has been 
directed to the provisions of Chapter VI or to that 
Chapter as a whole for guidance regarding the proper 
course to be followed by the Council. 

- 
Limitations on the competence of the Council have 

been suggested on various grounds in addition to Article 
2(7) ‘@ and Article 33.60 The submission of a matter to 
the Council as a situation rather than as a dispute has 
been urged on one occasion &’ as limiting the authority 
of the Council to make recommendations concerning 
steps to be taken to give effect to certain of its earlier 
resolutions in which one of the parties had not concurred. 
On another occasion 6* the submission of a matter as a 
situation was considered not to debar the Security 
Council from giving the parties guidance concerning the 
substantive basis of a settlement. The question has also 
arisen whether the Council may exercise powers based 
on Chapter VII of the Charter in connexion with pro- 
posals nS designed to assure the conditions necessary for 
the peaceful settlement of matters which the Council was 
considering in the framework of Chapter VI.5’ The 
observations on these occasions require to be considered 
within the context of the Council’s effort 6u to promote 
agreement between the parties and to encourage negotia- 
tion by them. 

In connexion with the discussion of the obligation of 
States to continue direct negotiations with regard to 

o See chapter XII. part II. 
60 See part I above. 
a1 See Case 9. 
6) See Case 7. 
I6 See Case 8. 
61 See Case IO. 
b6 See Case 11 and part I above. 

disputes and situations submitted to the Council, obser- 
vations concerning the retention of such questions on the 
list of matters of which the Council is seized have 
stressed the continuing concern of the Council with the 
progress and outcome of such negotiations as an aspect 
of its specific responsibility for the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security. 

CASE 7.&' SITUATION CREATED BY THE UNILATERAL 
ACTION OF '1111~ EGYPTIAN GOVERNMENT IN 
RRINGING TO AN END TllE SYSTEM OF 
OPIXATION OF THE SUEZ CANAL, wmx WAS 
U)NFIRMI:II ANI, (‘OMpI.ETI'I) 11Y Tlil: !+lE% 
CANAL CONVENTION OF 1888 : In conncxion 

with the adoption of the agenda 

[Note : During the consideration of the adoption of 
the agenda and afterwards observations were made on 
the powers of the Security Council under Article 37 to 
deal with a “ situation ” referred to it in accordance with 
Article 35(i) and rccommcnd a scttlcment based on the 
Principles of the Charter.] 

At the 734th meeting on 26 September 1956. during the 
discussion on the adoption of the provisional agenda:’ the 
representative of Peru stated that France and the IJnited 
Kingdom. faced with a dispute or situation which was 
likely to disturb or cndangcr international peace, after 
having done everything possihlc to scltlc this situation or 
dispute by negotiation and having complied with Article 
37 of the Charter, had referred it to the Security Council. 
The representative of Peru pointed out that under Article 
37 recourse to the Security Council was not optional. I f  
the parties to a dispute “ fail to settle it by negotiation, 
it is not left to their disposition to rcfcr it to the Security 
Council. The terms of the Charter are categorical : they 
shall rcfcr it to the Security Council “. 

At the same meeting. the agenda was adopted.6R 

At the 735th meeting on 5 October 1956, the President, 
speaking as the representative of France. stated that the 
IJnited Kingdom and France had “ brought this situation 
to the attention of the Prcsidcnt of the Security Council ” 
on 23 September in accordance with Article 35(l) of the 
Charter. 

At the 737th meeting on 8 October 1956, the represen- 
tative of Peru pointed out that the Powers concerned had 
referred the question to the Security Council under 
Article 35 of the Charter and had insisted that their 

6o For texts of relevant s(atements, see : 
7341h meeting : Peru, paras. 69-71 : 
73Slh meeting : France (President) : para. 103 ; 
737th meeting : Peru, paras. 6-H. 26-34. 
6’ See chapter II. part III.R.1. Case 6. 
DR 734th meeting : paras. 121-123. 
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application should be dealt with as a situation and not 
a dispute. 

“ In the event of any situation or dispute likely to 
endanger world peace, the Council may assume com- 
petence LIX of/icio. of its own initiative. On this occa- 
sion its compctcnce has been brought into being by 
application by one of the parties, and the application 
of France and the IJnited Kingdom refers to the case 
as a situation and not as a dispute. There arc diffcr- 
ences bctwecn thcsc two forms of application. Under 
Article 36 of the Charter the Security Council may, 
when faced with a situation, rccommcnd procedures or 
methods of adjustment. If. however. the parties present 
the case as a dispute. the Council has wider powers 
under Article 37 of the Charter. When a dispute is 
referred to it, the Council may cithcr use the limited 
power vcstcd in it under Article 36, and adopt only 
methods or proccdurcs. or USC the wider power of 
indicating what it considers apprnpriatc terms of 
settlement : this gives it very wide discretionary powers 
in resolving the problem.” 

If  a question was submitted to the Council as a situation, 
the representative of Peru asked, 

I‘ . . does it follow that the compctcnce of the 
Council is limited solely to recommending procedures 
and methods of adiustment --- the well known procc- 
durcs of conciliation. n~cdintion, good offices or. if 
the problem is legal in character. a legal solution - 
or should the Council try to find some way of restoring 
the harmony bctwccn the parties which has been 
disrupted? . . .” 

In this case, the rcprcsentative of Peru believed that the 
Council could. p.r officio, investigate any situation or 
dispute which might arise. and then. on its own initiative, 

“ USC the powers bestowed upon it by Article 37 of 
the Charter, and if, on studying a problem. it discovers 
that the situation involves a dispute and that what has 
been laid before it as a situation has, as in the present 
instance, entailed negotiations and consequently dis- 
cussions between the partics. and that there is in fact 
a dispute. the Council can be the judge of its own 
competence and can assume the powers provided in 
Article 37. deciding whcthcr simply to recommend 
procedures and methods of adjustment or to suggest. 
conscientiously and with a view to the ultimate objec- 
tives of universal peace and security. the terms of 
settlement which it deems the most appropriate.” 

The present situation involved at once an economic 
and political interest, and it also raised the problem of 
peace and war. The representative of Peru asked whether 
the Security Council could not. with the powers which 
he had outlined, find “ some procedure, some method of 
adjustment, some terms of reference “, and expressed the 
view th;lt 

“ Although the procedures open to it are the con- 
ventional procedures. and methods of adjustment 
depend on circumstances. they could yet bc commend- 
ed to the parties. Rut methods of adjustment do not 
represent the most appropriate solution when there are 
principles in the Char&r that could provide a remedy.” 

CASE 8.“’ SITUATION CREATED BY THE UNILATERAL 
ACTION OF THE EGYPTIAN GOVERNMENT IN 
BRINGING TO AN END THE SYSTEM OF INTER- 
NATIONAL OPERATION OF THE SUEZ CANAL, 
WHICH WAS CONFIRMED AND COMPIXTED BY 
THE SUEZ CANAL CONVENTION OF 1888 : In 
connexion with paragraph (5) of the 
operative part of the French-United King- 
dom joint draft resolution submitted on 13 
October 1956 to consider that pending the 
definitive settlement of the rdgime of the 
Suez Canal. the Suez Canal Users’ Asso- 
ciation and the Egyptian authorities should 
co-operato to cnsurc the satisfactory opcra- 
tion of the Canal : failed of adoption 

[Nore: The provision of paragraph (5) of the joint 
draft resolution gave rise to the objection that there was 
no need to provide for any extraordinary measures when 
the question had been before the Security Council and 
the negotiations between the parties had been continuing. 
In reply. it was contended that provisional measures 
defined in Article 40 of the Charter might be applied by 
the Security Council by analogy also in connexion with 
a question considered under Chapter VI of the Charter.] 

At the 742nd meeting on I3 October 1956. the repre- 
sentatives of France and the IJnited Kingdom submitted 
a joint draft resolution,“O providing for the Security 
Council to agree that any settlement of the Sueir question 
should meet the six requirements defined therein. The 
last operative paragraph (para. 5) provided for the 
Security Council to consider 

“ . . . that pending the conclusion of an agreement 
for the definitive settlement of the rkgime of the Suez 
Canal on the basis of the requirements set out above. 
the Suez Canal Ilsers’ Association, which has been 
qualified to receive the dues payable by ships belonging 
to its members, and the competent Egyptian autho- 
rities, should co-operate to ensure the satisfactory 
operation of the Canal and free and open transit 
through the Canal in accordance with the Convention, 
signed at Constantinople on 29 October 1888 destined 
to guarantee the free use of the Suez Maritime Canal.” 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Kingdom. referring to the concluding paragraph of the 
French-llnited Kingdom draft resolution, cxprcsscd the 
hope that all members of the Security Council were 
agreed that what had been called conservatory measures. 
or in the language of the Charter, provisional measures. 
were csscntial in order to ensure that subsequent nego- 
tiations towards a settlement would not in the meantime 
be prejudiced by any events or incidents which might 
occur. The Security Council must, thercforc. see that 
there was a provisional regulation of practical problems 
which arose in the operation of the Canal. While avoid- 

6o For texts of relevant statements. see : 
742nd meeting : USSR, para. 97 ; United Kingdom, para. 26 ; 
743rd meeting : Belgium. paras. 62-6s ; Peru, paras. 86-89 ; 

United States. para. 12. 

w S/3671, O.R., Ilrh yrar. SuppI. for Oct.-Dec. 1956. pp. 
19-20. 
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ing undue formality. the Security Council must institute 
a mnclus viverzdi pending the conclusion of an agreement 
for the definitive settlement of the rCgime of the Suez 
Canal on the basis of the six requirements, defined in 
the joint draft resolution. 

The representative of the IJSSR contended that since 
the Suez question had now become the concern of the 
IJnited Nations. this fact together with the continuation 
of the negotiations initiated on the Suez Canal question 
constituted a genuine safeguard obviating the need to 
apply any extraordinary measures. 

At the 743rd meeting on 13 October 19%. the repre- 
sentative of the IJnitcd States expressed the view that the 
Charter itself contemplated that provisional measures 
might be called for by the Council in relation to matters 
before it. In other words. the Charter made it quite clear 
that, simply because a case was pending before the 
Council, this did not exclude the need for interim 
arrangcmcnts. 

The rcprcscntativc of Belgium stated that those who 
had drafted the Charter had fully reali;lcd that in certain 
circumstnnccs, when it was difficult to reach a final 
solution. the wise thing was to agree upon “a certain 
number of provisional measures which . . . should have 
the purpose and the effect of prcvcnting the occurrence 
of incitlcnts and the delerioration of the situation “. He 
quoted from Article 40 of the Charter : “. . Such 
provisional mcasurcs shall be without prejudice to the 
rights. claims or position of the partics concerned ” and 
asked how was “ it possible. in such a delicate and 
serious situation . . not to feel the absolute necessity of 
applying. . Article 40 and adopting by common accord 
such provisional measures. ‘ without prejudice to the 
rights, claims or position of the parties concerned ‘? ” 

The representative of Rclgium stated further that he 
was well aware that “ the Chapter of the Charter which 
relates to the type of question we are considering does 
not specifically mention these provisional measures ‘*. 
Rut it was clear to him that “there is no legal prclblem 
about applying this principle from Chapter VI1 to the 
matters referred to in Chapter VT “. 

The representative of Peru pointed out that. although. 
strictly speaking. before provisional measures could be 
taken, the Security Council must first determine the 
existence of a threat to the peace. breach of the peace, 
or act of aggression, it was 

“ . . obvious that, by analogy, provisional measures 
may also be taken under Chapter VI. They arc not 
specifically provided for in Chapter VI. but. in 
empowering the Security Council in Articles 34, 36 
and 37 of this Chapter cx of/kin to investigate any 
situation which is likely to endanger peace and. more 
particularly, in empowering it under Article 37 to 
recommend ‘ terms of settlement ‘. the Charter did not 
exclude provisional measures from those terms of 
settlement. precisely so that such mcasurcs could be 
put into effect. There is a legal axiom according to 
which principles which are not directly relevant may 
bc applied to similar casts by analogy. 

“ I f  the provisional measures to prevent ‘an aggra- 
vation ’ of the situation - to quote Article 40 of the 

Charter - are put into effect in the case of aggression 
or of a threat to the peace, why should they not be put 
into effect in cases where it may be said that there is 
probably a threat to the peace? ” 

The Security Council had such powers with regard to the 
term of settlement that it could certainly decide upon 
these provisional measures. 

At the same meeting, the President (France) put the 
joint draft resolution to the vote in two parts. The first 
part included paragraph 1 of the opcrativc part with the 
preamble and the second part began with paragraph 2 
and continued IO the end of the draft resolution. The 
first part of the draft resolulion was ndoptcd unani- 
mously. 61 The second part failed of adoption ; thcrc were 
9 votes in favour and 2 against (one of the negative votes 
being that of a permanent memhcr).~ 

CASE 9.” THE INDIA-PAKISTAN QCIESTI~N : In con- 
nexion with the joint draft resolution sub- 
mitted hy Australia. Cuba, the United 
Kingdom and the llnitcd States, and the 
USSR and Colombian amendments thereto : 
voted upon and rejected on 20 Fchrunry 
1957 ; and with the joint draft resolution 

submitted by Australia, the IJnitcd Kingdom 
and the United States ; voted upon and 
adopted on 2 1 February 1957 

[Nolp : During the consideration of the item. the 
representative of India* contended, in commenting on 
the joint draft resolution suhmittctl on 15 February 1957 
by Australia. Cuha. the IJnitcd Kingdom and the IJnitcd 
States. that the question hefore the Security Council was 
not a “ dispute ” but a “ situation ” created by an act 
of aggression against India. On 20 Fchruary 19S7. 
amendments submitted by the I JSSR and Colombia. 
which took into account the conlcntion of the rcprcsen- 
tntivc of India. were rejected as was the joint draft 
resolution. A joint draft resolution, submitted hy 
Australia, the IJnited Kingdom and the IJnited States 
was adopted on 21 Fehruary 1957.7 

At the 762nd meeting on 23 January 1957. the rcpre- 
scntative of India* referred to the letter M from the 

St 743rd meeting: para. 105. 

az 743rd meeting : para. 106. 

8s For texts of relcvnnt statements. see : 
762nd meeting : India*, paras. R-15. 106, 108. 136 ; 
764th meeting : India*, para. 191 ; 

765th meeting : President (Philippines), para. 106 ; China, 
paras. 64-67 ; USSR, para. 82 ; 

766th meeting : Pakistan*, paras. 6, 16 ; 
767th mcctinp : China. para. 249 ; India*, para. 66, 70, 74. 

8344, 99-101. 219-221 : 
769th meeting : India*, paras. 136-137 ; 
770th meeting : USSR, para. 145 ; 

771st meeting : Colombia. paras. 1-2, 4-S ; 
772nd meeting : India*, iaras. 58. 10s ; United Kingdom. 

para. 150 ; United States, para. 115 ; 
773rd meeting : Philippines. para. 43 ; 

774th meeting: Pakistan*, para. 13. 

(14 S/628. O.R.. Zrcf vtwr, SuppI. for Nov., 1948, pp. 139-144. 



Government of India to the Security Council dated 
I January 1948 to support his contention that the Indian 
Government had not brought a clisputc about territory 
to the Council but ;I situation stemming from an act of 
aggression by Pakistan. 

At the 765th meeting on 24 January 1957, the rcpre- 
sentativc of China ohscrvcd that the letter dated 1 Janu- 
ary 1048 containing the Indian request to the Security 
Council to put the question on the agcntla had indeed 
rcferrcd 10 “ aggression “. However. the rcprcscntative 
of Pakistan at what time had made a counter-charge of 
acts of aggression by India against Pakistan. The charge 
had never hccrl “ taken up “, and “ ncvcr even given 
serious consideration “. The rcprcscntativc of China 
thought “ the basic question ” was whether the State of 
Jammu and Kashmir should become a part of India or a 
part of Pakistan, and hc asked whether this was not “a 
dispute with regard to territory “. 

The President. speaking as the representative of the 
Philippines. contcndcrl that it might have been the 
original intention of India to sei;lc the Security Council 
not of a dispute hut of a situation which might. by its 
continuance. endanger the mnintcnnncc of peace and 
security, Howcvcr. the suhscqucnt filirls of a counter- 
compl:;int hy Pakistan had “ converted the situation into 
a dispute within the meaning of the Charter “. This was 

affirmed in the resolution of the Council of 21 April 
194X in which it was s~atcd “ that the continuation of the 
dispute is likely to endanger international peace and 
security “.O* 

At the 766th meeting on 30 January 1957, the repre- 
scntativc of Pakistan* stated that at an early stage of the 
dchntc. the Security Collncil had come to the conclusion 
first that “ :I situation likely to endanger international 
pence and security cxistcd in view of the dispute between 
the Maharaja and his pcoplc “. and subsequently between 
Tndia and Pakistan over the question of the accession of 
the State of Jammu and Kashmir tn India or Pakistan : 
and sccontlly. that thcrc was gcncral agrccmcnt between 
the parties that “the situation could he resolved only if 
the dispute was rcsolvcd hy means of a free and impartial 
plchiscite ‘*. 

At the 768th meeting on 15 Fchrunry 19S7, Australia, 
Cuba. the 1Jnited Kingdom and the IJnitcd States sub- 
mittcd ;I ioint draft rcsoltItion,“” to provide that : 

“ The Secrrrity Courlcil. 
“ . . . 

“ Cowcrned at the lack of progress in settling the 
dispute, 

“ Ccm.vidvrirrq the importance which it has attached 
to the demilitari;lation of the State of Jammu and 
Kashmir as a step towards the settlement of the 
tlisputc, 

“ . . . 

“ Relieving that, in so far as it might contribute 
.- .- - 
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towards the achievement of demilitarization as 
envisaged in the resolutions of the IJnited Nations 
Commission for India and Pakistan and towards the 
pacific settlement of the dispute. the use of such a 
force would deserve consideration. 

“ 1. Requests the President of the Security Council, 
the representative of Sweden. to examine with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan proposals which, 
in his opinion, arc likely to contribute to the achieve- 
ment of demilitarization or to the establishment of 
other conditions for progress towards the settlement 
of the dispute. . . . 

“ 19 
. . . 

At the 769th meeting on 15 February 1957. the repre- 
sentative of India*. referring to the joint draft resolution 
before the Council, pointed out that the word “ dispute ” 
in paragraph 3 of the preamble had been introduced by 
the Security Council without India’s assent. The only 
two resolutions a’ to which India had agreed were those 
of I7 January and 20 January 194X and the resolutions OR 
of the United Nations Commission for India and Paki- 
stan of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949 in which 
the word “ dispute ” did not occur. The word used was 
“ situation “. The rcprcscntntive of India thouSIlt that 
” the introduction of the word ’ dispute ’ means a political 
change “. The “ reintroduction ” of the word “ dispute ” 
was an attempt on the part of the sponsors of subsequent 
resolutions “to weight these things ‘* against Tndia 
hecause the matter before the Security Council was a 
“ situation “, not a “ territorial dispute “. 

At the 770th meeting on 18 Fchruary 1957, the repre- 
sentative of the IJSSR submitted amendments @* to the 
joint draft resolution : (1) to replace the preamble by the 
text : 

“ fJmqin,q Iwtrrd thu st:ltcmcntq of the rcprczentntives 
of the Govcrnmcnts of Tndia and Pakistan.” 

and (2) to amend paragraph 1 of the operative part to 
read : 

“ 1. Requests the President of the Security Council, 
the representative of Sweden. to examine with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan the situation in 
respect of Jammu and Kashmir, and to consider the 
progress that can be made towards the settlement of 
the problem . .” 

At the 77lst meeting on I8 February 1957. the repre- 
sentative of Colombia submitted an amendment ‘O to the 
joint draft resolution : (I) to replace the preamble by the 
text : 

“ The Security Council, 

“ Recrrl/irl,q its previous resolutions and the letter 
addressed to the President of the IJ.N.C.1.P. on 20 

(7 S/6S 1 and S/6.54. Repertoirr of the Practice of the Sccurifp 
Corrncil. I9461951. pp. 344-355. 

w S/l 100. O.R.. 3rd vear. SuppI. for Nov. 1948. pp. 32-34 ; 
S/I 196, O.R.. 4th ycar.‘Supp/. for Jatr. 1949, pp. 23-25. 

fin S/3789, O.K.. 121h year. Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1957. p. R. 

70 S/3791 /Rev.1 and Corr.l. O.R.. 12rh ycnr. SuppI. for Jan.- 
Mar. 1957. pp. X-9. 
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August 1948, by India’s Prime Minister [S/l 100, para. 
781 : 

and (2) amend paragraph I of the operative part to read : 

“ 1. Requesrs the President of the Security Council. 
the representative of Sweden. to examine with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan proposals. which. 
in his opinion. arc likely to contribute to the achieve- 
mcnt of the provisions contemplated in the resolutions 
of I3 August 1948 [S/l 100, para. 751. and 5 January 
1949 [S/l 196, para. IS], of the 1J.N.C.I.P. or to the 
cstnhlishmcnt of other conditions for progress towards 
the settlcmcnt of the problem . . .*’ 

In explanation of his amendment, the representative 
of Colombia stated : 

“We shall not at this juncture discuss. . . the 
distinction bctwccn ’ situation ’ and a ‘ dispute ‘: yet, 
without doubt. if WC study the Charter. WC must agree 
that, in the first place, ‘it is not very clear. In the 
second place. this Kashmir cast h;ls the special feature 
that sonic of the rcsolu~ions, cspccially those nf the 
1 Jnitcd Nations Commissicjn. spoke of a ‘ dispute ‘, 
while others spcjkc of a ‘ siluation ‘. Furthcrmorc, I 
think that if WC wish to hc correct. \vc cor~l~l rcnch the 
follnwirl,C conclusions : the Charter spc;~ks of 
‘ ~itualic~n ’ and ‘ dispute ‘. However. there is also an 
intcrmctlintc stayc. that of :I ’ presumption of a dis- 
plllc ‘. . tn which case the Security Council has the right 
to invesrigacc whether ;I situation is simply a ‘ situation ’ 
or whcthcr it is a ‘ dispute ‘. 

“ Cnnscqucntly I think that in this case it is 
better to USC the wonl ‘ prohlcm ‘. as the Soviet I Ininn 
has done. hecause this enahlcs IIS to reserve the right 
of the Security Council. If. at a given time. the 
Sccuritv Council sees that it is nccessnrv to take action 
under Chapter VII of the Charter. w,c can dccidc at 
that time that WC arc confronted with a ‘dispute ‘. 
Rcsidcs, it sect-n< to me inadvisahlc to use the word 
’ dispute ’ so Ions as the Council ha5 not decided 
to take action under Chapter VII. The word 
‘ problem ‘, thercforc. seems to me a very appropriate 
choice.” 

At the 772nd meeting on 20 February 19.57, the 
repreccnlalivc of India* pointed out that when. on 
I January 1948. the Government of India had suhmittcd 
a formal complaint to the Security Council under Chapter 
VI of the Charter. it hat1 conic to rhc Security Council 
to ask its assistance in ohtainin,c!, under this Chapter, 
“ the end of an aegrcssion “. India could have invoked 
Chapter VII. hut it had preferred to invoke Chapter VI. 

The rcprcscntntive of the Ilnitcd States observed that 
under the 1 JSSR amcndmcnts to the joint draft 
resnlutitrn, the word “ tlisputc ” was chan!:ed to the 
word “ situation “. While the Securily Council had used 
the word “ situation ** in its earliest rcsolu~ions. it had 
~uhscqucntly used the word “ dispute *’ consistently. 
Thiq had been the word used in the resolution of 24 
January 1957 and. in the opinion of the IJnited States 
dclcyation. “ it reflects the facts ‘*. 

The represcntalive of the IJnited Kingdom stated that 
an effect of the IJSSR amendments was to eliminate the 
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word “ dispute ” in the draft resolution. He was puzzled 
that there should be any objection to this word. Not 
only had it been used in many Security Council resolu- 
tions. but also it had been used in the joint communiqu6 
issued to the Press in New Delhi on 20 August 1953. 

At the 773rd meeting on 20 February 1957. the repre- 
sentative of the Philippines contended that the IJSSR 
anti Colombian amendments seemed to accept that the 
President of the Council should be given. under the joint 
draft resolution, the necessary frcctlom for examination 
of other proposals likely to contrihutc to “ the establish- 
ment of other conditions for progress towards the settle- 
ment of the dispute “. However, hoth amendments 
skirted the nrgumcnt of the rcprescntativc of India that 
what the Council was seiycd of was :I “ situation ” and 
not a “ dispute “. Instead, lhcv adnptcd the word 
“ problem ‘* which did not appear-in Chapter VI. It was 
not seen how the Council could set away from its 
resolution of 21 April 1958 which found that “ the 
cnntinll:lncc of the tli\putc bctwccn lhc Govcrnnicnts of 
India and Pakistan is likely to cntlangcr international 
pence and security “. 

At the same mcctiny. the amendments submitted by 
the IISSR were rcjccted hy I vote in favnur and 2 
against. with 8 ahstentions.” 

The amendment submitted hy Colombia was rejected 
by I vote in favour and nnnc against. with IO 
ahstenfions.‘* 

The ioint draft resolution suhmittcd hy Australia. 
Cuba. the Irnited Kingdnm and the [ [nited States was 
not ndnptcd. Thcrc were 9 votes in favour and I against, 
with 1 abstention (the negative vote being that of a 
permnncnt mcmher).7S 

At the same meeting. Australia. the ITnited Kinednm 
and the I Jnited States submitted a joint draft rcsc&inn.7’ 
according tn which 

“ Tire Security Cour~cil. 

“ R~callirr,y its rcsolutic~n of 24 Januarv 1957, its 
previous resolutions and the rcsolutinns of-the I United 
Nations Commission for India and Pakistan on the 
India-Pakistan question. 

“ 1. Rcc~uc~.st.s rhc President of the Security Cnuncil. 
the rcprcscnlative of Swcdcn, to cxtnminc with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan any proposals 
which. in his opinion, arc likely to contrihulc towards 
the settlement of the dispute. . : 

I‘ *v . . . 
At the 774th meeting on 21 February 1957. the 

representative of Pakistan* stated that the question of 
the accession of the Slate nf Jammu and Kashmir to 
Pakistan or to India “ *. Is a matter in dispute hctwcen 
Tndia and Pakistan. The dispute involves in essence the 
right of self-dctcrmination of the pcoplc of the State on 
this disputed question of accession “. 

71 773rd meeting : para. 124. 
71 773rd meeting : para. 125. 
‘* 773rd mectinp : p:lr;l. 126. 

” S/379? :Intl Corr.1. 773rd meeting : p;lra. 130. 



At the same meeting. the joint draft resolution sub- 
mitted by Australia. the IJnitcd Kingdom and the United 
States was adopted hy IO votes in favour and none 
against, with 1 abstention.‘” 

In his report 7n on the India-Pakistan question prepared 
in pursuance of the resolution of the Security Council of 
21 February 1957. and transmitted to the President of 
the Security Council on 29 April 1957. the representative 
of Swcdcn stntcd : 

“ During our conversations the Government of India 
laid particul:lr cmphnsis 011 the fact that. in their view, 
two factors stootl in the way of the implcmcntation of 
the two resolutions adopted hy the 1 Jnitcd Nations 
Commission for India and Pakistan . . . The second of 
Ihcsc inipcdimcnfs. which conccrncd rather part I I of 
the first resolution, was that the Govcrnmcnt of India. 
which had brought the cast hcforc the Security 
Council on 1 January 1948. felt a~gricvcd that the 
Council had so far not cxprcssctl it<clf on the question 
of what, in the Indian view, was aggression committed 
hy Pakistan on lndi:l. In the Tndi:tn Govcrnmcnt’s 
view, it was incnmhcnt on the Council to express 
itself on this question and cqunllv incumhcnt on 
Pakistan ‘ to vacate the ;lF~rcssic~n ‘. It was argued that 
prior to the fulfilmcnt of these rccluircmcnts on the 
part of the Security Council and on the part of 
Pakistan the commitments of India under the rcsnlu- 
(ion of I3 August 1948 could not reach the operative 
stage. 

“ I explained to the Government of India that the 
Security Council had properly taken coqnizlnce of the 
oririnnl Intli:\n complaint. and that it was not for me 
to cxprcss mvsclf ori the question whether its reso- 
lutions on the matter h:ltl hccn ndequatc or not. 1 
pointed out that rcqrdlcss of the merits of the prcscnt 
position t:tkcn hy the Govcrnmcnt of Tndia. it could 
not hc f~vcrlookcd that Intlia had accepted the two 
resolutions atlc-rptcd hy the Commission for Tndia and 
Pakistan.” 

CASE lO.77 THE TNDIA-PAKISTAN QIIESTION : In con- 
ncxion with the Pnkiqtnn proposal for the 
use of a IJnitcd Nations force ; and with the 
joint draft resolution submitted by Australia, 

‘5 774th mcetinC: parn. 79 ; S/3793, O.R.. 12th year. Suppl. 
for Inn.-Mnr. 19.57. p. 9. 

‘(1 S/3821. O.R., 12111 v<wr. S~cppl. for Apr.-Jrrnc~ 1957. pp. 
12-16. 

” For texts of relevant statements. see : 
76lst mcctinp : Pakistan+. parn. 112 ; 
7fiXth meeting : Awtmlia. pnrns. 53-S5 ; China. paras. 130- 

13 I ; Colombia. paras. 79-X3 : Philippines. para. 1 15 : United 
Kingdom, pwa. 12 : LJnitcd States. pars. 33-34 : 

769th meeting : France. paras. 32-33 ; India+, paras. 143-154. 
166.167 : Iraq. parn. 24 ; 

770th meeting : P;lki\t:\n*. par:,\. 1 1% 12X ; IJSSR. pam. I45 : 

77lct meeting : Colnmhin. p’:,r:i. 6 : 
772nd mcctins : I Jnitcd States. pnrn. 113 ; 

773rd meeting : India*. p:ir;I<. 67-W ; Philippines. para. 48 ; 
IJSSR. parx. 1X-21 : 

774th meeting : Pakistan’. par:\. 9 ; USSR, para. 44. 

Chapter X. Consideration of Chapter VI of Charfer 
-___. ..____. --- ~~~~ ~ ~__ 

Cuba, the United Kingdom and the United 
states, and the USSR and Colombian 
amcndmcnts thcrcto : voted upon and 
rejected on 20 February 1957 ; and with the 
joint draft resolution submitted by Australia, 
the United Kingdom and the United States : 
voted upon and adopted on 21 February 
1957 

[Note: Against a joint draft resolution suggesting 
consideration of a proposal to entrust the functions of 
protecting Jammu and Kashmir to a IJnited Nations 
force. it was contcndcd that recommendations of the 
Security Council. acting under Chapter VI of the Charter. 
required the ngrccmcnt of the pnrtics concerned to 
hccomc effective. It was also maintained that a I Jnitcd 
Nations force cnuld he estahlishcd by the Security 
Council only under Chapter VII of the Charter. On 
20 Fchruary 1957, the amcndmcnts submitted to the joint 
draft resolution \vcrc rejected and the joint draft 
rcsnluticm was not ndoptcd. Suhscquently, a joint 
draft resolution snhmittcd hy Australia. the I rnited 
Kingdom and the I Jnited States, \vhich did not contain 
nnv provision heat-in: on the use of such a force. was 
:id+ted.l 

At the 761 st meeting on 16 January 1957. the repre- 
scntntivc of Pakistan* stated that it had heen agreed by 
the Govcrnmcnts of India and Pakistan and by the 
Sccuritv Council that dcmilitnri;rntinn of the State of 
JammU and Kashmir was an csscntial prcrccluisite of a 
free and impartial plcbiscitc. 

“ Tn view of this, the Security Cnuncil should call 
upnn the partics to withdraw all their troops from the 
State and shnuld also ensure that the local forces which 
should hc plnccd under the representative of the 
Sccuritv Council and left hchind. arc suitably reduced. 
if not disbanded nltoccthcr. The functions of protectins 
the State and cnsu’riny intcrnnl sccuritv should he 
entrusted hy the Council to a I Jnited Nations Force 
which should hc introduced into the area . . .” 

At the 768th meeting on 15 February 1957, a joint 
draft rcsolutinn ‘* was suhmittcd hv Australia. Cuba. the 
IJnitcd Kinglom and the I Jnited States. according to 
which 

” The Security Cowlcil. 
,‘ . . 

“ Notirlr the proposal of the representative of 
Pakistan for the use of a tcmpnrary ITnited Nations 
force. (preamble. para. 6) 

“ Bdic4rrq that. in so far as it might contribute 
towards the achicvcment of demilitarization . the use 
of such ;I forc*c would dcscrvc consideratic~n. (pre- 
amble, para. 7) 

“ 1. Rqrwst.v the President nf the Security Council. 
the rcprcscntntive of Sweden, to cxnminc with the 
Govcrnmcnts of India and Pakistan proposals which. 
in his opinion, arc likely to contribute to the achicve- 

78 S/3787, O.R.. 12rh year, Suppl. for Ian.-Mar. 1957, pp. 
7-8. 
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ment of demilitarization . . bearing in mind the state- 
ments of the representatives of the Governments of 
India and Pakistan and the proposal for the use of 
a temporary United Nations force ; 

‘1 9, 
.  .  .  

At the same meeting, the representative of Colombia 
observed that when the Security Council had appointed 
the Commission for India and Pakistan in lY48. the 
same error had been committed which the Council was 
about to commit with the draft resolution before it : the 
Commission’s sole terms of reference being to negotiate 
within the frnmcwork of the resolution of 21 April lY48 
which had been denounced beforehand by one of the 
parties, i.e.. India. Thus on its arrival in India. the 
Commission had found itself acting as a conciliator under 
Chapter VI of the Charter and yet required to keep 
strictly to a resolution denounced by India. The agree- 
ment reached was not a consequence of the resolution 
but of direct negotiations. and consritutcd a compromise 
between two opposed positions. The Security Council 
could not “ introduce new clcmcnts “, which would 
necessitate rc-cxaminnlion of the entire situation. Within 
the framework of Chapter VI. “ we must not forget that 
we arc acting as mediators and that the parties must 
agree to the suggestions “. 

The idea of llnited Nations troops secmcd to be “an 
excellent enc. but only if and when India accepts it 
first “. The Security Council could not impose the 
presence of such troops. It must “ first obtain the 
consent of the parties concerned ” to their prcscnce. The 
Security Council could not “ put down at nnce in a 
resolution a series of new elements on the prcscncc of 
IJnited Nations troops without the countries having 
requested them “. The representative of Colombia added: 

“Thus the idea is excellent. but only if and when 
the President of the Council obtains the consent of the 
parties in advance. bccausc according to Chapter VJ, 
nothing can be done unless the parties agree bcfore- 
hand.” 

The representative of China found that the idea of a 
United Nations force deserved consideration and pointed 
out that the Security Council was considering this 
problem under Chapter VI of the Charter. It had nnt 
come “ to the stage of imposing any solution on either 
party “. Therefore. the joint draft resolution rightly 
asked the two parties only to give this proposal their 
consideration and asked the President to bring this 
proposal to the parties concerned and ask for their 
consideration. 

At the 769th meeting on 15 February 1957. the repre- 
sentative of l:rance stated that the joint draft resolution 
was not “ in the nature of a substantive decision “. It 
confined itself 10 “ prescribing a fact-finding measure ” 
and the Council would take no decision on the solution 
of the Kashmir queslion until it had heard the report of 
the Prcsidcnl. He did not. therefore, think that the final 
provision of operative paragraph 1 should be regarded 
“ as anything but an indication “. The President would 
undoubtedly cxaminc with the Governments of India and 
Pakistan all the aspects. both juridical and practical. of 
the use of a United Nations force. 

The representative of India* said that the proposal for 
the use of a I Jnited Nations force was contrary to the 
Charter “ because the Iinitcd Nations has no authority 
to place any soldiers in our territory under Chapter 
VI . . .” He pointed nut that any soldier setting font in 
the Pakistan area of the State of Janlmu and Kashmir 
was violating the sovereignty of the Indian tInion and 
declared that the Govcrnmcnt of India would in no 
circumstances permit foreign troops on its soil. The 
Security Council was asking India to accept a situation 
which was contrary to the provisions of the Charter. 

At the 770th meeting on IX Fchruary 1957. the repre- 
sentative of Pakistan* contended Ihat the question of 
stationing 1Jnited Nations troops on Indian soil did not 
arise. It must be clearly understood that 

“ this United Nations force is going into Kashmir 
with the consent of both parties, in the sense that both 
parties have agreed to demilitarize. and both parties 
have agreed to withdraw their forces. It is in pursuance 
of that agrecmcnt . . . for demilitarization. that this 
force is going . . . We are agreeing to it, and India has 
already agreed to demilitari/.ation. Therefore its 
consent is presumed .*’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of the IJSSR 
suhmitted amendments ” to the joint draft resolution : 
(1) to replace the preamble by the following text : 

“ Hating heard the statements of the representatives 
of the Governments of India and Pakistan.” 

and (2) to amend paragraph 1 of the operative part to 
read as fallows : 

“ 1. Requests the President of the Security Council. 
the reprcscntative of Sweden. to examine with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan the situation in 
respect of Jammu and Kashmir, ant1 to consider the 
progress that CIII he ~nade towards the settlement of 
the problem. bearing in mind the statements of the 
rcprcscntatives of the Governments of India and 
Pakistan : 

‘, .  .  
.  .  .  

At the 77lst meeting on 18 February 1957. the repre- 
sentative of Colombia submitted an amendment “O to the 
joint draft resolution : (I) to rcptacc the preamble by the 
following text : 

“ The Security ~‘ouncil. 

“ Rrctrllirrg its previous resolutions and the letter 
addrcsscd to the President of the United Nations Com- 
mission for India and Pakistan on 20 August 1948. by 
India’s Prime Minister [S/ 1 IOO. para. 781 ;” 

and (2) to amend paragrrlph 1 of the operative part to 
read as follows : 

“ Req~e.st.s the President of the Security Council, the 
rcprcscntativc of Swcdcn, to cxaminc with the Govern- 
ments of India and Pakistan . . the proposals for the 

7D S/3789, O.K.. 121/l ycor, SuppI. for Jan.-Mar. 1957, p. 8. 
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use of a temporary United Nations force, if accepted 
by the parties . . . ; 

“ 7. . . . 
In explanation of his amendment, the representative of 
Colombia stated that the use of a United Nations force 
“ could only he permitted if the countries concerned 
expressed their consent “. What the Security Council 
waIexl to do “ was to invite India to admit the force “. 
In the opinion of the reprcscntativc of Colombia, 

1‘ . . . this point might bc settled by a provision 
explaining that WC are ashing the President of the 
Security Council to cons&r, among other suggestions. 
the possibility of using a United Nillions Force, pro- 
vidcd, of courFc. th3t India acccpls it. lf India dots 
not accept the force. it \vill obviously bc unilblc to 
go . . .” 

“ totally impractical “. He asked those who were 
responsible for the joint draft resolution to find one 
word in Chapter VI of the Charter with reference to a 
lJnited Nations force. There was none. Therefore. it was 
contrary to the Charter. 

At the same mecting, the USSR and Colombian 
amendments to the joint draft resolution were rejected.M 

The joint draft resolution submitted by Australia, 
Cuba. the IJnitcd Kingdom and the United States was 
not adopted. ‘There wcrc 4 votes in favour and I against. 
with I abstention (the negative vote being that of a 
permanent menlber).HS 

At the same meeting. Australia, the llnited Kingdom 
and the United States submitted a joint draft resolution,“’ 
in which it was provided that 

At the 773rd meeting on 20 February 1957. the repre- 
sentative of the IJSSR asked whether the Security 
Council endorsed the idea of using a llnited Nations 
armed force in Kashmir. If the Security Council wished 
to act in full conformity with the Charter, it would have 
to state for what purpose and with what object such 
forces had been assigned to Kashmir. Article 42 was the 
only Articlc of the Charter which referred to the use 
of armed forces of the IJnited Nations. 

” The Security Council, 

“ Recullin~ its resolution of 24 January 1957 
[S/3779]. its previous resolutions and the resolutions 
of the United Nations Commission for India and 
Pakistan on the India-Pakistan question, 

“ . . . the Charter nowhere provides for the use of 
United Nations armed forces for such a purpose as 
the holding of a plebiscite in any country. Accordingly, 
the proposal to send armed forces to Kashmir is 
contrary to the principles of the Charter. . . The effect 
of this ’ exploration ’ will IX th;lt the Security Council 
will in fact be approving the idea, with a view to its 
implementation.” 

“ I. Reyuesrs the President of the Security Council, 
the rcprcscntative of Sweden, to cxnminc with the 
Govcrnmcnts of India and Pakistan any proposals 
which. in his opinion. arc likely to contribute towards 
the scttlcmcnt of the dispute. having regard to the 
previous resolutions of the Security Council and of the 
llnitcd Nations Commission for India NKI f’akistan : 
to visit the sub-continent for this purpose : and to 
report to the Security Council not later than I5 April 
1957 : 

“ 9. 
.  .  .  

The representative of the Philippines observed that it 
was the Council’s right and duty to express its opinion. 
It would be failing in its duty if after deliberation it did 
not express what in its opinion would be a reasonable 
proposal to solve the deadlock OJI the question of 
demilitari;ration, 

The rcprcsentative of India* referred to the report “I 
of the Secretary-General of 24 January 1957 and quoted 
sub-paragraphs (N)-(C) of paragraph 5 concerning the use 
of the IJnitcd Nations Emergency Force. He contended 
that the three sub-paragraphs were conclusive in regard 
to the “ illegality ” of the proposal for the USC of a United 
Nations force in Kashmir, and made this proposal 

At the 774th meeting on 2 I February 1957. the reprc- 
scntativc of Pakistan* stated that the sole purpose of his 
proposal for the introduction of a IJnitcd Nations force 
had been to facilitate the withdrawal of Pakistani troops 
so that the process of demilitarization could he completed 
thereafter in accordance with the terms of the resolution 
of the IJnited Nations Commission for India and Pakistan. 
In a sense. the introduction of a IJnited Nations force 
would amount merely to an augmentation of the Ilnited 
Nations observers. It would thus bc tantamount to “a 
use of those procedures which have so far been followed 
with some success under Chapter VI of the Charter “. 

At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution M sub- 

Charter requires the consent of the States in which the force 
is to operate. Moreover, such use must be undertaken and 
tlcvcloped in a manner consistent with the principles mentioned 
under ((I) above. It must, furthermore, be imp:trtial, in the sense 
that it does not serve as a means to force settlement. in the 
inlcrcst of one party, of political conflicts or Icgal issues 
recognized as controversial. (c) United Nations actions must 
respect fully the rights of Mcmhcr States recognized in the 
Charter, and international agreements not contrary to the aims 
of the Charter. which are concluded in exercise of those rights.” 
[A/3.512, Heporr 1~1 f/~e .Sec.rclrrrv-(;etlc,rcrl in p~~r.wwt(‘r of 
Gcwc~ral A ,~wnr/~/~ rcmhrtion I I23 (XI), G.A.O.K., I I th session, 
Ann~.ws, a.i. 66, Part two, A, para. S, p. 47.1 

“I In his report, the Secretary-General stated : “. . it would 
seem that the following points are generally recognized as non- 
controversial in the determination of the limits within which the 
activities of the United Nations can he properly developed. 
Within their scope, positive llnited Nations measures in the 
prc\cnt i\\uc, rcndcrctl possible by full compliance with the 
General Asemhly rc\olutions. can be and h;Ive to bc developed, 
which would represent cffcctive progress toward the creation 
of peaceful conditions in the region. (n) The United Nations 
cannot condone a change of the s!trflrs jrtris resulting from 
military action contrary IO the provisions of the Charter. The 
Organization must, therefore, maintain that the SI~IILY irrri.7 
existing prior to such military action hc rc-c~tablishcd hy a 
withdrawal of troops, and hy the relinquishment or nullification 
of rights asscrtcd in tcrritorics covered by the military action 
and dcpcnding upon it. (h) The use of military force by the 
United Nations other than that untlcr Chapter VII of the 

Chapter X. Consideration of Chapter VI of Charter 
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mitted by Australia, the United Kingdom and the United 
- States was adopted by IO votes in favour and none 

against, with 1 abstention.“’ 

CASE 1 1.“’ THE INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION : In con- 
nexion with the joint draft resolution sub- 
mittcd by Australia. Cuba. the United King- 
dom and the United States and the USSR 
and Colombian amcndmcnts thereto : voted 
upon and rcjectcd on 20 February 1957 ; 
with the joint draft resolution submitted by 
Australia. the United Kingdom and the 
United States : voted upon and adopted on 
21 February 1957 ; and with the joint draft 
resolution submitted by Australia, Colom- 
bia, the Philippines, the LJnitcd Kingdom 
and the United States and the Swedish 
amendments thereto : voted upon and 
adopted on 2 December 1957 

[Nore : During the considccition of draft resolutions 
submitted to the Council, objections were raised by the 
representative of India to those provisions of their 
preambles in which the previous resolutions of the Coun- 
cil and the IJnitcd Nations Commission for India and 
Pakistan had been recalled. In this connexion. it was 
argued that resolutions adopted by the Council under 
Chapter VI of the Charter wcrc recommendations not 
constituting decisions binding on the parties. In view of 
these contentions. amcndmcnts were submitted at the 
770th itnd 77lst meetings by the USSR and Colombia to 
the joint draft resolution submitted by Australia, Cuba, 
the I Jnited Kingdom and the I Jnited States. On 20 Febru- 
ary 1957. these amendnlcnts were rejected and the joint 
draft resolution was not adopted. Subscqucntly, a joint 
draft resolution. submitted by Australia. the llnited 
Kingdom and the IJnited States. was adoptcxl on 21 
February 1957. To a joint draft resolution submitted on 
18 November 1957 by Australia. Colombia, the Philip- 
pines, the United Kingdom and the United States, Sweden 
submitted amendments taking into account India’s 
objections. The draft resolution as amended was 
adopted.] 

At the 761st meeting on 16 January 1957. the rcpre- 
sentative of Pakistan* requested the Security Council to 
spell out. under Article 37(2) of the Charter, the 
obligations of the parties under the terms of the intcr- 
national agreement for a plebiscite as embodied in the 
IJnited Nations resolutions, and pointed out that 
Pakistan recognized with regard to the State of Jammu 
and Kashmir only those international obligations it had 

“0 774th meeting : par;i. 79. 
Ri For 1~x1s of relcv;mt statcmcnts. ~CC : 
761~1 meeting : Pakist;ln*, paras. 109. 1 I5 ; 
767th meeting : India*. paras. Y I-03 : 
768th meeting : Philippines. par:, I 10 : 

769th mcoting : Indi;F, pus. 120 ; 
770th meeting : USSR. pxn. I-IS ; 
77l~t meeting : Colombia. p~lr:i. 2 ; 
773rd meeting : India*, p:ira. I I I : 
774th meeting : India+, paras. 30-31 ;USSR, para. 44 ; 

voluntarily accepted together with the Government of 
India in the resolutions of the llnitcd Nations Commission 
for India and Pakistan dated 13 August 1948 and 
S January 1949. 

At the 767th meeting on 8 February 1957. the repre- 
sentative of India* contended that his Government was 
bound only by the engagements to which it had become 
a party since 22 Deccmbcr 1947. ilpart from the general 
oblig:~~ions of international law. He obscrvcd that “ a 
number of rcsolulions have been pilsscd by the Security 
Council. and none of these arc resolutions of a character 
which mny bc called that of intcrn;~tional cngagcmcnts ” 
except the two resolutions to which the representative of 
Pakistan had rcfcrred. The remainder were by way of 
adjuration and, “ to the cxtcnt that they arc under 
Chapter VI of the Charter, they are not binding upon 
the people concerned. They arc by way of recommen- 
dation.” The represcnlative of India asked further what 
was the obligatory nature of actions taken untlcr Chapter 
VI of the Charter? 1 Ic observed that “ i\n important 
sklge ” had been reached by the San l:rancisco Con- 
fcrcnce with Article 37 of the Charter. I Jndcr this Article. 

“ The Council may rccommcnd terms of settlcmcnt. 
but it tlocs not have the power to ccmlpcl the parties 
to accept the terms. It has the power to enforce its 
decisions only nftcr it is dc~crniined under the 
provisions of Chapter VII that a threat to the peace 
exists.” 

The only binding decisions the Security Council could 
make, the rcprcscntntivc of India added, were the 
decisions under Chapter VII of the Charter. 

At the 768th meeting on IS February 19.57. a joint 
draft resolution “” was submitted by Australia. Cuba. 
the I Jnitcd Kingdom and the 1 Jnited States. in which it 
was provided : 

” Tlw Swrrrity <‘outwil. 

“ Recullirlx its resolution of 24 January 1957 [S/ 
37791. its previous resolutions antI the resolutions of 
the I Jnitcd Nations Commission for India and Pakistan 
on the India-Pakistan question, [preamhlc, para. I] 

I‘ . . . 

“ I. Requests the President of the Security Council. 
the rcpresentativc of Swcdcn. to cxaminc with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan proposals which, 
in his opinion, are likely to contribute to the achieve- 
ment of dcmilitari~ation or to the cstahlishment of 
other conditions for progress lowards the settlement of 
the dispute, hilvinc rcg;lrd to the previous resolutions 
of the Security (y)uncil and of the I Jnitcd Nations 
Commission for Indin and Pakistan. and bearing in 
mind the statcrncnls of the rcprcscnlativcs of the 
Governments of India and Pakistan . . . 

1, *. . . . 

At the 770th meeting on 18 February 1957. the repre- 
sentative of the USSR submitted amendments ‘* to the 

na S/3787. O.H., 12th year. S14ppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1957. pp. 7-U. 
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joint draft resolution : (I) to replace the preamble by the 
following text: 

“ liming heurd the statements of the representatives 
of the Governments of India and Pakistan.” 

and (2) to amend paragraph 1 of the operative part to 
read as follows : 

“ I. Requests the President of the Security Council, 
the representative of Sweden, to examine with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan the situation in 
respect of Jammu and Kashmir, and to consider the 
progress that can be made towards the settlement of 
the problem, bearing in mind the statements of the 
reprcscntatives of the Governments of India and 
Pakistan : 

“ 99 . . . 

At the 771~ meeting on 18 February 1957. the repre- 
scntativc of Colombia submitted amendmends w to the 
joint draft resolution : (1) to replace the preamble by the 
following text : 

“ The Security Council, 

“ Recuflirlg its previous resolutions and the letter 
addressed to the President of the United Nations Com- 
mission for India and Pakistan on 20 August 1948. 
by India’s Prime Minister [S/l 100. para. 781 ;” 

and (2) to amend paragraph 1 of the operative part to 
read as follows : 

“ Requesrs the President of the Security Council, 
the representative of Sweden. to examine with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan proposals, which, 
in his opinion are likely to contribute to the achieve- 
ment of the provisions contemplated in the resolutions 
of 13 August 1948 [S/l 100. para. 751, and 5 January 
1949 [S/1196. para. 151, of the United Nations Com- 
mission for India and Pakistan or to the establishment 
of other conditions for progress towards the settlement 
of the problem, bearing in mind the statements of the 
representatives of the Governments of India and 
Pakistan . . . ; 

“ 1. . . . 

In explanation of his amendment, the representative of 
Colombia observed that it seemed to him that it would 
not bc proper for the preamble to say merely : “ Having 
heard the statements of the representatives. . .” because 
that would mean “ ignoring, forgetting or revising what 
the Council has done “. If the Council wished to arrive 
at a solution, it was logical simply to refer to the earlier 
resolutions “ without mentioning any of them specific- 
ally “. It did not seem indispensable to mention any 
particular resolution. By contrast, however, it was neces- 
sary to mention the letter of 20 August 1948 addressed 
by the Prime Minister of India to the United Nations 
Commission for India and Pakistan. This letter provided 
“ the only reason which entitles us to insist on a 
plebiscite *‘. 

At the 773rd meeting on 20 February 1957. the repre- 

w S/3791 /Kcv.l and Corr.1, O.K., 12th yecrr, Suppl. for Jan.- 
Mnr. 19.57, pp. 8-9. 

sentative of India* stated that India had come to the 
Security Council under Chapter VI of the Charter and, 
thercforc. the only procedures that could be adopted 
were pacific procedures. The essence of pacific proce- 
dures was mutual consent. The Security Council, since 
20 January 1948. had time after time passed resolutions 
which India had not been able to accept. The sponsors 
had been informed that India had been unable to accept 
them but the Security Council 

“ . . . continued to pass resolutions without any refer- 
ence to conciliation, without any reference to the 
possibility of acccptancc. and, what is more. in this 
particular case a draft resolution has been presented 
which largely embodies the proposals that have been 
put forward by one side. This is not calculated to 
bring about a settlement . . .” 

At the same meeting, the IJSSR and Colombian 
amendments were rejected.*’ 

The joint draft resolution submitted by Australia, 
Cuba, the IJnited Kingdom and the United States was 
not adopted. There were 9 votes in favour and 1 against, 
with 1 abstention (the negative vote being that of a 
permanent member).= 

At the same meeting, Australia, the United Kingdom 
and the United States submitted a joint draft resolution Os 
which read : 

“ The Security Council, 

“ Reculling its resolution of 24 January 1957 [S/ 
37791. its previous resolutions and the resolutions of 
the United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan 
on the India-Pakistan question. 

“ I. Requests the President of the Security Council, 
the representative of Sweden, to examine with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan any proposals 
which, in his opinion, arc likely to contribute towards 
the settlement of the dispute. having regard to the 
previous resolutions of the Security Council and of the 
United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan : 
to visit the sub-continent for this purpose : and to 
report to the Security Council not later than 15 April 
1957 ; 

“ 2. Invites the Governments of India and Pakistan 
to co-operate with him in the performance of these 
functions ; 

“ 3. Requests the Secretary-General and the llnited 
Nations Representative for India and Pakistan to 
rcndcr such assistance as he may rcqucst.” 

At the 774th meeting on 21 February 1957. the rcpre- 
sentative of India* contended that the only resolutions in 
which his Government felt “ engaged ” were those it had 
accepted. for resolutions passed by the Council under 
Chapter VI “ have no binding effect upon Member States 
unless they consent “. India had rejected them, and the 

---___ 

01 773rd meeting : paras. 124-125. 

“1 773rd meeting : para. 126. 

0s S/3792 and Corr.1, 773rd meeting : para. 130. 
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United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan, after 
the rejection. “ had proceeded on the basis ” that India 

- “ had not accepted them “. The Government of India 
regretted the unnecessary pinpointing of the resolution 
of 24 January 1957 in the preamble of the joint draft 
resolution, especially as the generic phrase “ its previous 
resolutions ” had been set out. The same applied to the 
words “ having regard to the previous resolutions of the 
Security Council “. 

‘1 . . . the Security Council must have regard to its 
own resolutions, but so far as Member States which 
arc not momhcrs of the Security (‘ouncil ;Irc con- 
ccrncd. when proccudings under (‘h;kptcr VI arc being 
pursued. its relevance to them is based only upon 
consent . . .” 

The representative of the USSR pointed out that the 
Security Council’s problem was “ the pacific scttlcment 
of the Kashmir question in keeping with Chapter VI of 
the United Nations Charter” which provided for the 
pacific settlement of disputes and cxcludcd any measures 
of compulsion and “any attempt to impose 0~1 one of 
the parties solutions unacceptable to it *‘. The reference 
to previous Council decisions which were not acccptablc 
to the Government of India might. thcreforc, render the 
task entrusted to the Prcsidcnt more difficult. 

At the same mecling. the joint draft resolution O’ sub- 
mitted by Australia, the lJnited Kingdom and the United 
States was adopted by IO votes in favour and none 
against. with I abstcntion.O” 

On 29 April 1957. the representative of Sweden 
transmitted to the President of the Security Council the 
report On he had prcparcd in pursuance of the resolution 
of the Security Council of 21 February 1957. 

At the 803rd meeting on I8 November 1957. Australia, 
Colombia. the Philippines. the IJnited Kingdom and the 
llnited States submitted a joint draft resolution” in 
which it was provided : 

“ The Security Council, 
6‘ . . . 

“Observing further that the Governments of India 
and Pakistan recognize and accept the commitments 
undertaken by them in the resolutions of the CJnited 
N;ltions C‘onlmission for Intli;l and Pakislan tl;ltcd 
13 August 1948 [S/IIoO. pam. 751 and 5 January 
1949 [S/1196. para. 151. which envisage the detcr- 
mination of the future status of the State of Jammu 
and Kashmir in accordance with the will of the people 
through the democratic method of a free and impartial 
plebiscite . . . ; [preamble, para. 41 

‘I . . . 

“ Recalliq its previous resolutions and the rcsolu- 
tions of the 1Jnitcd Nations Commission for India and 

04 S/3793, O.R., 12th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. lVS7. p. 9. 

01 774th meeting : para. 79. 

- ha” WSX2I. O.R., 12rlr yctrr, Suppl. for Apr.-Jrole 1957. 
pp. 12-16. 

97 S/3911. O.R.. 12th year, Suppi. for Oct.-Dee. 1957, pp. 
1 l-12. 

Pakistan on the India-Pakistan question : [preamble, 
para. 71 

“ . . . 

“ 2. Requesrs the I Jnited Nations Representative for 
India and Pakistan to make any recommendations to 
the partics for further action which he considers 
desirahlc in conncxion with part I of the resolution of 
the I Jnitctl Nations Commission for India and Pakistan 
of I3 August 1948, having regard to his third and 
fifth reports [S/261 I and (‘orr.1. S/2967] and the 
report of Mr. Jarring, and to enter into negotiations 
with the Governments of India and Pakistan in order 
to implcrnent part II of the <‘onmission’s resolution 
of I3 August 1948, and in particular to reach agree- 
ment on a reduction of forces on each side of the 
ceasefire line to a specific number. arrived at on the 
hasis of the rclcvant Security Council resolutions and 
having rcgartl to the fifth report of the lJnited Nations 
Reprcscntativc for India and Pakistan : 

“ 91 . . . 

At the same meeting. the rcpresentativc of the United 
States pointed out that no final scttlcment of the Kashmir 
problcnl could bc rcachcd cxccpt on an amicable basis 
acccplahlo to both parties. It was quite impossible for 
the Council “ to push any sovcrcign nation into an 
action which it refuses to take “. 

‘I’hc rcprcscntative of the I United Kingdom observed 
that the simple fact was that the Security Council “ in 
proceeding under Chapter VI of the Charter. is attempt- 
ing to find ;i basis for progress towards a settlement 
acccptahlc 10 both sides “. The Council in seeking to 
make progress towards a scttlcmcnt. must proceed from 
the rcsolulions of the I Jnitcd Nations Commission for 
India and Pakistan. There was “ no question of the 
Security Council attempting to impost a decision on this 
point “. The joint draft resolution merely reflected 
publicly announced decisions of the parties themselves. 

At the 805th meeting on 21 November 1957. the 
representative of India*, after pointing out that the joint 
draft resolution contained a reference to the resolutions 
of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949. stated that there 
\\ as ” ;I significant omission ” mtmcly, that of the 

resolution of 17 January 1948. This resolution had been 
accepted by both parties. It was a “ most important 
resolution “, and, had it been obscrvcd. there would 
have been no nccti for the complaint by the United 
Nations Commission for India and Pakistan that Pakistan 
“ had used that period for building up its forces “. 
Therefore, if there were no reference to the resolution of 
17 January 1948. “ then the other resolutions have no 
effect “. The reprcscntative of India stated further that 
hc was authorized by the Government of India to say 
that it was “ totally c~pposcd ” to the joint draft 
resolution. India had brought its complaint to the 
Council under Chapter VI. under which “ no resolutions 
have any value that do not contain the element of 
conciliation. There must be either agreement between the 
parties or hope of agreement between the parties.” He 
contended further that the discussion in the Security 
Council had shown that the joint draft resolution in fact 
served the interests of only one party. Pakistan, and did 
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not take India’s position into account, since it attempted 
“ to impose quite unacceptable conditions on India “. 
These endcavours were at sharp variance with the 
provisions of the Charter regarding the peaceful settle- 
ment of disputes between States. which excluded “the 
possibility of imposing any decision on a State Member 
of the United Nations “. 

At the 807th meeting on 28 November 1957, the 
representative of Sweden submitted the following amend- 
ment OH to the joint draft resolution : 

“ I. In the fourth paragraph of the preamble delete 
the words ‘ commitments undertaken by them in ’ and 
insert instead ’ provisions of its resolution dated 17 
January 1948 and of ‘; 

“In the same paragraph insert hetwecn the words 
‘ envisage ’ and ‘ the determination ’ the words ‘ in 
accordance with their terms ‘. 

“ 2. Replace opcrnlivc paragraph 2 by the following 
text : 

“ Rcqucsts the United Nations Rcprcscnt:Itivc for 
India and Pakistan to make any recommendations to 
the parties for further appropriate action with a view 
to making progress toward the implemcn~ation of the 
resolutions of the I Jnitcd Nations Commission for 
India and Pakistan of I3 August 1948 and 5 January 
1949 and toward a peaceful sclllcmcnt.’ 

“ 9. . . . 

At the 808th meeting on 2 December 1957. the 
amendments submitted by the representative of Sweden 
were adopted by IO votes in favour and none against, 
with 1 abstenlion.OD 

At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution loo 
submitted by Australia. Colombia. the Philippines. the 
United Kingdom and the United States as amcndcd was 
adopted by 10 votes in favour and none against. with 
1 abstention.“” 

CASE 12.‘= THE PALESTINE QUESTION : In connexion 
with letters dated 4 December 1958 and 
26 January 1959 from the permanent 
representative of Israel addressed to the 
President of the Security Council (S/41 23 
and S/415 I and Corr. 1) concerning inci- 
dents on the Israel-Syrian border 

[Nore : During the consideration of the Israel com- 
plaint concerning aggression by armed forces of the 
United Arab Republic on the Syrian horder on 23 Janu- 
ary 1959, discussion arose concerning rhe relation 

c-H S/3920. 

@@ 808th meeting : para. 8. 

ma S/3922. O.K.. 12th yetrr, Suppl. for Oct.-Nov. 1957, 
pp. 21-22. 

lo1 XOXth meeting : par-a. 17. 

lo2 For tcxb of rclcvant statcmcnts. WC : 

X45th meeting (PV) : C‘anada, p. 81 ; China, pp. X7-90 : Iklly, 
pp. 66-67 : Ixr;d+, pp. 32-35. Y3-Y5 : Japan, pp. 56-60 ; Pan;mu, 
p. 91 ; IJSSK, pp. 68-7.5 : Unitcd Arab Kcpublic, pp. 36, 41 ; 
United Kingdom, p. 51 ; United States, pp. 51-55. 

between the right of a State to bring a question to the 
attention of the Security Council and the obligation of 
resort to local machinery established by the parties 
under the auspices of the United Nations.] 

At the 845th meeting on 30 January 1959, the repre- 
sentative of Israel*, rcfcrring to Articles 34 and 35 of 
the Charter in justification of his Government’s resort 
to the Security Council. declared that there was no need 
to prove that the continuation of constant firing by 
Syrian forces into Israel territory was “ likely to endanger 
international peace and security “. To deny “the 
preventive element in the responsibility ” of the Council 
would bc to do injury both to Middle Fastcrn peace and 
to the utility and prestige of the United Nations system. 

The representative of the llnited Arab Republic* 
contended that the Council was faced with a local 
incident which fell within the competence of the Mixed 
Armistice Commission in accordance with article VII of 
the General Armistice Agreement between Israel and 
Syria. The Security Council, therefore, “ should not have 
been seized of this question “. Articles 34 and 35 of the 
Charter gave certain powers to the Council, but when 
there was a body created by agreement of both parties, 
under the auspices of the Council, it was necessary to 
utilize that body, particularly for an incident of the kind 
before the Council. It was the established practice of the 
Council to support the implementation of the Armistice 
Agreement and to give the Mixed Armistice Commission 
the opportunity of examining complaints of this kind. 

The representative of the United Kingdom pointed out 
that the Security Council had a special responsibility in 
connexion with the situation on the borders between 
Jsrdcl and its Arab neighbours. He did not wish to 
question the right of Israel to come to the Security 
Council when in its opinion the general situation along 
any particular border became so serious that this course 
was essential. On the other hand, the machinery on the 
spot established by the United Nations to supervise the 
working of the Armistice Agreements and to deal with 
incidents locally must not bc overlooked. 

The represcnlative of the United States expressed the 
view that any country had the right to bring a complaint 
to the Security Council at any time. In the instant case, 
however. specific IJnited Nations machinery had been 
established in the arca, and was available and fully 
compctcnt to deal with just such incidents. The United 
States could. thcrcfore. not agree that it was proper to 
resort to the Security Council in the first instance. Most 
such cases could bc decided in the area by appropriate 
USC of the IJnitcd Nations machinery. Moreover. through 
a dclailed examination by the United Nations agencies 
in the area. including the Mixed Armistice Commission, 
the Council would undeniably be placed in a much 
better position to form a judgement on the merits of the 
case and to deal with it effectively. Departure from this 
principle tended “ to establish a precedent which could 
lead to progressive atrophy of the local United Nations 
machinery. This could have grave consequences for the 
maintenance of peace and stability “. 

The representative of Japan stated that the parties to 
any dispute might find practical advantage if they first 



of all sought a solution by negotiation or by recourse to 
- regional agencies or arrangements or by other peaceful 

means of their own choice. This was one of the 
fundamental principles of the Charter. There might be 
some benefit if the Security Council should act as “a 
final resort ” in this sense on the basis of full knowledge 
of all the information available and also of full know- 
ledge of the merits of this information. Therefore. the 
Mixed Armistice Commission should not hc left par% 
lyscd. cspeci;tlly since the incidents on the IIcm:~rcation 
Line in particular had sccmcd to be under its jurisdiction. 

The representative of Italy contended that while it was 
the duty of the Council to call upon the parties to 
exercise the utmost possible restraint and vigilance so as 
to prevent the recurrence of similar incidents in future. 
the desirability should be emphasized of a fuller recourse 
to the machinery provided in the Armistice Agreement. 
The right of the parties concerned to appeal to the 
Security Council when they thought a given situation 

deserved consideration by the Council should not be 
questioned. but it appeared that the incidents in question 
might be properly dealt with primarily by the Armistice 
machinery. 

The representative of Canada, stressing the importance 
of full utilization of all the existing United Nations 
machinery. observed that the Security Council’s own 
consideration of such complaints. when that was found 
necessary. was likely to be rendcrcd more fruitful if 
preliminary recourse to the Mixed Armistice machinery 
had clarified those points on which further action by the 
I Initcd Nations might bc required. 

‘l‘hc rcprc>cnt;ltivc of (‘hina thought that for incidents 
such as that submitted by Israel, the machinery set up 
by the llnited Nations on the spot was more suitable, 
more efficacious and more expeditious in examining, in 
making recommendations. in coming to judgemcnts. and 
in preventing incidents of this kind, whereas use of the 
Council for such matters was inefficient. 
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1NTROL)UCTORY NOTE 

Chapter XI does not constitute a review of the action of the Security Council 
under Chapter VII of the Charter. In principle it presents the instances in the 
proceeriings of the (‘ouncil in which proposals placed hcfore the Council have 
evoked discussion regarding the applicalion of <‘haptcr VI I .’ 

Chapter VII of the Charter : Action with respect to threats to the peace, 
breaches of the peace, and acts of aggression 

ArIicle 39 

The Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to the peace, 
breach of the pcacc. 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 measures provided for 
in Article 39, call upon the parties concerned to comply with such provisional 
measures as it deems necessary or desirable. Such provisional mcasurcs 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 arc to he employed to give effect to its decisions. and it may call 
upon the Members of the Ilnited Nations to apply such measures. These may 
inch.& complete or partial interruption of economic rclutions and of rail, sea. air, 
postal. telcgraphio, radio. and other means of communication, and the severance 
of diplomatic relations. 

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 IJnited Nations. 

Article 43 

1. All Members of the United Nations. in order to contribute to the mainten- 
ance 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 pcacc and security. 

2. Such agreement or agrcemcnts shall govern the numbers and types of forces. 
their degree of readiness and gencrdl location, 1 ~tl the nature of the facilities and 
assistance to be provided. 

3. The agrccmcnt or agreements shall be negotiated as soon as possible on 
the initiative of the Security Council. They shall be concluded bctwcen the Security 
Council and Members or between the Security Council and groups of Members and 

1 For ohserwrtions on the method adopted in the compilation of this chapter. WC: K~pc*r- 
tcjire of the Prcrcdw o( tltc Swrtri~y Corowil 1946-1951. Introductory Note to chapter VIII. 
II. Arrangements of chapters X-XII, p. 296. 

167 



168 C’lrtrpter XI. Considerution of Chupter VII of Charter 
__ -.-____ ~- -- 

shall be subject to ratification by the signatory states in accordance with their 
respective constitutional processes. 

Arficfe 44 

When the Security Council has decided to use force it shall, before calling 
upon a Member not represented on it to provide armed forces in fulfilment of the 
obligations assumed under Article 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. 

Article 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 
Committee. 

Article 46 

Plans for the application of armed force shall he made by the Security Council 
with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee. 

Article 47 

1. l‘hcrc shall be established a Military Staff Committee to advise and assist 
the Security Council on all questions relating to the Security Council’s military 
rcquircmcnts for the mairltcnancc of international peace and security. the cmploy- 
mcnt 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 IJnitcd Nations not permanently represented on the Committee shall be 
invited by the Committee to hc associated with it when the efficient discharge of 
the Committee’s rcsponsibilitics requires the participation of the 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 authori;lation of the Security Council 
and after consultation with appropriate regional agencies, may establish regional 
sub-committees. 

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 IJnited Nations 
directly and through their action in the appropriate international agencies of which 
they are members. 

Article 49 

The Members of the IJnited Nations shalt join in affording mutual assistance 
in carrying out the measures decided upon by the Security Council. 
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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. 

Arricle 51 

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or 
collective selfdefence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the Ifnited 
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-defence shall be immediately reported to the Sccuri(y Council and 
shall no1 in any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council 
under (he present charter to take at any time such action as it deems ncccssary in 
order to maintain or restore international peace and security. 

Part I 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS 

NOTE 

During the period under review, the only question in 
connexion with which a draft resolution related to Article 
39 was submitted to the Council was the Palestine 
question.* The resolulion s adopted on that occasion 
recalled the Council’s resolutions of IS July 1948 and 
II August 1949 referring to Article 40 and contained 
preambular language apparenlly derived from that 
Article. References ’ to the same resolutions were 
contained in the decisions (aken in conncxion with the 
sub-item of the Palestine question entitled “Status of 
compliance given to the General Armistice Agreements 
and the resolutions of the Security Council adopted 
during the past year “. 

References 6 to Article 40 or to Chapter VII of the 
Charter have been made in the course of discussion of 
proposals to adopt provisional measures. In these 
instances interest attached to the question whether the 
powers of the council under Chapter VII may bc cxcr- 
ciscd for purposes of its decisions under Chapter VI. 

During the consideration of a proposal to call an 
emergency spccia] session of the Genera] Assembly to 
make appropriate recommendations in connexion with 
the grave situation created by actions undertaken against 
Egypt, the qucstinn whether the Council had been acting 
under Chapter VI or VII in dealing with the matter was 
discussed for its bearing on the validity of the proposa].’ 

* See Case 1. 
s See in chapter VIII, under Palestine question, the resolution 

of 19 January 1956. 

d See in chapter VIII, under Palestine question, the resolutions 
of 4 April 1956 and 4 June 19%. 

L See in chapter X. Cases X and IO. 

fl See chapter VI. Case 2. 

7 See chapter VI, Case I. 

OF ARTICLES 39-40 OF THE CHARTER 

On anot her occasion,’ a proposal for action under 
Chapter VII in rcspcct of a matter which was being 
dealt with by an emergency special session of the General 
Assembly was (hc occasion for discussion of the effect 
on (he responsibility of the Security Council for action 
under Chapter VII of the fact that the General Assembly 
was dealing with the question. 

Section C of the tabulation in part 111 of chapter X 
lists instances of (he submission of other questions in 
which language derived from Article 39 was employed. 

CASE 1.’ THE PALESTINE QUESTION : In connexion 
with the decision of 19 January 1956 
condemning the att;lck by Israel armed 
forces in the arca cast of Lake Tiberias 

[Note: A proposal that the attack should be deter- 
mined to constitute an aggression within the meaning of 
Article 39 was not voted upon. The resolution adopted 
mentioned no Article of the Charter, but provided that 
if lsrael did not comply with its obligations in the future, 
the Council would consider “ what further measures 
under (he Charter ” would bc rcquircd “ to mainlain or 
restore the peace “.] 

At the 709th mecling on 22 December 1955. the repre- 
sentative of Syria submitted a draft rcso]ution.@ in the 

” For texts of relcwnt st:ktcmcntx, see : 

709th meeting : Syria, paras. 41-43 : 

710th mcctinr: : Fr;mce. parxs. 71-7.5 ; USSR. para. 98 ; 
Unitctl Kingdom. pwx 37 ; IJnitcc! St;ttes. nwa. 56 : 

’ 71 Ith meeting : Iran. paras. 48. S3 : 

7 l+h mcctinp : Iran. paras. 45. 4X ; (JSSR. paras. S6, 96-97 ; 
IJnircd Kingtlom. pnrus. XY-91. 102 ; Yugoslavia, para. 7 ; 

715th meeting : Iran, paras. X6. 92 : USSR, para. 162 ; (Jnited 
Kingdom. p;trau. 1 I I 1 12. 

D 709th meeting : par:l. 43. S/3519. O.K.. /Or/r )~rrr. .Flrppl. 
for Oct.-nw. IY5.7, pp. 41-42. 
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preamble of which the Council would have recalled its 
cease-fire resolution of 15 July 1948 and its resolutions 
of 24 November 1953 and 29 March 1955 concerning the 
Qihya and Ga;la incidents rcspcctively. After noting that 
the Council had called upon Israel to take effective 
measures to prcvcnt the rccurrcncc of such military 
action. and expressing deep concern that Israel had not 
heeded these Council resolutions, and after considering 
also that further military action by Israel would tend to 
disturb the peace and security of the area, the following 
operative p;~ragraphs were proposed : 

“ TIM> Scrwity Couttcil, 
‘I . . . 

“ I. COtJdCttJt1.Y lsracl for the outrageous attack 
which was carried out by its military forces on I2 
December 195.5 against the territory and armed forces 
of Syria : 

“ 2. Decides that the said action is a violation of 
the resolution of IS July 1948, the Syrian-Israel 
Armistice Agreement and Israel’s obligations under 
the Charter : 

“ 3. Dccidrs further that the said armed attack 
constitutes an arqrccsinn under the provisions of 
Article 39 of the Charter : 

“ 4. Culls rrpotJ the Members of the IJnitcd Nations 
to adopt the ncccssary measures for applying economic 
sanctions against Israel : 

“ 5. Dccide,s to expel Israel from the IJnited Nations 
under Article 6 of the Charter for her pcrsistcnt 
viol;~tir~n of the principles of the Charter ; 

“ 6. Decit1c.s that Israel should pay adequate com- 
pensation for the loss of and damage to life and 
property cnuscd hy the said attack : 

“ 7. Rque,sr.s the Secretary-General of the CJnited 
Nations to render to the Security Council progress 
reports on the implcmcntntion of this resolution.” 

Ry letter I0 dated 9 January 1956, the representative of 
the IWR reclucstcd the President of the Security 
Council, in accordance with rule 38 of the rules of 
procedure of the Council. to put the Syrian draft 
resolution to the vote togcthcr with the IJSSR amend- 
ments submitted in that lcttcr which proposed the 
drlction of opcriktivc pnrn:vr;\phs 3, 4 and 5 of 
the Syrian dr;lft rccoIution rind their rcplnccmcnt by the 
following paragraphs : 

“ 3. Calls rrpm Israel to take all necessary measures 
to prevent such actions : 

“ 4. Wtrrtts Israel that any future recurrence of such 
actions will bring about a situation requiring the 
Security Council to consider the question of the 
application of Article 39 of the IJnited Nations 
Charter.” 

At the 7 10th mcctinc on I2 .l;~nuary 1956, the Council 
also had before it a joint draft resolution I1 submitted by 

10 S/3528, O.R., 11th ycur, SuppI. for Jan.-Mar. 1956, pp. 1-2. 

France, the United Kingdom and the United States. After 
an operative paragraph condemning the Jsrael attack as 
a flagrant violation of the cease-fire provisions of the 
Council resolution of I5 July 1948. of the terms of the 
General Armistice Agreement bctwecn Israel and Syria, 
and of Israel’s obligations under the Charter. the joint 
draft resolution inclurlcd the following paragraphs : 

” The Security Coumi/, 
“ . . . 

“ Expresses its grave concern at the failure of the 
Govcrnmcnt of lsracl to comply with its obligations ; 

“Calls upon the Government of Israel to do so in 
the future, in default of which the Council will have 
to consider what further measures arc required to 
maintain or restore the peace :” 

At the same meeting. the rcprcscntative of France, 
speaking in support of the joint draft resolution. stated 
that the operation carried out by Tsrael armed forces on 
12 Deccmbcr 195.5 had hccn “ an aggressive act by its 
very nature . . . an act of such a nature as to come as 
close as possible to a hrcach of the peace “. However. 
the military action had been limited in duratinn and 
scope and was not intended to open general hostilities 
against Syria. He added : 

‘1 . . . That is the only reason why it does not fall 
within the scope of Chapter VII of the Charter. It was 
by only a very slight margin that the Council escaped 
having to intervene under Article 39 and the following 
articles of the Charter. 

“ It is fortunate, certainly, that we have not been 
reduced to that extremity. The Security Council must 
ncverthcle~s draw the inference of this case. and give 
the parties a solemn warnin of the scrinus danger 
to peace which further incidents like those just past 
would involve.” 

He further remarked that the three-Power draft resolution 
which condemned lsrncl for its military action. also 
cx pressed “ concern for the future ” and made it clear 
“that military action of this kind is to be condemned. 
whether or not undertaken by wny of rctalintion “. He 
also contcndcd that “ the Council whose function is to 
prcscrvc the pcncc rather than tn dispense justice or 
distrihute n pc~.stcrirvi condemnation and blame. would 
hc failing in its dutv if it did not try tn find ways of 
making it more difficult for such incidents to recur “. 

The represcntativc of the lJSSR stated that, bearing in 
mind that Tsracl had in fact disrcgnrdcd the Security 
Council’s earlier resolutions of censure for its attacks in 
Ga;la and Qihyn. the Council should “ solemnly warn 
Iracl that any rccurrcncc of such actions could bring 
nbnut a situation recluiring the Security Council to 
consider the question of the application of Article 39 of 
the Charter “. This Article. he recalled, “ speaks of 
action by the Security Council to maintain or restore 
international pcacc and security in conncxion with 
breaches of the peace and acts of aggression ‘*. 

I1 S/3530 and Corr.1, O.R., 11th year, Suppl, for Jan.-Mar. 
1056. pp. 2-3. 
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At the 71 Ith meeting on 12 January 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Iran introduced a number of amendments I* 
to the joint draft resolution. With reference to the second 
of the above-quoted paragraphs of the joint draft 
resolution. he stated that its terms “do not indicate in 
a sufficiently clear and prccisc manner the Council’s 
intention to take strong and appropriate action, should 
there be any repetition of acts of violation of this kind “. 
Accordingly. he proposed the deletion of this paragraph 
and its rcplaccmcnt by the following : 

“Dc~c~lrrrc~.s th;lt the commission of such acts in the 
future will constitute a breach of the peace within the 
meaning of Article 39 of the Charter. requiring 
consideration by the Security Council of the measures 
provided for in Chapter Vlf of the Charter.” 

At the 714th meeting on 18 January 1956. the repre- 
sentativc of Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution *’ 
“in the hope that it will render possible a unanimous 
decision “. The second operative paragraph of this draft 
resolution read as follows : 

“ 2. Crtlfs up011 the Government of Israel to refrain 
from such military action in the future. in default of 
which the Council will have to consider what other 
measures provided for in the Charter are required to 
maintain or restore the peace ;” 

At the same meeting. the representative of Iran, when 
submitting new amendments I4 to the three-Power draft 
resolution to replace his original amendments, stated : 

- “The fact that in its resolution the Council will 
unequivocally state that should Israel fail to comply 
with its obligations. it will have to consider what 
further measures arc required to maintain or restore 
the pmcc, has also given us some satisfaction, My 
dclegatinn believes that the only interpretation to be 
placed upon such a provision is that. if Israel commits 
further violations on the same scale, the Council will 
consider applying Chapter VII of the I Jnited Nations 
Charter. as would be normal in such a case.” 

The representative of the USSR. in examining the 
revised text of the joint draft resolution, inquired whether 
its sponsors considered that : 

“ . . . in the event that Israel again took action 
similar to the attack on Syrian territory in the vicinity 
of Lake Tiberias, such action should lead to the 
consideration by the Security Council of what they 
describe as ’ mcasurcs . . . required to maintain or 

IL 71 Ith meeting : paras. 48, 53 ; S/3532. 

Ia 714th meeting: nara. 29 ; 513536, O.R.. IIth par. S~ppl. 
for Jun.-Afor. 1956. pp. 4-5. 

” 714th meeting : para. 39 ; S/3537. O.R., 11th ~P,v. .%~ppl. 
for Jun.-Mar. 19%. pp. 5-6. 

restore the peace ‘, and that these measures should 
include the possible application of Article 39 of the 
Charter. I f  that is the case. and we consider that that 
is our common point of view. this should be reflected 
in the Council’s resolution.” 

The representative of the I Jnited Kingdom. in replying 
to this question, remarked that, in his view, should Israel 
fail to comply with its oblieations in the future. “ the 
Council would have to consider what further measures 
were rcquircd under the Charter to maintain or restore 
the peace . . of course the possibility of the consideration 
of the application of Article 39 is in question “. He added 
that it would be redundant and unnecessary to include in 
the relevant paragraph of the revised joint draft 
resolution any specific reference to the Charter. 

The representative of the I JSSR proposed that the 
joint draft resolution should stntc plainly that the further 
measures rcferrcd to wcrc thoyc provided for in the 
Charter, thus having the resolution “carry much more 
weight ” and “ hccomc much more definite “. He con- 
tcndcd that the resolution “ would indicate how the 
Council should consider ;I given action or situation in 
the cvcnt of non-observance of this Council decision “. 

The rcprcsentativc of the I Jnited Kingdom. on behalf 
of the sponsors of the joint draft resolution. stated that 
they had agreed I6 to add the words “ under the Charter ” 
in the relevant paragraph. which would then read : 

“ Calls upOn the Government of Israel to do so in 
the future. in default of which the Council will have 
to consider wh:it further I~IC;ISIII'CS under the Cti;irtcr 
are required to maintain or restore the peace :” 

At the 715th meeting on I9 January 1956. the rcpre- 
scntative of Iran cxprcssed the hope “ that the Israel 
Govcrnnicnt will in future rcfmin from the w.2 of force. 
which would nccessarity oblige the Council to consider 
the application of the provisions of Chapter VII of the 
Charter “. 

At the same meeting. the revised joint draft resolu- 
tion Ia was adopted IIIi:lliinl(,llsIy.” 

After the adoption of the resolution. the representative 
of the I JSSR drew attention to the relevant paragraph 
previously quoted. and stated : 

‘L 
it will be remembered that the Charter provides 

for ‘the application of the provisions of Article 39 in 
the event of a threat to peace and security in any 
area.” 

- 

I3 714th mcctinp : para. 102 ; S/3530/Rev.3. 

” S/3530/Rcv.3. 

IT 715th meeting: psra. 141 : S/3538, O.R., 11th year, .%rppJ. 
for Jon.-Mcrr. 19.76. pp. 6-7. 
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CASE 2.‘” 

Part III 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 42-47 OF THE CHARTER 

CABLEGRAM DATED 5 NOVEMBER 1956 FROM 
THE MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF THE 
UNION OP SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS 
CONCERNING “ NON-COMPLIANCE RY TIIF 

UNITED KINGDOM, FRANCE AND ISRAEL WITH 
TIIE DECISION OF THE EMERGENCY SPECIAL 
SI~SI~N OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF 2 
NOVI:MWR 1956 AND IMMEDIATE STEPS TO 
1IAI.T THE AGGRESSION OF THE AFORESAID 
STATES AGAINST EGYPT ” : In connexion with 
the rejection of the provisional agenda on 
5 Novcmbcr 1956. 

By cablegram lo dated 5 November 1956. the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of the USSR requested the President 
of the Security Council to call an immediate meeting of 
the Council to discuss the following question : 

“Non-compliance by the United Kingdom, France 
and Israel with the decision of the emergency special 
session of the General Assembly of the IJnited Nations 
of 2 November 1956 and immediate steps to halt the 
aggression of the aforesaid States against Egypt.” 
Included in the cablegram was a draft resolution 

presented “ with a view to the adoption of rapid and 
effective measures for stopping the aggressive war against 
the Fgyptian people “. According to the draft resolution, 
the Security Council considering “ the necessity of taking 
immediate slcps to put an end 10 the aggression launched 
against Egypt by the IJnited Kingdom, France and 
Israel “, (second prcambular paragraph), would consider 
it essential. 

“ in accordance with Article 42 of the United 
Nations Charter. that all States Members of the United 
Nations, cspccially the IJnited States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, as permanent 
members of the Security Council having powerful air 
and naval forces at their disposal, should give military 
and other assistance to the republic of E_qpt. which 
has been the victim of aggression, by sending naval 
and air forces. military units. volunteers. military 
instructors and other forms of assistance, if the United 
Kingdom, I:rance and Israel fail to carry out this 
resolution within the stated time limits.” 
At the 755th meeting on 5 November 1956, the 

cablegram datd 5 November 1956 from the Minister for 

Foreign Affairs of the USSR constituted item 2 of the 
provisional agenda. After the rejection of the provisional 
agenda,‘O several representatives explained their vote on 
grounds related to the substance of the question. 

The representative of the USSR stated that the 
situation in Egypt required immediate action by the 
United Nations, and that the IJSSR Government propos- 
ed that action should be taken in accordance with 
Article 42 of the Charter. 

The representative of the United Kingdom declared 
that the Soviet proposal that “all Member States - and 
especially the llnited States and the Soviet llnion - 
should combine against the United Kingdom and France, 
with the approval and blessings of the United Nations . . . 
is an impossible proposal in terms of the llnitcd Nations 
. . . [which] was founded on the assumption, and its 
effectiveness was based on the presumption. that there 
would be unity among these four Great Powers “. 

The representative of Peru pointed out that the Ilnited 
Nations had reached the stage of carrying out provisional 
measures. the immediate purpose of which was to 
prevent the situation from deteriorating. The Security 
Council could not take any further steps before exhaust- 
ing these provisional measures and before considering 
the major obstacles likely to impede their success. The 
purpose of the IJSSR proposal to include the item was 
ohviou~ly to circumvent the application of Article 40 
of the Charter and, instead, to call for much more drastic 
measures at a time when peace was hcing restored and 
the parties wcrc getting together with a view to a cease- 
fire and suspension of hostilities. 

The representative of the USSR stated that his 
Government was proposing participation in the aid to be 
given to the victim of aggression by the forces of all 
Member Stales prcparcd to take part. This proposal was 
fully in accordance with the Charter. He further contend- 
ed that the fact that the General Assembly was taking 
action on any question did not relieve the Security 
Council of the obligation to act, if the circumstances so 
demanded. This was emphasized by the fact that the 
General Assembly could not acl under Chapter VII of 
the Charter. In the cast under discussion, when reference 
was made to the use of armed forces of other Members 
of the llnitcd Nations, the Security Council was dealing 
with “an ‘action * in connexion with a threat to the 
peace and Article 42 speaks of such action “. Any 
objections based on the Charter were therefore 
unfounded. 

2” 755th meeting : para. 27. 
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Part IV 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 48.51 OF THE CHARTER 

- 

CASE 3.*’ THE PALESTINE QUESTION : In connexion 
with report of the Secretary-General pursu- 
ant to the resolution” of 4 April 1956 on 
the status of compliance given to the general 
armistice agreements and the resolutions of 
the Security Council adopted during the past 
year. 

[Note : Articlc 51 was the subject of discussion in the 
Council in conncxion with communications to and from 
the Secretary-General referred to in Ihc Secretary- 
General’s report to the Security Council.] 

Pursuant to the resolution of 4 April 1956, the Secre- 
tary-General on 12 April 1056 transmitted a number of 
communications L’a 
Council ; ’ 

LO the Prcsidcnt of the Security 
on 2 May hc transmitted a letter z‘ to the 

President of the Council containing a preliminary report ; 
and on 0 M:I~ hc transmitted his final report yr, to the 
Security Council. 

By aide-mdmoires *’ and letters L7 dated I I and 29 
April, and 1. 2 and 3 May 1956. exchanged with the 
Secretary-Gcnerdl. the Governments of tlgypt. Israel, 
Jordan, Lebanon and Syria, while reaffirming their 
unconditional acceptance of the cease-fire clause of the 
Egyptian-Israeli. Jordan-Israel. Lebanon-Israel and 
Syrian-Israeli General Armistice Agrcemcnls. reserved 
the right of self-defcnce as stipulated in the Charter. 

In his letters 2* to Ihe President of the Council and the 
Foreign Minister of Syria, the Secretary-Gcncral noted 
the reservation of Syria and stated : 

I‘ . . . That reservation in no way detracts from the 
unconditional undertaking to comply with the pro- 
visions of article III, paragraph 2. of Ihc Gcncral 
Armistice Agreement. The term ‘ self-dcfence * should 
therefore be interpreted in conformity with the stipu- 
lations of the said paragraph and with the Charter of 
the United Nations.” 

A similar interpretation was contained in the aidc- 
- 

*I For Jcxts of relevant stakmcnts, scc : 

723rd meetin& : Auwalia. para. 95 : 
725th meeting : Iwacl, &ss. 3X139 ; Jo&n, para. 107 ; 

I.ehanon, para. I5 I ; Syria. para. 7 ; 
726th meeting : Peru, park. 3 1-34. 

p1 S/3575. O.H.. llih ~rur..Suppl. for Apr.-June 1956. pp. l-2. 

zS S/3584. O.k. Illlr yeur, Suppl. for Apr.-Jrow 1956. 
pp. IS-17. 

*a S/3394, O.H.. 11th year, 
pp. 27-30. 

.I‘uppl. for Apr.-June 1956, 

26 S/3596, O.K.. lIti yeur. 
pp. 30-66. 

Suppl. for Apr.-Jrrne lY.56. 

In S/3584 (IV). O.K.. III/~ yctrr, .Puppl. for Apr.-June 1956, 
p. 16. 

zi S/3S96. Annex 1. A : Annex 2, A : Annex 3. A : Annex 
4. A ; 0.R.. I It/l ~cwr. .Strppl. jrtr Apr.-Jtttlr 1956. pp. 5f~hO. 

In Sl3SYh. Annex 3. (‘ : 
June 1956, pp. Sh-00. 

O.K.. I If/r yew, Sfrppl. jiw Apr,- 

mCmoires*’ dated IO and I1 April 1956. and in his 
letters ao dated I. 2 and 3 May 1956 to the Prime 
Ministers of 1:gypt. Israel and Jordan, and to the Foreign 
Minister of L&anon. 

In his report to the Security Council. the Secretary- 
General stated : 

“ 44. I have had to accept reservations as to self- 
defencc. which according to Article 51 of the Charter. 
is an ’ inherent right ‘. However, such a reservation is 
ncccssarily of a11 indctermirlatc nature. As already 
indicated. its meaning in a coticrcte situation ca11 be 

determined only by the Security Council. as established 
in rhc Charter. 

“ 45. The limit set to the effect of the ccasc-fire 
assurances by the reservation as to self-tlefencc should, 
in my view, be so understood as not to bring the 
reservation inlo conflict with the substance of the 
ccilsc-fire iIssur;Inccs thcmsclvcs. In my rcplics to 
tlw (iovcrnriicnts I have thus taken the st:md that the 
reservation could not rlcrogate from the 0hlig~~tio~~s 
assumed under article tJ. paragraph 2. of the General 
Armistice Agrccmcnt ~CIWCJI I:gypt and Israel, or 
under article III. paragraph 2, of the other armistice 
agreements. 

“ 46. This qualification also gives rise to questions 
which it is difficult to answer in hypothetical CasL’s. 
However. my interprctalion JTlakcs it clear Ihat the 
reservation ilS to self-defencc dots not permit acts of 
retalialion. which repeatedly have been condemned by 
Ihc Security Council.” St 

The report of the Secretary-Gcncral was considered by 
the Security Council at its 723rd to 728th meetings 
bclwccrl 29 May and 4 June 1956. 

At the 726th meeting on I June 1956, the repre- 
scnlativc of Peru. referring to the report of the Secrelary- 
General. staled : 

“The promise to comply with the armistice agree- 
ments has not been vitiated by the reservation concern- 
ing the right of self-dcfcncc b,hich the parties have 
IllidC in their 0hserwti0ns hcforc the Security Council 

and. previously, to the Sc~rcti~ry-~cneri~l. This 
reservation has not affcctetl and cannot affect the 
OhligilliOJls arisitlg from the ilrlllistice agrccnlcnts. It 

follows from the lcltcr and spirit of Article 51 of the 
Charter that the right of self-defcncc is a concomitant. 
Id Us say, of CVCry juridical institution. It is ill1 inalien- 
able right sanctioned by the Charter. a right originating 
in natural law. which co~~scquc~ltly is of the nature of 
an institution per .se and can ncvcr bc considered 
contingent upon other obligations.” 
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The rcprwmtativc of Peru contcndcd further that under 
the C’hartcr : 

“ . . . the right of self-defcncc does not change the 
previously existing &al situation. This is a legal 
consideration to which the Peruvian dclcgation thinks 
it advisahlc to draw atlcnliot~, bccausc. under lhc law 
which cxistcd before the Charter. when WKC force h:irl 

heen usctl for purpo\cs of self-defence. the legal 
provisions which had existed prior to 111~ cxcrcisc of 
force wcrc affected and could bc allcrcd. Under Our 
prcscnl law. howcvcr and this strcngthcns the 
positions adopted by the Secretary-General the right 
of self-dcfencc is cxcrciscd within the jurisdiction of 
the Council ; it does not alter or restrict the Council’s 
jurisdiction, and the Council remains fret to pronounce 
on that right . . .” 

<;cncnrlly. whcnevcr the right of self-dcfcncc WLS 
cxcrciscd ;II~ the Council intcrvcncd under the Articles 
of the Charter relating to threats to the peace a11d 

breaches of the pcacc, it might be said that the Council 
acted to safeguard the previously existing legal position. 
There was IIO doubt that, when the interests of peace 
were invcllvcd, the Council had full jurisdiction “ with 
regard to the incidents to which the actual excrcisc of the 
ri$il of self-dcfcncc may give rise “. 

CASE 4.“* THE TUNISIAN QUESTION (II) : In conncxion 
with the application of Tunisia for the 
inclusion of the question in the agenda of 
lhc Sccurily C’ouncil. 

[NoIf> : In ;LII explanatory memorandum to the letter sJ 
dated 29 May 1958, to the President of the Security 
Council questing him to call a meeting for the 
consideration of the question : “ Complaint by Tunisia 
in rc4pcct of acts of armed aggression committed against 
it since I9 May 19.58 by the French military forces 
stationed in its Territory and in Algeria *‘, the rcpre- 
scnlalive of Tunisia slated : “ In a letter Jd of I3 Febru- 
ary IOSH. to the Prcsidcnt of the Security Council. the 
representative of Tunisia informed the Security Council 
of the mcasurcs taken by the Tunisian Government in 
the excrcisc of its right of self-defcnce. in accordance 
with Article Sl of the Charter, following the aggression 
of Sakict-Sidi-Yousscf “. The Tunisian Government had 
“ prohibited the F:rcnch armed forces occupying positions 
in Tunisia against its wishes from engaging in any troop 
movcmcnts, sending l;rcnch naval units into Tunisian 
ports, Icading a parachuting reinforccmcnt and flying 
French military aircraft over Tunisian territory “. It was 
further stated in the lcttcr of 13 I:chruary 1958. that 
should the J:rcnch occupation forces “ attempt to violate 
thcsc provisions, the Tunisian Govcrnmcnt would then 
consider itself in a state of self-dcfcncc “.I 

At the 819th meeting 011 2 June 1958. the repre- 

‘I2 For text\ of rclcvant ~l:~tcmcnl~. We : 

819th mecting : France, p, 33 ; Tunisia*, pp. 18-20. 

33 S/4013. O.K., 13111 pcur, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, 
pp. 37-39. 

~4 S/395 1. O./t., 13rh year, Suppl. for Ian.-Mar. 1958. 
pp. 12-13. 

sentative of Tunisia* enumerated a series of events and 
incidents in which the French troops stationed in 
‘I‘unisia and also the l:rench army in Algeria were 
involved and stated that thcsc events or “any incidents 
of some importance ” had been brought lo the attention 
of the Sccrctary-Gcncml by the rcprcscntativc of Tunisia. 
who had not failed to reserve, if ncccssary, the right 10 
legitimate self-dcfencc provided for by Articlc 51 of the 
Charter, “ should the situation be aggravated as a result 
of aggressive actions rcpcatcd by French forces in Tunisia 
or coming from Algeria “. 

7-k rcprcscntativc of Fr;mcc cxprcsscd the view that 
the rcfcrcnce to Article 51 by the Tunisian rcprescntative 
was “an abusive rcfcrcnce ” dcsigncd to justify the 
tvhole series of arbitrary decisions taken not only against 
the French troops in Tunisia, but also against the 
l:rench civil population and certain consulates of the 
fronlicr zone:. ‘I‘hnt refcrcncc was also untcnablc juridi- 
cally. Arliclc 5 I 

“ only authorizes the exercise of the right of lcgiti- 
mate tlcfcnce if there has been an armed attack, and 
authorizes it until the Security Council has taken the 
mcasurcs ncccssary lo maintain intcrnnlional peace 
and security. This text cnvisagcs therefore a single 
eventuality, that of armed aggression. and that did not 
exist at the time when Tunisia invoked Article 51. 
whose terms up to now have been interpreted very 
strictly. Furthermore, it might be pointed out that the 
Council had not yet been informed of the matter when 
the measures in question were taken.” 

CASE 5.“” LEITER DATED 22 MAY 1958 FROM THE 

REPRESENTATIVE OF LEBANON ADDRESSED TO 

THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURJTY COUNCIL 

CONCEKNING : “ COMPLAINT IVY LEHANON IN 
RESPECT OF A SITUATION ARISING FROM THE 

INTI:KVI:NTION OF ‘I 111: UNI’I‘I:I) AKAIl KElWlb 

1.1~‘ IN TIII: IN ~ICKNAI. AFFAIKS OF LEBANON, 
THE CONTINUANCI: OF WIIICII IS 1.IKEI.Y TO 
ENDANGER INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND 
SECURITY ” : In conncxion with : the United 
States draft resolution of IS July 1958 ; 
and with the Japancsc draft resolution of 
21 July 1958 voted upon and rejected on 
22 July 1958. 

[Nore : The rcqucst by the Govermncnt of Lebanon 
to the Govcrnnlcnt of the United States and the sub- 

35 For tcxls of relevant ht:ifcmcnls, see: 
827th meeting (PV): Lebanon*, pp. 43-45 ; USSR, p. 56 ; 

United States, pp. 26-30 ; 

828th meeting (PV) : Canada, p, 7-10 ; France, p. 6 ; United 
Arab Kcpuhlic+, p. 17 ; 

H2Yth meeting (PV) : USSK, p. 27 ; United States, pp. II- 
IS, 32 ; 

830th meeting (PV) : Swcdcn. pp. 21-25 ; United Arab 
Republic*. p, 3 ; 

X3 I\r meeting (PV) : Chin;\, p, 53 : Jorkin”. p. 12 ; Unilcd 
Kingdom, pp. 13-16 : llnitcd Arat> Kcpublic %. pp. 55-57 ; 

X32nJ meeting (PV) : Jordan*, pp. 26-30 ; 
H33rJ meeting (PV) : I.ebanon*, p. 6 ; 
836th meeting (PV) : Lebanon+, pp. 3-S. 
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sequent request by the Government of Jordan *O to the 
Governments of the United Kingdom and the (Jnited 
States for military help so as to prcscrve Lctxmm’s and 
Jordan’s territorial integrity and political indepcndencc 
gave rise to discussion whether those rcqucsts as well as 
the help rendered were in accordance with the provisions 
of Article 51 of the Charter.] 

At the 827th meeting on IS July 1958, the repre- 
sentative of the United States statcrf that the request 
from the Government of Lebanon to another Member 
of the IJnited Nations to come to its assistance was 
entirely consistent with the provisions and purposes of 
the llnitcd Nations Charter. The Ijnitcd States was acting 
pursuant to what the Charter regarded ;IS ;m inhcrcnt 
right. the right of all nations to work togcthcr to preserve 
their independence. The United Nations, if it were to 
succeed in its efforts to maintain international pcacc and 
security, should support the efforts “ of the Icgitimate 
and democratically elcctcd Government to protect itself 
from aggression from without, cvcn if that qgrcssion is 
indirect “. The linitcd Nations had sought to provide 
means for dealing with such “ aggressive tlevefopmcnts ” 
in the future when in 1949 and 1950 the CicxcraI 
Assembly had adopted the lisscntials of Pcacc and Ikxe 
through J)ccds resolutions. The reprcscntntivc of the 
(Jnited States quoted the following provisions of the 
latter resolution : 

“ (‘mdermirlg the intervention of a State in the 
internal affairs of another State for the purpose of 
changing its legally established government by the 

rC threat or use of force, 
“ I. Solcrnrrly retrffir,m that, whatever the weapons 

used, any aggression. whcthcr committed openly, or by 
fomenting civil strife in the interest of a foreign power. 
or otherwise, is the gravest of a11 crimes against peace 
and security throughout the work1 ; 

“ 2. i~r~tcr~t~itws that for the realization of lasting 
peace and security it is indispensable : (1) that prompt 
united action be taken to meet aggression wherever it 
arises :” 

and stated that this resolution “ applies very cfefinitely ” 
to the situation confronting the Council. 

The rcprcscntative of Lchanon* contended that in the 
face of the danger which thrcatcncd the independence of 
Lebanon and to maintain international Ixxce and security 
in the Middle liast. pending the fulfilmcnt of the action 
which it hacf requested the Council to take. the Covcrn- 
mcnt of Lebanon had “ tlccitlcrl to iniplcmcnt Article 51 
of the Charter ” wflich rccogni~cd the right of self- 
defence. individual or collective. and it had rcquestcd 
the direct assistance of friendly countries. 

The rcprcscntativc of the t ISSR stated that the Charter 
“ provides for the right to indivitfuol or collective self- 
defencc if there is an armed attack upon a Member of 
the (Jnited Nations, pendinlz action by the Security 
Council in dcfcnce of intcrnaConal pcacc anrf securily “. 
With regard to the question hcforc the C’ouncil. the 
situation. however. was entirely different. The Security 

- Council 
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“ 
.  .  .  is already acting. It has taken a decision which 

allows for the settlement of the situation inside the 
country. Nobody has attacked Lebanon ad there is 
not even a threat of an armed attack in Ixbanon. It 
is obvious that this rcfcrcncc to the Charter has 
absolutely no relevance to this case . . .” 

At the 828th meeting on IS July 1958. the rcpre- 
sentative of f:rancc rcferrccl to the decision of the IJnited 
States to reply immediately to the appeal of the G~>vcn- 
mcnt of Lebanon to other Mcmbcrs of the IJnited 
Nations for support and dcclarctl that in the view of the 
Government of l:rance this decision was “ justified under 
the provisions of Article 5 I of the C’hartcr “. 

‘The representative of the IJnitcd Arab Republic* 
stated that it sccmcd “ that Article 51 . . . does not even 
allow ” for the unilateral decision of the Government of 
the llnitctl States to intcrvcnc. Article 51 “ demands 
armed aggression as a condition “. Thcrc was further a 
decision of the Council which should bc carried out and 
which was being carried out by the United Nations 
Observation Group in Lebanon. 

At the 829th meeting on 16 July 1958, the Security 
Council had before it a draft resolution,“’ submitted by 
the IJnitcd States, prcambular paragraphs 3 and 4 of 
which read : 

” The Security ~‘ouncii, 
“ 

. . . 

“ NemIIitl~ that the ‘ t:sscntinls of Peace ’ resolution 
of the General Assembly of I Dcccmher 1949 calls 
upon Status to refrain from any threats or acts. direct 
and inrlircct. aimed iIt impairing the freedom, 
indcpcndcncc or integrity of any State. or at fomenting 
civil strife and subverting the will of the people of any 
SkllC. 

“ Rwullitg that the ’ Peace through Deeds ’ 
resolution of the Gcncr;tl Asscmhly of 18 November 
I OS0 condcmncd ‘ intcrvcntion of a State in the internal 
affairs of another State for the purpose of changing its 
legally established government by the threat or use of 
force ’ and solcrnniy rc:~ffirrii~ that ’ whatcvcr weapons 
used, any aggression, whether committed openly or by 
fomenting civil strife in the intcrcst of a foreign power. 
or otherwise. is the gravest of all crimes against peace 
and security throughout the world ‘, 

“ 9. 
. . * 

The representative of the tlnited States noted that 
mention of these resolutions was relevant because it 
rcmindcd the Council that the Ilnitcd Nations must meet 
and deal cffectivcly with lhe problem of indirect aggrcs- 
sion. The integrity and indcpcnrlcncc of a nation was as 
precious when “ it is attacked from outside by subversion 
and erosion as when it is attacked in the field of military 
action l ‘. 

The representative of the lJSSR pointed out that the 
Charter provided “ specifically ” that the right of self- 
defencc “ is cnjoycd when there is a direct attack. when 
a Stale is threatened from outside “. However, neither 

s7 S/4050 and Rev.]. 
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the Council nor any other organ of the United Nations 
had noted that such a situation had prevailed in Lebanon 
and it had not done so bearusc this situation did not 
exist. 

At the 830th meeting on I6 July 19.58, the repre- 
sentative of Sweden stated that when the Council 
proceeded to consider the question before it in the new 
situation created by the request of the Government of 
Lebanon to the Government of the llnited States for 
military assistance to maintain Lebanon’s territorial 
integrity and political indepcndcnce, two aspects must be 
kept apart. Citing Article 2(7), hc observed. first, that a 
decision of one State to request assistance from another 
in order to stabilize the internal situation in the former, 
was not a question falling directly within the jurisdiction 
of the United Nations. On the other hand, it had hccn 
stated that the IJnitcd States had acted in accordance 
with the principle cxpresscd in the Charter on collective 
self-defcncc. It was “ apparently considered that measures 
have been taken in accc)rdancc with Article 51. or at 
lcnst in the spirit of this Article “. According to the 
Charter, mcasurcs of this kind came under the exami- 
nation of the Council. One of the conditions 

“ * . . for Article 51 to be applicable is that an armed 
attack has occurred against a Member State. The 
Swedish Govcrnmcnt does not consider that this 
condition has been fulfilled in the present case, nor 
does my Governmalt consider that there is an inter- 
national cont lict in the terms of Article 5 I .” 

At the X3 1st meeting on 17 July 1958, the rcprc- 
sentativc of Jordan* stated that faced with a threat to 
its integrity and indcpcndcnce through imminent foreign 
aggression and an attempt by the Ilnited Arab Republic 
to create internal disorder and to overthrow the existing 
rcgimc. the Jordan (iovcrnment. in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 5 1, had requested the Governments 
ol’ the IJnitcd Kinqtom :lnd the llnitcd Slates to come 
to its immediate help. 

The representative of the United Kingdom contended 
that there was nothing either in the Charter or in the 
established rules of international law to inhibit a Govern- 
ment from asking a friendly Government for military 
assistance as a dcfcnsivc measure when it considered 
itself to be in danger. Nor was there anything to inhibit 
the Govcrnmcnt thus appealed to from responding. He 
stated further that the method of indirect aggression. 
“ the method of subversion and the altcmpt to overthrow 
the constituted authority can be just as dangerous as the 
open variety “. This was the common factor linking the 
situation in Jordan and L,ebanon, “ the factor of indirect 
;Ipgrcssion “. 

The representative of China contested the intcrpre- 
tation of Article 51 by the rcprcscntativc of Sweden who 
“ would limit the application of Article 51 lo cases of 
direct aggression “. In his view. in the present period of 
world history “ indirect aggression is as dangerous as 
direct aggression “. 

The rcprcscntativc of the United Arab Republic * 
observed that in his belief the statement of the repre- 
sentative of Sweden on the applicability of Article 51 was 
“ a very accurate interpretation ” of the Charter. 

At the 833rd meeting on 18 July 1958. the repre- 
scnt;ltive of Lebanon * stated that 

“Article 51 does not speak of direct armed attack. 
It speaks of armed attack. It wishes to cover all cases 
of attack, direct or indirect, so long as it is an armed 
attack . . . is there any difference from the point of 
view of the effects hctween direct armed attack or 
indirect armed attack if both of them are armed and 
if both of them are designed to menace the indepen- 
dence of a country? . . . if both of them are designed to 
suppress the independence of a country or could even 
threaten that independence? What difference is there 
between armed soldiers in uniform attacking a given 
region in a given country and these same troops still 
armed but without uniforms infiltrating secretly this 
area in order to regroup themselves there and then 
start hostilities, the same type of hostilities as those 
which would be started by uniformed troops? . . . this 
distinction between direct armed attack and indirect 
;~rmcd attack is strictly fictitious.” 

At the 834th meeting on I8 July 195X. the United 
States revised draft resolution SH was not adopted. There 
were 9 votes in favour, I against with I abstention (the 
negative vote being that of a permanent men~ber).3p 

At the 835th meeting on 21 July 1958. the rcprc- 
sentalive of Japan submitted a draft resolution ” in 
which it was provided : 

“ The Security Council, 
‘I . . 

“ I. Reyue.rts the Secretary-General to make 
arrangements forthwith for such measures in addition 
to those envisaged by the resolution of I I June 1958. 
as he may consider necessary in the light of present 
circumstances, with a view to enabling the United 
Nations to fulfil the gcncral purpose established in 
that resolution, and which will, in accordance with the 
Charter. serve to ensure the territorial integrity and 
political independence of Lchanon. so as to make 
possible the withdrawal of United States forces from 
Lebanon : 

“ -3 . . . 

At the 836th meeting on 22 July 1958. the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon* stated that the Government of 
Lebanon had been of the opinion that the first action 
taken by the Security Council on I I June 1958 might 
suffice in order to cope with the situation as it had 
existed at that time, but when experience had shown that 
this action had been inadequate to cope with the 
situation and when the danger had begun to threaten 
the independence and the territorial integrity of Lebanon. 
the Government. not having been able to protect itself 
against this threat, had had “ to have recourse to Article 
51 of the Charter and to request the assistance of 
friendly countries “. At that time, Lebanon also had 

3” S/4OSO/Rev. 1. 

3* 834th meeting (PV) : p. 46. 

(0 S/4055. 
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requested the assistance of the United Nations. The 
- Government of Lebanon. which had had recourse to 

“ the implementation of Article 51 “, would “ not be 
prepared to abandon the application of Article 51 nor to 
deprive ourselves of this aid “. unless the action taken 
by the United Nations was adequate to achieve the two 
goals stated in the Japanese revised draft resolution, i.e., 
the cessation of the infiltration of armed men and the 
sending of arms through the Lebanese frontiers as well 
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as the maintenance of the territorial integrity and 
political independence of Lebanon. 

At the 837th meeting on 22 July 1958. the Japanese 
revised draft resolution” was not adopted. There were 
IO votes in favour and 1 against (the negative vote being 
that of a permanent member).- 

41 S/4055/Rev.l. 
u 837th meeting (PV) : pp. 7-10. 
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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 OF THE CHARTER 

A. Article 2 (4) of the Charter 

4. All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat 
or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any 
State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations. 

CASE 1.’ THE SITUATION IN HUNGARY : In connexion 
with the decision of 28 October 1956 
adopting the agenda.” 

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956. after the 
inclusion of the item : “ The situation in Hungary ” in 
the agenda’ of the Security Council, the representative 
of Cuba stated that the situation constituted 

“ intervention in the domestic affairs of another 
Sta;e’L intervention in the. . . form of military action, 

- which the United Nations Charter, in paragraph 4 of 
Article 2. specifically condemns.” 
The representative of Peru contended that there were 

two facts before the Security Council. First, there was 
the intervention of foreign forces, the technical term for 
which in international law was “ intervention in the 
domestic affairs of a State **, an attack on its sovereignty, 
on its international personality. This intervention was 
rendered more serious in that it was part of a “savage 
campaign of repression now being carried on in Hun- 
gary “. The fact that the IJSSR troops stationed. by very 
flexible interpretation of the Warsaw Pact. in Hungary 
had been used was 

1 For observations on the method adopted in compilation of 
this chapter. see: Repertoire of the Practice of the Security 
Council. 1946-1951, Introductory Note to chapter VIII. II. 
Arrangements of chapters X-XII, p. 296. 

* For texts of relevant statementi. see : 
746th meeting : China, para. 126 ; Cuba, para. 107 ; Peru, 

paras. 113-119 ; USSR, paras. 141, 155-157. 
8 On the inclusion of the question in the agenda, see chapter 

II, part III.B.1, Case 7. 
4 746th meeting : para. 35. 

“ 
.  .  .  not only a violation of the general principle of 

non-intervention, the very foundation of modem inter- 
national law, and of the principles of the Charter, 
particularly Article 2. paragraph 4. which establishes 
the obligation to refrain from the use of force against 
any State,” 

but was also a violation of article 8 of the Warsaw Pact. 
The representative of China observed that the inter- 

vention of the Soviet military forces in Hungary 
constituted 

“a flagrant violation of the United Nations Charter, 
which clearly forbids the use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any 
State.” 

The representative of the USSR, who had opposed the 
inclusion of the item in the agenda, maintained that the 
matter was within the domestic jurisdiction of Hungary. 
and that the Council was not competent either to discuss 
the question or to take any decision on it. In drawing 
attention to “certain obvious distortions ” on the 
situation in Hungary, he stated that “anti-popular 
elements ” supported and directed from outside had 
arisen in arms against the lawful Hungarian Government. 
and had succeeded “ in drawing to their side a section of 
the working population which had been led astray by 
lying propaganda “. The Hungarian Government had 
been compelled to bring armed forces into action and 
had appealed to the Government of the USSR for 
assistance. In response to this request, “ Soviet military 
units which were stationed in Hungary in conformity 
with the Warsaw Pact came to the help of the Hungarian 
forces and Hungarian workers defending the Hungarian 
State “. 

B. 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 jurisdiction of 
any 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 VII. 
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CAS@ 2: THE QUESTION OF ALGERIA: In connexion 
with a request dated 13 June 1956 that the 
situation in Algeria be considered by the 
Security Counci!.a 

[Note: It was requested that the Security Council 
should consider the aggravated situation in Algeria which 
had deteriorated to the extent that the Ilnitcd Nations 
could not remain indifferent to the threat to peace and 
security and the infringement of the basic right of self- 
determination, and to the flagrant violation of the other 
fundamental human rights. Objection to the inclusion of 
the matter in the agenda was raised on the grounds of 
Article 2 (7).Thrcats to pact and security. it was argued, 
were not within the purview of the Council unless they 
related to international peace and security. The pro- 
visional agenda was not adopted.] 

By letter’ dated I3 June 1956. the representatives of 
Afghanistan, Egypt. Indonesia, Iran. Iraq. Jordan, 
Lebanon, Libya, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Thailand 
and Yemen requested the President of the Security 
Council under Article 35 (1) of the Charter, to call a 
meeting of the Council to consider the grave situation in 
Algeria. In a memorandum @ previously submitted to the 
President of the Security Council by the representatives 
of sixteen Member States. it had been stated that the 
situation had dcteriontcd to the extent that the United 
Nations could not remain indifferent to the threat to 
peace and security and the infringement of the basic 
right of self-determination. and to the flagrant violation 
of the other fundamental human rights. Since that 
memorandum had been submitted, the situation in 
Algeria had further worsened due to the nature and 
scope of the French military actions which had resulted 
in grievous loss of human life. For these reasons, it was 
deemed essential that the Algerian question should be 
considered by the Security Council without delay. 

At the 729th meeting on 26 June 1956. the repre- 
sentative of France, opposing the adoption of the 
provisional agenda, stated that the French Government 
considered that Algerian affairs were matters essentially 
within the domestic jurisdiction of France. His Govern- 
ment remained firmly opposed to any discussion of such 
domestic affairs by third parties, whether these were the 
Genera! Assembly or the Security Council. Domestic 
jurisdiction was ordinarily defined by the exercise of 
internal sovereignty, and French sovereignty was alone 
exercised in Algeria. In exercising one of the most 
normal attributes of domestic sovereignty, France was 
endeavouring to maintain public order which had been 

6 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
729th meeting : Iran. paras. 79-84, 89 ; France, paras. 29, 

95. 100-104 ; 
730th meeting : Belgium, para. 61 ; Cuba, paras. 40-42 ; Iran, 

para. 3 ; United Kingdom, paras. 52-53. 

@ On the inclusion of the question in the agenda, see chapter 
II, part III.B.1, Case 5. 

1 S/3609, O.R.. 11th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1956. 
pp. 74-76. 

8 S/3589 and Add.1, O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 
1956. pp. 25-27. By document S/3589/Add.l dated 26 April 
1956, Thailand was added to the list of signatories. 

disturbed by rebellious citizens. It would be the most 
dangerous of precedents to recognize the right of the 
United Nations to intervene between the Government of 
a State and those of its citi;r.ens who were disturbing the 
peace. This was most strictly prohibited under Article 
2 (7) of the Charter, which rightly proclaimed the 
fundamental principle of non-intervention in the domestic 
affairs of a State. Moreover. the principle of non-inter- 
vcntion was not only cmbodicd in Article 2 (7), but it 
was found also through Chapters VI and VI! of the 
Charter which contained the qualifying adjective “ inter- 
national ” to define the competence of the Security 
Council, The situation in Algeria was not likely to 
endanger international peace and security. and not even 
the authors of the letter which had been submitted to 
the Council had made that claim since the key word 
“ international ‘* did not appear in its text. As to the 
other claims contained in the letter, he observed : 

“ The point is, however, that neither the violation of 
fundamental human rights nor the denial of the right 
of self-determination is a matter within the competence 
of the Security Council. Threats to peace and security 
are not within the purview of this high forum unless 
they relate to international peace and security . . .” 
The representative of Iran. who favoured the inclusion 

in the agenda, stated that Article 2 (7) did not apply in 
this instance. Furthermore, the refusal to allow the people 
of Algeria the right of self-dctcrmination constituted a 
violation of the Charter, particularly of Article 1 (2). 
The right of peoples to self-determination which was 
cited in that paragraph constituted one of the funda- 
mental principles of human rights. The United Nations 
had previously declared itself to be comptent when 
questions related to the application of human rights had 
been raised. He further stated : 

“ In addition, the word ‘ essentially ’ which appears 
in the text of Article 2. paragraph 7. allows a wider 
interpretation of this Article . . . 

“It is an established fact that any question which 
has a bearing on violation of human rights, when these 
violations are of particular importance and are capable 
of affecting the cordial relations which should exist 
between the Members of the llnitcd Nations, is not 
essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of a State. 
As attested by numerous precedents. especially those 
which J have just cited, the United Nations has always 
pronounced itself competent as far as questions of this 
nature are concerned.” 

Moreover, he observed, the inclusion of the Algerian 
question in the agenda of the Council was far from 
constituting an intervention within the meaning of 
Article 2 (7) : 

“ . . . The term ‘ intervene ’ has a well-defined mean- 
ing in international law : it implies an act of inter- 
ference in the internal and external affairs of another 
State in order to bring about the prformance or non- 
performance of a specific act. The act of including the 
Algerian question in the agenda. . . or of examining 
it or even of making recommendations on it can in 
no case constitute intervention in the affairs of France. 
Furthermore, the inclusion of the item in the agenda 
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does not even prejudge the question of competence 
which can be discussed later. once the problem has 
been placed on the Council’s agenda.” 
At the 730th meeting on 26 June 1956. the repre- 

sentative of Irdn reiterated his view that : 
‘1 . . . questions bearing on violations of human rights 

were not a matter of purely national concern when 
those violations reached a certain degree of magnitude 
and were such as to impair the cordial relations which 
should exist bctwccn Members of the United Nations, 
and cspccially when they reprcscntcd at threat to in- 
ternational pc;\cc ;md security.” 
The rcprcsentative of Cuba, after citing Article 2 (7). 

observed that the case of Algeria was different from the 
question of Tunisia and the question of Morocco. From 
the legal point of view, it was clear that Algeria was an 
overseas province of France It was very dangerous for 
the Council to alter the precepts of the Charter. because 
on such basis no Member State would feel secure in the 
Irnited Nations. Thcrcfore. he opposed the inclusion of 
the item in the agenda. 

The rcpresentativc of the United Kingdom agreed that 
the Council was precluded from considering the Algerian 
question since to do so would inevitably constitute inter- 
ference in a matter lying essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of a Member State. The question was. 
therefore, clearly outside the competence of the Security 
Council. 

- After referring to Article 2 (7) as “ one of the cardinal 
principles ” of the Charter, he remarked : 

“ it is, I think. timely to recall that a number of 
founder nations without whose co-operation the [Jnited 
Nations could hardly have been brought into being 
would have hesitated to lend. as they did, their wholc- 
hearted efforts to this great enterprise unless they had 
known that the Charter enshrined this cardinal 
principle.” 
‘I‘hc representative of Belgium maintained that Ar- 

ticlc 2 (7) contained ;I general prohibition : 
“ . . . It applies to all provisions of the Charter, 

including those bearing on human rights and specific- 
ally on the right of peoples to self-determination, since 
these wcrc not excluded. Article 2. paragraph 7, admits 
of only tine cxccption. which is explicitly stated, and 
which obviously does not apply to the present case. 
This prohibition applies to the cntirc Organization and 
therefore to all its organs - hence to both the Security 
Council and the Assembly.” 
At the same meeting the agenda was not adopted.’ 

CASE 3.‘O THE SITUATION IN HUNGARY : In connexion 
with the lcttcr dated 27 October 1956 from 
the representatives of France, the United 

9 730th meeting : para. 85. 
C I0 For texts of relevant statements, see : 

746th meeting: Australia, para. 133 ; Belgium, paras. 180- 
182 ; USSK, paras. 12-13, 20. 26 ; United Kingdom, para. 30 : 
United States, paras. 58-SY. 

Kingdom and the United States to the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council concerning the 
situation in Hungary and with the decision 
of 28 October 1956 adopting the provisional 
agenda.” 

[Note: It W;IS rcqucstcd that the Security Council 
should consider the situation created by action of foreign 
forces in rcprcssing the rights of the Hungarian people 
guaranteed by the Peace Treaty with Hungary of 1947. 
Objections were r&cd on the grounds of Article 2 (7) 
of the Charter and it was argued that the inclusion of the 
question in the agenda of the Security Council would 
constitute an interference in the internal affairs of 
Hungary. The agenda was adopted.] 

Ry lctterty dated 27 October 1956 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council. the representatives of 
France. the llnited Kingdom and the United States 
rcferrcd 

‘I . . . to the situation created by the action of foreign 
military forces in Hungary in violently repressing the 
rights of the Hungarian people which are secured by 
the Treaty of Peace of IO February 1947 to which the 
Governments of Hungary and the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers are parties.” 

They requested that pursuant to the provisions of 
Article 34 of the Charter. an item entitled “ The situation 
in Hungary ” bc included in the agenda of the Security 
Council and be considered al an urgent meeting of the 
Council. 

By letter ” dated 28 October 1956. the representative 
of the Hungarian People’s Republic transmitted to the 
Security Council a copy of a declaration of the Govern- 
mcnl of the Hungarian People’s Republic “concerning 
the proposed agenda of the meeting of the Security 
Council to be convened on 28 October 1956 “, and 
requested that this declaration be circulated “among the 
members of the Security Council. as an official document 
of the United Nations to the aforesaid mecting “. 

In the declaration. the Government of Hungary stated 
that 

“ . . , the events which took place on 22 October 
1956 and thereafter, and the measures taken in the 
course of these events are exclusively within the 
domestic jurisdiction of the Hungarian People’s 
Republic and consequently do not fall within the 
jurisdiction of the IJnited Nations. The Govern- 
ment . . . wishes to emphasize that the internal events 
of the preceding days in Hungary have no effect 
whatsoever on international peace and security and do 
not endanger their maintenance . . .” 

After quoting the text of Article 2 (7) of the Charter, the 
Hungarian Government “ categorically ” protested 

‘1 On the inclusion of the question in the agenda, see chapter 
II. part III.B.1, Case 7. 

I* S/3690, O.R.. i Ith year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956. 
p. 100. 

13 S/3691. O.R.. Iltlr your. S14ppl. for Oct. Dec. 1956, 
pp. 100-101. 
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against placing on the agenda the consideration of any 
question 

“ . . . concerning the domestic affairs of Hungary, 
since the consideration of such questions in the United 
Nations would mean serious violation of the 
sovereignty of the Hungarian People’s Republic and 
would obviously be in contradiction with the principles 
laid down in the Charter of the United Nations.” 
At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956. the repre- 

sentative of the USSR, opposing the inclusion of the 
question on the situation in Hungary in the agenda of 
the Council, stated that 

“ . . . The very wording of this item shows in itself 
that what the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France have in mind is an attempt, in defiance of the 
provisions of the United Nations Charter, at gross 
interference in the domestic affairs of the Hungarian 
People’s Republic.” 

The representative of the USSR quoted the text of 
Article 2 (7) and, after referring to the declaration of the 
Hungarian Government of 28 October 1956. stated that 

“ The measures the Hungarian Government has seen 
fit to take in order to put an end to the armed uprising 
of criminal elements of a fascist type against the legal 
Government of Hungary and to maintain law and 
order in the country are its inalienable prerogative, as 
they are the prerogative of the Government of any 
other sovereign State. In defence of the democratic 
people’s rt5gime. the Hungarian Government was 
compelled to bring its armed forces into action for 
the liquidation of the counter-revolutionary uprising, 
and it appealed to the Government of the Soviet 
Union for assistance. It is perfectly clear that all these 
actions of the Hungarian Government are an internal 
affair of the Hungarian State, and the United Nations, 
including the Security Council, is in no way entitled 
to interfere in these matters.” 
The representative of the United Kingdom pointed out 

that the USSR representative had argued that the matter 
at issue was one of domestic jurisdiction and that 
Article 2 (7) debarred the Council from intervention. 
But what was the situation in Hungary which the Council 
was asked to consider? It was “ the situation created by 
the action of foreign military forces in Hungary “. 
Foreign troops were fighting in Hungary. That was 
obviously a matter of international concern. It seemed 
to the representative of the United Kingdom clear that 
the Security Council was competent ; nor had he any 
doubt, in view of the gravity of the situation, that it was 
“ the Council’s duty to consider the situation “. 

After the adoption of the agenda.” the representative 
of the United States contended that “ this urgent meeting 
of the Security Council has been called to consider the 
situation in Hungary resulting from the violent suppres- 
sion of the Hungarian people by armed force “. The 
Hungarian people were demanding the rights and 
freedoms affirmed in the Charter, and specifically 
guaranteed to them by the Peace Treaty to which the 
Governments of Hungary and the Allied and Associated 
Powers were parties. The Security Council “ must 
consider a situation so flagrantly contrary to the purposes 
and principles set forth in the Charter “. 

The representative of Australia stated that his country 
had always taken “a firm stand on the observance of 
Article 2. paragraph 7. of the Charter” and was 
consistently opposed to intcrvcntion by the United 
Nations in matters which were essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of any State. But he did not believe 
that 

“ this provision of the Charter prevents the 
Co&cil. in this particular case, from investigating the 
situation created in Hungary by the violent action 
taken by foreign military forces in repressing the civil 
rights and political freedoms of the Hungarian people, 
rights and freedoms that were guaranteed under 
article 2, paragraph I. of the Treaty of Peace with 
Hungary.” 
The representative of Belgium observed that the 

contentions of the representative of the USSR and of the 
Hungarian Government that the item under discussion 
was a matter within the domestic jurisdiction seemed 
somewhat surprising. The USSR had maintained 
repeatedly. both in the Security Council and in the 
General Assembly, even in cases when provisions of the 
Charter concerning matters within the domestic juris- 
diction could lawfully be invoked, that those provisions 
should not prevent intervention by the United Nations. 
Furthermore, 

“ in the present case the letter which laid the matter 
before the Council refers to the action of foreign 
military forces in Hungary. On this occasion. it is 
precisely that element which invalidates the arguments 
drawn from Article 2. paragraph 7, of the Charter. It 
is alleged that the Soviet army intervened at the 
request of the Hungarian Government. But would 
that Government have been able to maintain itself in 
power without the support of the Soviet army? ” 

______ 
1‘ 746th meeting : para. 35. 

Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 24 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE responsibility of the Security Council in relation to the 
While Article 24 has not been the subject of constitu- functions of the General Assembly concerning the main- 

tional discussion during the period under review, on one tenance of international peace and security. 
occasion 1, incidental reference was made to the primary Attention may also be directed to three decisions ‘@ of 

*I See Chapter VI, Case 1. I@ See Chapter VI, Cases 2, 3 and 4. 
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the Council in the preamble of which reference was made national peace and security, because of the “ lack of 
_ to the inability of the Security Council to exercise its 

prinydry responsibility for the maintenance of inter- 
unanimity of its permanent members ” in particular 
instances of the Council’s proccctlings. 

Part III 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 25 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

Discussion regarding Article 25 arose only in one instance as reported below 
in Case 4. Attention is also directed to the discussion of the question of the cffcct 
of rccommcndations of the Security C’ouncil in cxcrcisc of its powers under (‘h;~p- 
tcr VI of the Charter in the India-Pakistan question (C’haptcr X, <‘;ISC 1 I). 

Article 25 of the Charter 

The Members of the United Nations agree to accept and carry out the decisions 
of the Security Council in accordance with the present Charter. 

- 

CASE 4.” THE PALESTINE QUESTION : In connexion 
with the report of the Secretary-General 
pursuant to the resolution of 4 April 1956 ; 
United Kingdom draft resolution voted upon 
and unanimously adopted, as amended, on 
4 June 1956. 

[Nore : During the consideration of the report of the 
Secretary-General, the representative of Syria discussed 
the framework within which his Government had made 
its declaration I8 of acceptance of the ccasc-fire provisions 
of the Syrian-Israeli General Armistice Agrcemcnt.] 

At the 724th meeting on 31 May 1956. the rcpre- 
sentative of Syria*, stressing the need to achieve a 
genuine cease-fire, stated : 

“My Government has placed the matter in its 
proper context. In his letter dated 2 May 1956, which 

I7 For texts of relevant statements, see : 
724th meeting : Syria*, paras. 34-35. 

In For the Syrian Government’s letter of 2 May 19.56 to the 
Secretary-General and his reply of the same date. see S/3596. 
Annex 3, 0.H.. Ill11 year, Suppl. for Apr.-/me 1956, pp. SY-60. 

is reproduced as annex 3 to the report of the Secretary- 
General [S/35963. our Prime Minister has made it 
crystal clear that the declaration of ccasc-fire was 
given within the framework of the llnitcd Nations 
Charter and the resolutions of the Security Council. 
with particular rcfcrencc to Article 2.5 of the Charter 
and the resolution of 27 October 1953 dealing with 
the question of the river Jordan [S/3 12X]. 

“This dccl;iration of the Syri;in Govcrnnlcnt is not 
a reservation nor is it a qualification. In law and in 
fact it is an integral part of the ccasc-fire declaration 
itself. The matter is foreign ncithcr to the Charter. to 
the Israel-Syrian Gcncral Armistice Aprccment or to 
the resolutions of the Security CcJuncil. Icor how can 
we conceive of a cease-fire dcclaratiion outside the 
ambit of the Charter and particularly the provisions 
of Article 25. which call for the acceptance and 
implcmcntation of the resolutions of the Security 
Council’? And again, how can WC conceive of a ceasc- 
fire contrary to the resolutions of the Security Council, 
particularly the injunction cmhodicd in the resolution 
of 27 Oclobcr 1953. dealing with the diversion of the 
river Jordan? ” 

Part IV 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER VIII OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

In consequence of the obligation placed by the Charter 
upon Members of the United Nations and upon regional 
arrangements or agencies, the attention of ihe SeGurity 
Council has been drawn during the period from 1956 to 

C 195X to the following communic;ltions. which have been 
circulated by the Secretary-General to the representatives 
of the Council, but have not been includerl in the . _ 

Ihtcd 3 May 1957 : transmitting a resolution 
adopted on 2 May 1957 by the Council at the 
request of the Govcrnmcnts of Honduras and 
Nicaragua for a Meeting of Consultation of 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs under the Inter- 
American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance.‘* 

provisional agenda : lo S/3H24. 
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(ii) Dated 27 May 1957 : transmitting a report to the 
Council submitted by the Investigating Com- 
mittee on the differences between Honduras and 
Nicaragua at the meeting held on 17 May, and 
the resolutions approved by that body at the 
meetings held on I7 and 24 May 1957.” 

(iii) Dated 8 July 1957 : transmitting a resolution 
adopted on 5 July 1957 by the Council on the 
differences between Honduras and Nicaragua.*’ 

(iv) Dated 23 July 1957 : transmitting the text of an 
agreement signed by the Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs of Honduras and Nicaragua on 21 July 
1957.* 

2. Communications from the Chairman oj the Inter- 
American Peace Committee 

Dated 23 April 1956 : transmitting a copy of the 
minutes of the meeting held by the Inter-American 
Peace Committee on 20 April concerning the case 
submitted to the Committee by the Government of 
Cuba on 27 February l956.*’ 

3. Communications from the Secretary-Generul oj the 
Organization of American States 

Dntcd 2X July 1958 : transmitting the text of a 
resolution adopted by the Council of the Organi- 
zation on 27 June 1957 in connexion with the 
diffcrcnccs bctwccn Honduras :knJ Nicaragua. 

++4. Communications from Slutes parties to disputes or 
situations 

In addition to circulating these communications to the 
representatives on the Council. it has been the practice 
to include summary accounts of the disputes or situations 
referred to in them in the Reports of the Security Council 
to the General Assembly.“’ 

CASE 5.S5 LETTER DAXD 22 MAY 1958 FROM THE 
REPRESENTATIVE OF LEBANON ADDRESSED TO 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL : 
In connexion with the application of Leba- 
non for the inclusion of the question in the 
agenda of the Security Council. 

m S/3856. 
21 S/3857 and Rev.t. 

= S/3859. 

*a s/3591. 

24 See Report of the Security Council to the General Assem- 
bly, 1955-1956 (G.A.O.R., 11th session, Suppi. No. 2). p. 47 ; 
Report of the Security Council to the General Assembly, 1956 
1957 (G.A.O.R.. l2rh wssion, Suppl. No. 2), p. 7N ; Report of 
the Security Council to the General Assembly, 1957-1958 
(G.A.O.R., I3111 s~~iotr, Suppl. No. 2), p. 61 : Report of the 
Security Council to the General Assembly, 1958-1959 (G.A.O.R., 
14111 Sexrim. Suppl. No. 2). p. 34. 

*s For texts of relevant statcmcnts, see : 
818th meeting: President (Canada), para. 17 : Colombia, 

paras. 23-26 ; Iraq, paras. 8. 28-30; Lchanon *, paras. 1 l-15 ; 
Panama, paras. 32-35 ; USSR, para. 7 ; 

X22nd meeting : President (C‘hina). paras. 1. 3 ; 
823rd meeting : President (China), para. 191 ; Colombia, 

paras. 144-148 ; Japan, paras. 126-128 ; Panama, paras. 172-173 ; 
824th meeting : Prc\idcnI (China), para. 2. 

(Note: Discussion of the obligation of the Council to 
take account of the proceedings of the regional organi- 
zation of which the parties to the complaint were 
members.] 

At the 818th meeting on 27 May 1958, the repre- 
sentative of Iraq proposed that the Council should 
adjourn until 3 June 1958 by which time it would be 
known whether the complaint of Lebanon against the 
United Arab Republic could be resolved by the League 
of Arab States which would meet to consider it on 
31 May. 

The President (Canada) observed that a proposal 
aimed at achieving a peaceful solution on a regional 
basis seemed to fit into the general pattern of United 
Nations procedures. 

The representative of Colombia was prepared to 
concur on the understanding that the League of Arab 
States had been seized of a complaint “ exactly similar ” 
to that submitted to the Security Council. A note from 
the permanent observer of the League of Arab States of 
26 May 1958 referred to a complaint of aggression. If 
the issue submitted to the Council by Lebanon was 
equivalent to the matter to be considered by the League 
of Arab States, hc would agree to await consideration by 
the League. 

The representative of Iraq assured the representative 
of Colombia that “ the same question ‘* had been sub- 
mitted to the Security Council and to the League of 
Arab States. 

The representative of Panama concurred with the view 
that the Council should approve the proposal of the 
representative of Iraq in order to enable the League of 
Arab States to have recourse to the peaceful means 
contemplated in Article 33 of the Charter. Moreover. it 
was the duty of the Security Council. in accordance with 
Article 36, to take into account the peaceful means freely 
chosen by Lebanon and the United Arab Republic when 
signing the Pact of the League of Arab States. 

At the 823rd meeting on 6 June 1958. when the 
Council began consideration of the complaint, the repre- 
sentative of Japan, following statements by the repre- 
sentatives of Lebanon and the United Arab Republic, 
declared that the explanations given by the repre- 
sentatives of Lebanon and the United Arab Republic did 
not appear complete, and suggested that the Council 
should be furnished with more complete information on 
the meetings of the League of Arab States dealing with 
the question. 

The representative of Colombia supported the sug- 
gestion of the representative of Japan. He observed that 
Colombia was a member of a regional organization. the 
Organization of American States, to which the United 
Nations accorded a status identical to that given the 
League of Arab States. “ A very grave precedent ” would 
be set if the Security Council, which on three consecutive 
occasions had postponed consideration of this question 
to await a decision from the League of Arab States, 
proceeded to consider it without ascertaining what had 
taken place in the League. Such a precedent might be 
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applied later to disputes between the nations composing 
the Organization of American States. 

The representative of Panama supported the proposal 
of the representative of Colombia which was based on 
the provisions of the Charter. Articles 53 and 54 referred 
to the Council’s obligation to take account of such 
agencies and organizations. 

unnecessary. The representatives of Iraq, Lebanon and 
the United Arab Republic might see fit to furnish the 
Council with additional information. 

At the 824th meeting on 10 June 1958, the President 
(China) stated that the representative of Iraq had trans- 
mitted to him some information in Arabic about what 
took place at the League meetings, which was being 
translated and would be made available to members of 

The President (China) observed concerning the desire 
expressed by some members of the Council for additional 

the Council. The representative of Iraq informed the 

information in regard to the meetings of the League of 
Council that the information in question included the 

Arab States, that formal action by the Council was 
summary records of the meetings of the League of Arab 
States. 

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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