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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, 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. decision then   TD 3 discusTj0  Tr 46.800557  TD 3  Tr -0.3754  Tc57.1129  T210decisioshal0  Tr 61.2006 0  TD 3  Tr -0.3942  T 0.3066  Tw (be ) Tj0  Tr 17.1002 0  TD 3  Tr -0.4612  Tc 0.3345  Tw (able ) he0  Tr 38.7004 0  TD 3  Tr -0.438  Tc  0.3624  Tw (in ) Tj0  Tr 14.4001 0  TD 3  Tr 0.081  Tc  -0.2579  Tw (which ) Tj0  Tr 36 0  T26  Tw 3  TD 3  Tr -0.1383  Tc20.2968  T06(1954, ) Tj0enc0  Tr 17.1002 0  TD 3  Tr 0.0648   Tc 0.5148  Tw (may ) Tj0  Tr 27.9003 6  TD 3  Tr -0.3942  T 0.3066  Tw (be ) Tj0  Tr 17.1002  3  Tr -0.2595  T715.4182  T6391ay to the “ ‘ 
1. 
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followed from the beginning a liberal policy with respect 
- to inclusion of items in 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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resulting from 8589 from 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 from the intcrvcntion 

of the United Arab Re- 

public in the internal 
affairs of Lebanon, the 

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 






