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PARTICIPATION IN THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
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or a State which is not a Member of the United 
Nations is a party to a dispute (Article 32); (3) where the 
interests of a Member of the United Nations are specially 
affected (Article 31 and rule 37); and (4) where members 
of the Secretariat or other persons are invited to supply 
information or give other assistance (rule 39). Of these 
four categories, only category (2) involves an obligation 
of the Council. In extending invitations, the Council, as 
earlier, has made no distinction between a complaint 
involving a dispute the the the or a 

of the9cannot procedurel these The9rules been an instance 
in which Article 32 has been invoked in justification of 
a request for an invitation to a certain political entity 
whose international status was a subject of controversy, 
there has been no discussion of the terms and provisions 
of that Article during the period under review. Conse- 
quently there are no entries in part II. 

Part I includes a summary account of the proceedings 
of the Council in the consideration of those proposals 
to extend an invitation to participate in the discussion 
where objections or other questions were raised with 
special emphasis on consideration of the basis on which 
the invitation might be deemed to rest. Included also 
in this part is a tabulation of invitations extended by the 
Council. 

Part III presents a summary account of procedures 
relating to the participation of invited representatives 
after the Council had decided to extend invitations. 

Put I 

BASIS OF INVITATIONS TO PARTICIPATE 
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rule 39, the Council in extending the invitation made extensive discussion a request from an entity whose 
specific reference to earlier precedents; in the other.’ international status was in dispute. 
discussion arose over the designation under which an 
applicant would be invited. In one instance in which an 

,- 
: ‘) 

invitation was denied,’ the Council took no cognizance 
of a communication from a rCgime it had previously 
declared illegal, while in the second,’ it rejected after 

**A. IN THE CASE OF PERSONS INVITED 
IN AN 1NDIMDUAL CAPACITY 

4 Ca!ie3. 
’ CaseI. 
’ Case5. 

l *R. IN THE CASE OF REPRRSENTATIYES OF UNITED 
NATIONS ORGANS OR SURSIDXARY ORGANS 

C. IN THE CASE OF MEMRERS OF THE UNTTED NATIONS 

(a) A MATTER IN ACCORDANCE WITH ARTICLR 35, PARAQRAPH 1, OP THE! CHARTER 

Qwrlm l S10rr lmrlrrd 

1. Complaint by the Government Cyprus 
of Cyprus 

2. The Palestine Question Syria 

kael 

3. Complaint by the Democratic Democratic 
Republic of the Congo Republic of 

the Congo 

4. Situation in the Middle East (1) United Arab 
Republic 

United Arab 
Republic 

Israel 

(11) United Arab 
Republic 

Israel 

United Arab 
Republic 

S/5488, 0 R, 18th yr., Sup@. for 
Oct.. .Dcc. 1963, pp. 112-114 

S/7203 
sj7359 
S/7636 
s/7999 
S/8263 
S/8305 
s/8471 
S/8644 
S/8926 

S/7419, OR, 20th yr., Suppl. for 
July-Sept. 1966. 
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Srarc invited 

Jordan 

Israel 

Jordan 

Israel 

Jordan 

Jordan 

Jordan 

hrael 

Israel 

farad 

United Arab 
Republic 

United Arab 
Republic 

Israel 

Lebanon 

Israel 

5. The Question of of of Arab Repul 
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**(b) A MATTER NOT BEING EITHER A DISPUTE OR A SITUATION 

2. Invitations wben the interests of a Member were considered specially affected 

(a) TO PARTICIPATE! 
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Qwrtum l Smre Invited 

Portugal 

Burundi 

Zambia 

Algeria 

S/8221 

S/8228 

S/8231 

S/8233 

6. Situation in the Middle East (I) Israel 
/ 

United Arab 
Republic 

Syria 

s/7903 

s/7904 

S/7908 

Jordan 
S/7912 
s/7909 

Lebanon s/791 1 

Iraq s/7914 

Morocco s/7915 

Saudi Arabia S/7920 

Kuwait S/7921 

Tunisia S/7928 

Libya s/7934 

Pakistan S/7984 

W) Algeria 
Israel 
Jordan 
Syria 

Jordan 

S/8045 
S/8209 
S/8210 
S/821 I 
S/8214 
S/8234 

Syria S/8237 

Israel S/8232 

United Arab 
Republic 

Iraq 
Morocco 
Syria 
Saudi Arabia 
Israel 
Syria 
United Arab 

Republic 
Iraq 
Saudi Arabia 
Israel 
Jordan 
Israel 
United Arab 

Republic 
Iraq 
Syria 
Saudi Arabia 
Israel 
United Arab 

Republic 
Jordan 

S/8487 
S/8488 

S/8489 
S/8490 
S/8491 
S/8499 
S/8518 
S/8522 
S/8526 

S/8527 
S/8530 
S/8562 
S/8570 
S/8725 
S/8726 

S/8727 
S/8730 
S/8733 
S/8797 
S/8799 

S/8822 

1372nd meeting (1374th. 1376th. 1378th 
meetings) 

1372nd meeting (13741h, 1376th. 1378th 
meetings) 

1372nd meeting (13741h, 1376th. 1378th 
meetings) 

1372nd meeting (1374th. 1376th. 1378th 
meetings) 

134lst meeting (1342nd-136lat. 1365th 
1366th meetings) 

l34lst meeting (1342nd meeting) 

1343rd meeting (1344th-1361st. 1365th. 
1366th meetings) 

1343rd meeting (1344th-136lst. 1365th. 
1366th meetings) 

1344th meeting (1345th-136lst. 1365th. 
1366th meetings) 

1345th meeting (13461h-136lsl. 1365th. 
1366th meetings) 

1345th meeting (1346th-1361st, 1365th. 
1366th meetings) 

1346th meeting (1347th-136lsl, 1365th. 
1366th meetings) 

1346th meeting (1347th-136lst. l365th, 
1366th meetings) 

3348th meeting (13491h-1361st. 1365th. 
1366th meetings) 

3348th meeting (13491h-136191. 1365th. 
1366th meeting (1375th. 1377th, 13791h- 

1382nd meetings) 
14Olsl meeting (1402nd-1407th meetings) 
1401sl meeting (l402nd-1407th meetings) 

14Olsl meeting (1402nd-1407th meetings) 
14Olst meeting (1402nd-1407th meetings) 
1402nd meeting (1403rd-1407th meetings) 
1406th meeting 
1409th mcctiog (14lOth-1412th meetings) 
1410th meeting (1411~h-1412~h meetings) 
141 Ith mccting(l412th meeting) 

1411 th meeting (1412th 



a 
ubitem under the general headiog at subsequent meetings does 

CAsE 1 

At the 1445th meeting on 24 August 1968, in connexion 
with the situation in Czechoslovakia, the representative 
of Canada noted that while it had been alleged that the 
application of the German Democratic Republic for an 
invitation to participate in the Council’s proceedings 
should be considered in terms of Article 31 of the Charter 
and rule 37 of the provisional rules of procedure, those 
texts clearly referred “to a Member of the United Nations 
not a member of the Security Council”. In the case of 
“the applicant” however, his delegation knew of no such 
State existing, although an administration within the 
Soviet occupied zone of Germany may have claimed to 
be such.’ 

A USSR proposal to invite the German Democratic 
Republic to participate in the debate was put to the vote 
and rejected. There were 2 votes in favour, 9 against and 
4 abstentions.8 

+*(b) To SUBMIT WRIITEN STATEMENTS 

++3. Invitations denied 

D. IN THE CASE OF NON-MEMBER STATES 
AND OTHER INVITATIONS 

**l. Invitations expressly under Article 32 

2. Invitations expressly under rule 39 
of the provisional rules of procedure 

CASE 2 

At the 1385th meeting on 20 December 1967, in con- 
nexion with the complaint by the Government of Cyprus, 
the President (Nigeria) drew attention to a communica- 
tion B from the representative of Turkey requesting that 

’ For the text of relevant statements, see: 
1445111 meeting (PV). pp. 36-37. See also case 5 for further 

discussion of this question. 

@ 1445th meeting (PV). p. 92. 
* S/8293, 1385th meeting (PV), p. 6. 

1453rd meeting (1454th meeting) 
1453rd meeting (1454th meeting) ( “) : 

1454th meeting 
1456th meeting (1457th mcetiog) 
1456th meeting (1457th rnectiog) 
1460th meeting (1461st. 1462nd meetings) 
1460th meeting 
1460th meeting 

144lst meeting (1442od-1445th roeetiogs) 
1444th meeting (1445th meeting) 
1442od meeting (1443rd-1445th mectiogs) 
1443rd mectiog (1444th-1445th meeting) 
1444th meeting (1445th meeting) 

not reappear as a oew agenda item, but has been grouped under 
the item which first appeared. 

* The meetings at which invitations are renewed are indicated 
by parentheses. 

Mr. Osman t)rek be given an opportunity to be heard. 
Recalling that on two previous occasions when Turkey 
had made a similar request, the Council decided to grant 
a hearing to the person concerned under rule 39 of the 
provisional rules of procedure, he explained that as a 
result of consultations with members of the Council, it 
was his understanding that in view of past precedents, 
the Council was agreeable to hear Mr. &ek on the same 
basis as before, that is, under rule 39 of the provisional 
rules of procedure.‘O 

The Council decided without objection to invite 
Mr. C)rek to participate in its discussion in accordance 
with rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure.” 

CASE 3 

At the 1420th meeting on 2 May 1968, in connexion 
with the situation in the Middle East, the representative of 
Jordan observed that in the forthcoming discussion of 
the situation in Jerusalem, the Council should have the 
benefit of information from a competent source. In this 
regard, he requested that, in accordance with 
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were no objections to inviting “Mr. Rouhi El-Khatib 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the 

,Security Council”. If rule 39 were to be applied without 
: lany reservation however, “it will be clearly understood 

-by the Council that Mr. Rouhi El-Khatib is being invited 
in his capacity as the elected of 

as in wite rule 39 provdted the 
invivation of deronsy homy the Council 

�competentl”. 
revdtntr, fteer that tinkg 

�necessarty the Council or prnCounhe 
that that the agreement representative of the USSR maintained that during 

the consultations with his delegation. the question was 
raised whether Mr. El-Khatib would be invited in his 
capacity as Mayor of Jerusalem, since that was the post 

he held. When his delegation agreed to that invitation 
it was on the understanding that Mr. El-Khatib would 
appear before the Council in his capacity as Mayor of 

Jerusalem, “the more so since the pertinent General 
Assembly resolutions provide . . . that there shall be no 

change in the status of Jerusalem”. Consequently, whether 
the President stated this explicity or not, as his delegation 
understood it, he would speak to the Council in his 
official capacity. 

After further discussion, speak d e l e g a t i o n  as 
hi s of 01 0  TD 3  Tr i n d e a d  T c  - 0 . 1 1 6 8   T w  ( w o u l d  )  T j 
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address it that day. At the same time, he was of the vi ew 
that it was neither necessary nor 

desirable for the Council 
to attempt to reach conclusions on matters of substance 
or matters of representation. “We know very well why 
the proposal was put to us that Mr. Rouhi El-Khatib 
should appear before us. We were of one mind in agree- 
ing that we should hear him. We know very well the 
competence that he brings; otherwise, it would not have 
been the universal opinion that we should welcome him 
and hear what he had to say.” In this connexion, he 
felt that it was in the best interests of all concerned that 
the Council proceed without further delay “to invite 

Mr. Rouhi El-Khatib to sit with us and to speak to us”.‘s 

At the invitation of the President. Mr. Rouhi El-Khatib 

took ;I place at the Council table.” 

I3 For the text of relevant statements, see: 
1420th meeting (PV): President (United Kingdom), p. 7; 

Jordan: pp. 6-7; 
142lst meeting: President (United Kingdom), pp. 2-5, 6-10, I I, 

16, 20, 23-25; Al eria, pp. 6, 7-10, 
Pakistan, p. 12; 6SSK. p. I I. 

16-20, 21 ; Hungary, pp. 16, 22; 

I4 142lst meeting, p. 26. 

*+3. hrltatkas mt expressly under Article 32 
orntIe39 

4. Invitatiolm dtdul 

CASE 4 

At the 1280th meeting on I8 May 1966, in connexion 
with the situation in Southern Rhodesia, in response to 
a query by the representative of Nigeria concerning a 
communication addressed to the Secretary-General from 
a source in Southern Rhodesia, the President (Nether- 
lands) stated that it was his understanding that there had 
been some communications from “the side of the Smith 
rtgime”. Since those communications were addressed 
to the Secretary-General, he intended to call on him to 
make a statement on the matter. 

The Secretary-General stated that on the previous day, 
he had made available to the members of the Council 
copies of telegrams from Salisbury I6 which he had 
received from a Mr. Lardner Burke *‘who calls himself 
‘Minister of Justice’ “, who had invoked Article 32 of the 
Charter and had requested an invitation to participate in 
the Security 

invit11t h e 3 2 p8 (Lardner6) Tj
0  Rhode-9003 0  TD 3  Tr -0.379  Tc 1.1359  Tw (h259cil ) Tj
0
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of the Security behalf of the German people in inter- 
national affairs. Their representative, therefore, could 
not be allowed to participate in the debate of the Council. 

The representative of Hungary noted that “to hear the person who asked to be heard would add 
nothing new to our proceedings’* serving only to delay 
and confuse those proceedings “which indeed doubtless 
is the object of the application”. 

The representative of the United States was of the view 

that while “it is true that the regime established by the 
Soviet Union in the zone of Germany which it has 
occupied since the close of the Second World War is 
an accomplice in the crime now before the Council”, no 
useful purpose could be served by the hearing of that 
regime, since its representative would be “nothing more 
than a proxy for the Government of the Soviet Union 
which is already adequately and permanently represented 
on this Council”. With regard to the Charter provision 
relevant to the situation, there could be no ambiguity, 
since both Article 32 and rule 6 were applicable only to 
States, whereas the regime of the Soviet zone of East 
Germany was neither a State nor entitled in any representative of the USSR, after reading out the 

text of Article 32, asserted that the Charter in that 
Article afforded full justification for the Government of 
the German Democratic Republic to send a delegatro 4 
to the Security Council to set forth the views of the 
Government which had been accused by certain mem- 
bers.19 Noting that the arguments put forward for 
preventing the representative of the German Democratic 
Republic from participation were groundless, 

he main- 
tained that the fact that one State did not recognize 
another State in no way constituted an obligation for 
the United Nations or the Security Council. In any 
event, there were precedents in which invitations to take 
part in the work of the Council were sent not only to 
ooo-member States, but even to countries which were not 
formally or officially States. IO view of these considera- 
tions and in accordance with the Charter and rules of 
procedure, he proposed that the German Democratic 
Republic 
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Put III 

‘-? PROCEDURES RELATING TO PARTICIPATION 
I ! 

v OF INVITED REPRESENTATIVE!3 

NOTE 

Part III is concerned with procedure relating to the 
participation of invited representatives after an invitation 
has been extended. It includes material on participation 
by Members and non-members of the United Nations. 

No question concerning either the stage at which 
invited States might be heard (section A), or the duration 
of participation of invited representatives (section B) 
arose during the period under review. The practice has 
been maintained, however, according to which the Presi- 
dent, when consideration of a question has extended 
over several meetings, has renewed the invitation at each 
consecutive meeting immediately after the adoption of 
the agenda.” 

Section C deals with limitations of a procedural nature 
affecting invited representatives throughout the process 
of participation in the proceedings of the Security Council. 
During the period under review, there was one instance 2a 
illustrative of the limitations concerning the raising of 
points of order by invited representatives. A refusal by 
the President to permit an invited representative to speak 
on a point of order was accompanied by an explanation 
of the provisions of the rules of procedure governing this 
question. 

Section D is concerned with those limitations connected 
with aspects of the business of the Council in which it 
has been deemed inappropriate that invited representa- 
tives should participate. Under the subheading “Other 
matters”, one case *’ is included in which the President, 
after explaining the rule governing the participation of 
invited representatives, stated that as far as he was 
concerned, such representatives might be permitted to 
make passing comments on procedural matters, but they 
should refrain from lengthy discussions of procedural 
decisions of the Council. 

**A. STAGE AT WHICH INVITED STATES ARE HEARD 

l *B. THE DURATION OF PARTICIPATION 

C. LIMITATlONS OF A PROCEDURAL NATURE 

l *l. Concerning the order in which invited represenhtives 
are caBed upon to speak 

2. Concerning the raising of poinh of order 
by invited representatives 

CASE 6 

At the 1295th meeting on 3 August 1966, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the President (Uganda) 
interrupting a statement by the representative of Israel, 
explained that although the representative of Syria had 

*’ In this conncxion, see tabulation above. part I. C.1 (0). foot- 
note C, and part I, C.2 (a). foot-note b. 

p Case6. 

y ca.u7. 

6 

indicated his wish to raise a point of order, the rules of 
procedure did not permit a non-member to raise points 
of order. The President stated that the representative of 
Israel could continue his statement.** 

+ +3. Concerning the submIssion of proposals or draft 
resolutious by invited representativea 

D. LIMITATIONS ON MATIZRS TO BE DISCUSSED 
BY INVITED REPRESENTATIVES 

l *l. Adoption of the agenda 

l *2. Extension of invitations 

* *3. Postponement of consideration 
of a question 

4. Other matters 

CASE 7 

At the 1292nd meeting on 29 July 1966, in connexion 
with the Palestine question, the representative of Jordan 
speaking on a point of order, objected to the statement 
that was being made by the representative of Israel. In 
his view, the representative of Israel had no right what- 
soever to discuss the decision of the Council how the 
Council should proceed, or what it should do about the 
procedural aspects of its business. “What the Council 
decided was the Council’s business, and. . . none of 
the parties is entitled to discuss procedural questions here, 
particularly when a decision has been taken by the 
Council.” 

The President (Nigeria) stated that it was the rule of 
the Council that members who were invited merely to 
participate without vote, would not participate in the 
discussion on procedure. He, however, had not thought 
that if such a member in passing merely made a comment 
upon the decision of procedure, he should be prevented 
from doing so. At the same time, he expressed the hope 
that the members who were invited to participate without 
vote, would, in return for that courtesy, “not go into very 
lengthy discussions of their own views of what the Council 
may have decided on the issue of procedure”. In this 
connexion, he added, the representative of Israel should 
refrain in his further comments from passing 


