
cbnpterm 

PARTICIPATION IN THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 



















64 chapter 111. Pwtkiption in the puKetdi~ga of tbc scrarity Colulcil ..~. ..__ 

of the 

behalf of the German people in inter- 
national affairs. Their representative, therefore, could 
not be allowed “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 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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‘-? PROCEDURES RELATING TO PARTICIPATION 
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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. 
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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 


