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AGENDA ITEM 2

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL ON CREDENTIALS (T/1k68)

Mr. OBEREMKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(interpretation from

Russian): With regard to the report of the Secretary-Ceneral on credentials,
the Soviet delegation would like to point out thet it does not find listed

the legitg@gfiffgfffgggaiixeﬂgf the Chinese People's Republic, even though
China is a member of the Trusteeship Council. With regard to this report,

the Soviet delegation,deems it its duty to state that the only legitimate
representative of China in the Trusteeship Council, as in other organs of the
United Nations, can be a representative appointed by the Central People's
Government of the Chinese People's Republic, the authority of which extends over
the whole territory of this vast country and which is recognized by the
Chinese population of many millions., We consider it absolutely abnormal and
absurd that we do not find among us in the Trusteeship Council a representative
of one of the greatest and oldest countries in the world, one of the founding
fathers of the United Nations, a country with approximately one-quarter of the
total population of the earth. It cannot be admitted that private individuals
who have not been empowered by the Chinese People's Government to hold here

the places =--

Mr. KIANG (China): Mr. President, I wish to rise to a point of order

by requesting you to rule out of order the remarks we have just heard.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): Before calling upon the
representative of the Soviet Union, I should like to recall thet the -
representatives here are the representatives accredited by Governments recognized
by the United Nations end it is iAThat capacity that—they—sit-here fmrTHE
Trusteeship Council., I would ask the representative of the Soviet Union in
making his remarks to be careful that any remarks he makes with regard to any
member of the Council should be in conformity with the practice that has always
been followed here of shoving courtesy towards all members of the Council,
and so forth. |
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lir. OBEREMKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies){interpretation from

Russian): Lir. President, I should 1like to know cne thing, Are we really
discussing at this point the report of the Secretary-Ceneral on credenicials

or are we discussing another item of the agenda?

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): ° Ve are discussing

the report on credentials.

Lir. OBEREMKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(interpretation

from Russian): That is precisely my point. In conrexion with this report -
we have a statement in which we would like to present the position of the
Soviet Union on this important issue, namely, on the reprecgentation of China

in the Trusteeship Council. I think nobody can deny the fact that China was,
is, and will continue to be, as long as the Trusteeship Council exists, a
permanent member of this Council. The question is that at this point an
abngggggﬂgijﬁﬁiion has come into being under which China is not represented

- on our Council even though China is a legitimate member cf this Council.
Therefore, any remarks which would prevent a representative of the Soviet Union
from stating the position of the Soviet Union on the question of the credentials
of China are out of order. That is the issue which we are considering. The
credentials that have been submitted to the Council have not yet been approveg,
and therefore it is perfectly-in-order that we should say that in the report
whldﬁ“ﬁégfgeen.subﬁi%ted«by—the “Seoretary-General ggh§o not Tind-the-legitimate-

representatlves of China.

n this connexion we express our surprise and our dissatisfaction in view
of this strange, indeed, @bnormal and absurd situation. Because of that, my
delegation will make a concrete motion, namely, thg3_HE_EESEEE;EEE_ggganizeﬂ———
the _credentials of the person who illegally represents China on this Council, -

Vie request that these credentials be voted on separately.
B ) -_‘__'—-—-—-_....
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Hr, KIAIG (China): Mx...Pregident, I merely want to protest against
the slanderous remaxks just made by the previous specaker, and ttéy.cértainly
should be stricken from the record.

Tae Government which I have the honour to represent here in this Council
is the only Chinese Government freely and legitimately constituted which alone
can speak for.the Chinese people in the Upited Naticns. I think it is indeed
an affront to this Council for the Soviet Union to seek to bLring in the voice
of a puppet regime, a creation of the Soviet Union, which was condemned by
the United lations. - I think all members of the Council knoy that only very
recently world public opinion condemned that regime for its massive murder and

organized suppression of freedom.

lir. SCARS (United States of.‘merica): In the report of the
Secretary-CGeneral the credentials of all the representatives in the Trusteeship
Council were found to be in order. Therefore, this Council should logically
vote on the report as a whole. In the view of the Unilted States it is
unnecessary. eand inaﬁgﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁmrﬁﬁ‘vote separately on part of the credentials
report. Accordingly, I request that the proposal of the Soviet Union be put
to a vote in accordance with the provisions of rule 0. My delegetion will
therefore vote against the proposal for a separate vote on the credentials

of each member.

‘. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): Ve have before us the

proposal of the Soviet Union which has requested a separate vote according to
rule 60 of the rules of procedure. Ve have a counter proposal from the
representative of the United States in opposition to . a separate vote being taken.
I shall read out rule 60 of the rules cf procedure:
"Parts of a report, draft resolubion, other wmotion or amendment
may be voted on separately at the request of a representative and
subject to the will of the Trusteeship Council. The proposal shall

then be voted on as a whole."
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(The President)

Since opposition has been voiced -- opposition to the Soviet request -- I
must consult the Council with regard to this matter. Therefore, I shall put to

the vote the Soviet proposal asking for a separate vote.

lir. OEEREMKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(interpretation
from Russian): It is not the first time that we hear this proposal of the

United States when we are discussing the credentials report; and every time,
for some reagson, our proposal is met with objection. If the representative
of the United States has his own position irn regard to this issue, and this
position as we know differs from our position, he can very well state that

position in casting his vote. But I do not see why we must decide now

whether we should hold a separate vote on the credentials wnich are subject
_ e

to some disputatioﬁ.
R USRS
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(Mr. Cberemko, USSR)

This procedural discussion toock up quite scme tiue at the last session and
oncelagain the fepresentativé‘of the Uniﬁed States ié trying to inveigle us into
this very fruitless proccedural debate, It is_almatter of principle on which every
delegation may wish to state its poéifion and it should have an opportunity to do
so. The Soviet delegation's position happens to differ radically frem that of the
United States. That is perfeciiy ali.right. What we are askiﬁg, therefore,
is that we should have an opportuni#y to state this position in our vote on the
credentials of pérsons who do not represent China; but who for scme reason are
appended.to the report contained in-document T/1468 under the heading of "China”.

It fof'prccedural reasons you dd not like our suggestion that we should take
a2 separate vote, then I am grepared_E9_EéIE-Eg,ameedmenxﬂtaftheutﬁﬂgiPp This
emendment will consist of dezigigg:ghe'names of" these people who; in our bclief,

do not represent China. My émendment is that we should merely have the word
"Chi;;;:;;;?ﬁﬁﬁT?rgigﬁku We would leave the words "Representative", "Alternate
Representative" and "Adviser™, but we would“leave the names blank. That is my
amendment inasmuch as there are no representatives of Chil y be found in
the Trusteeship Council. That is our suggestion and I therefore propose that

we take a vote on our amendment.

Mr. RASGOTRA (India): The report of the Secretary-General on the

credentials of the various members of this Council is now under consideration.

Obviously,it is for the Council to decide as to whether the credentials of
members, or at least certain members, are or are not in order. It seems
therefore most reasonable to my delegation that if a member or more members of
the Council desire an opportunity to vote separately on credentials of certain
members, that opportunity should be provided as it is envisaged wunder the
rules of procedure, and I am referring here to rule 60 of the rules of procedure.
It seems to us thet the representative of the Soviet Union made a proposal
under rule 6C for that purpose and it seems desirable to my delegation that that
proposal should be put to-the vote first. If, however, as was indicated by the
representative of the Soviet Union, he wishes to withdrau the “earlicr proposal
and to press his amendment, we shall take our position with regard to the voting

accordingly.
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Mr. KELLY (Australia): I wish to speak on a point of clarification,
Is not the second proposal of the representative of the Soviet Union a proposal
under rule 60 - for a vote on part of. the report of the Secretary-General on
credentials? No.positive amendment has been suggested. He has asked, so I
understand -~ and I ask your enlightenﬁentlon this point =- for a vote on .z .part

of the Secretary-General's report,so that rule 60 still obtains.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I understocd the Soviet

proposal as calling for a separate vote on 'the Secretary-General's report. Whether

under the initial form-65‘5353} the second form which he. proposed, it seems to me
that it is rule 60 which in effect is applicable in either case. Therefore, I will
now submit to the Council the Soviet proposal as to vhether the Council agrees that
a geparate vote be taken on the report of the Secretary-General.

The proposal was rejected by 9 votes to hi_with 1 abstention,

.: Mr, OBEREMKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Mr. President, you have now settled the procedural matter, namely that

we should not ta%eﬂgﬁgeparg&g_yote as we have suggested., But there remains my

second proposal, namely an smendment. It is.no longer a request for a separate

vote. .. This is an_amendment“on_the substance of the text, namely that we delete

the three: names which figure under the sub-heading of “"China". This is an

amendment, Under the rules of procedure, any proposal that provides for a
deletiﬁﬁ; an addition or a change is Efgggded as an amendment. Amendments are to
be put to the vote, as you know. I would therefore request you, Mr. President,

to put the Soviet amendment to the vote,

Mr., KIANG (China): I certainly do not wish to ccmment on the amendment
es such, Never in the history of the United Naticns cculd any amendment be
moved to a report from the Secretary-General. The report is written by the

Secretary-General. How could anyone else emend a report written by the
ON COMLG Gy Ox

Secretary-General? It is commonﬁggﬁgﬁt‘—i tMInK it is ridiculous for this

Council to entertain such an amendment under rule 61,
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Mr. 'de CAMARET (France) (interpretation from French): The representative

of Chine, Mr. Kiang, has just said what-I wanted to say.  We have never as yet in
our history amended & report of the Secretary-General. This is not a document of
the Councilj it is the report of the Secretary-General.. E_;Eaia_fiﬁé“fﬁ“ask“fﬁgﬁif
S@E?Ez;;;\bf the Ccmmittee or our Under~Secretary whether anybody has at any time-
in the past amended a report of the Secretary-General on credentials, This seems.:
to be a totally new procedure.

Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) (interpretation frcm French): I have-
a very brief statement with regard to the objection which has just been raised.
My delegation is of the opinicn that the report submitted to the Council is
no -longer the property of the Secretary-General; rather it has become the*ﬂ_*
prégg;ty of the CSGHETIT“&cnsequeﬁti 'fgzgﬂgggmthe Council to express its views-
on this report’ﬁgd the Council can very well amend the report if it feels that

it is necessary to do so.

. That is the position.of ‘my-delegation, .But-this has ndthing to do with the
vote. or the position ofnmyidelegation:whénfﬁhe~votezisntaken;‘“
Mr. KELLY (Australla) . Again,. Mr: President, -I .am-in search of
clerification from yous::I.am.wondering whether if:in fact- tgii_igﬂgghgggggmgn$
and I reserve the position of my delegation on that -~ rule 57 of the rules of

procedure has any relation to the circulation of this amendment.
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Mr. DAVIN (New Zealand): It seems to me that the Sov1et proposal
is before us in terms of rule 61 of the Councll wnich states'
"A proposal to add to or delete from or otherwise revise a
part of a draft resolution or a rotion shall be considered as an
amendment. An amendment shall be voted on first ..."
I have great difficﬁlﬁy'indeed ;g_seeing this'pa;Lisnla#—%é@ﬁrtrtﬂ”ﬂﬂﬁ?’
Secretary-General as a draft resolution or a motion, I think it would be
straining’ Shas describe it qs_s¢mﬁBjunljﬁﬁﬂiﬁiﬁfiigjéai____

considerable difficulty in involving rule A1 in this connexion.

Mr. RASGOTRA (India): It seems to my delegation 'that the

amendrent proposed by the representative of the Soviet Union is perfectly in

order. . After all, when you-put a report to a vote before this Council,

what is implied is that the Council adopts that report. Strictly s?eaking,

therefore, the motion before the Council is that the Council adopt the reﬁbrt
rresented. by the 3ecretary-General on this question of credentials or on any

other guestion. That in egsence is the proposal.

Anyone is perfectly competent to propose an amendment to such a proposal

or to propoce EE}ggggg_gf a part. The resolution is not often defined in these
———— G i 5 &
cas€s, but it is implied. I think, therefore, that every member has a right

to propose an amandrent under the rules of procedure and that amendment should

be put to the vote.

Mr. SEARS (United States of America): I am somewhat confused about
the parliamentary situation, but I will make a motion. '

For reasons which are well known, the United States opposes any pronosal
designed to exclude representatives of the Republic of Cllna or to seat
representatives of the Chinese Comnunist regime. Therefore, we make the
feolloewing rotion: ' h '

he Trusteeship Council decidas not to consider for the duretion of its

twenty-thivd vegular session adv rroposals to exclude the representativés of

the CGovernxznt of the Republic of China or to seat representatives of the

—

Central. People's Government of the People'!s Republic of China.

——
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(tir. Sears, United States)

It is the understanding of fhe_United States that under the terms of
rule 63 this motion hes priority over the proposal of the representative of

the Soviet Union,

Mr, OBEREMKO.(Uﬁion of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation

from Russian): The representative of the United States has already said here
that he is somewhat confused by the situation, and therefore perhaps it would
be really wiser not to make any additional proposals that would compound the
confusion,

The representative.of the United States referred to rule 63. It is said
that there can be cases where two or more draft resolutions-er other wetToms
relating to an oridinal proposal are introduced and in that case the President
puts to & Vote The motion TUrtliést removed in substance from the original
proposal. | ;s _

I should like to say this .to the representative of the United States.
However much you may try, you canpot try to cover our proposal by rule 63. The
representative of New Zealand was.quite-right in pointing out that we had
m0zEi’ggg_p{gggggiﬂggggg_:néeﬂéll,_ﬂe have introduced amendment and that
arendment has to be put to the vote, It seems to us :igzhﬁﬁﬁ'ﬁ?ﬁtedural
issue is as clear as crystal, and therefore it is absclutely unnecessary to cenfuse
the issue any further. There is a proposal of the Secretary-General to approve
these credentials, and we have the list of these credentials in the document
before us, We have an objection to one of these credentials., That is vhy we
are moving as an amendment to the proposal of the United States that we approve
these credentials our amendment that one of these credentials be deleted. This
is a rerfectly clean amendment. Therefore, I would urge the President under

the rules of procedure to put this amendment to the vote, This will enable
e e i ——— "

all the delegations here to state clearly their position on the question of
the representation of the Chinese Peoplets Republic in the United Nations

and specifically in this case in the Trusteeship Council,
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Mea ¥IANZ (China): i think & very serious situation is arising from

thls debate. - I z referring to. the applicataicn of rule 5l Now I think
before I discusz .that, I.ezhovld suonarise “the perlinvenisry situnticn es Follovs:
There was & rzquest for & ceporadte vobe on this report and it was votzd
dovn. So the immeliate action which the Council really should take is to vote
on the renort. Iicw if there 1s any disagresement on the report, it is perfectly
all right for that member to express his view, and the only thing vhich the
Council can do is to approve or disapprove of the report as a whole.
How can rule 61 be applied? This report of the Secretary-General is
a report drafted and prepared and submitted to the Council by the
Secretary-General, This Council is not the author of that report. Even if
it is adopted, it is true that it is the property of thne Council, but it is

not a report o the Council can be a part of or an author or a partner

of the author.

50 I would suggest, I would appeal to the President that he should rule
on this matter now, In the pname of the Chinese delegation I request the

President to rake a ruling on this matter.

The FRESIDERT (interpretation from French): We have heard several

proposals with regard to the report contained in document T/1468. There has
been aproposal from the Soviet Union. We heard certain opinions voiced with

regard to that proposal. For my part, I have certain dcubts with regard

to the admissibility of the Soviet proposal. The Report of the Secretary-

General on Credentials is a report submitted by the Secretary-General to

the Trusteeship Council, It would seem to me that the report is a whole,
We may have reservations with regard to this or that part .of the report, but
it does not seem that we can request that this or that part of the report

be deleted. However, since there are contréry opinions which have been
expressed, I will submit the gquestion fo the Council, I tiaink it is for

-

the Council itself to decide whether the amendrent proposed by the Soviet Union

= — - '—-_-.-’——-__ 3 = - 3
is accept . I have given my personal opinion with regard = atter.

But, as I said before, this is a question which can be debated; there are

arguments pro and con and the Council itself must decide on thesgrggggegﬁiggg,wwmz

i e e e e
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(The President)

I will therefore ask the Council to express its opinion by voting on the
Soviet proposal. Before we take a formal vote I will ask all those who wish

to voice their opinions to do so.

Mr. KELLY (Australia): I simply wish to know whether we are

voting on a proposal concerning the admissibility of what has been described
e ————— et i e —

as the‘ESIEEE’Eggnﬂment or whether we are voting on the substance of the

Soviet amendment. As I understand the President's remarks, he, having

—

declined in the circumstances to give a ruling, has invited the Council to vote

on this question of admissibility.
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" The ERESIDEIT. (inverpretation: from French): Before I call on the

representative of the Soviet Union, I.wish to.make.ny position as President
very.clear. I propose to submit to the-Council the question.of the
adiissibility of the amendment submitited by the representative ‘of the Soviet Union.

It is not a question of substarice which will ‘be. sutmitted to the Counnil.

Mr. OBEREMKO (Union of Sovieﬁ-Socialist Republics) (interpretation

from Russian): It seems that the President is acting rightly in not making a
ruling; indeed he is not called upon to make a ruling and has correctly
understood the rules of procedure, which-are quite specific on_this.matter. If
any ‘report.comes to the Council -=--.and. this document is & report -- vhich we-
have to confirm or approve, then. the Trusteeship Council is entitled to go into
the substance of that report. ~What .I wowld like to know is, is the Trusteechip

e
—

Council under the existing rules of procedure empowered to consider :the

M S
substance of any reports that come.to it, to acecept them, reject themn, change

théETZETQEQQEEQTQEEET”GEEEEEEr tbg_ggﬁggf;gf_such reports? If thg reply is in
the negative, then of course the situation mé&néppear in quite a dif'ferent. .
light, and that might set a precedent; - Under the rules of'proéedure that now
exist; and they have not been anmended or'rejeCted, ve aré empéwere& to discuss
reports, and we.are empovered to discuss this report. After all, we are not
blind or poverless people who will accept any doﬁument which comes to us.
Suppose that the Secretary-General ‘had unintentionally made a mistake, or that

there vas a misprint or something in the document. Dces the Council consider

that it is empovered to discuss reports from the Secretary—Genéral in substance,
’-———'—*-‘_____‘_____.—-l—"'_‘-.-———_

in such a vay as to meke amendiments 'if need be, to accept or reject certain rarts,
or o accept’ or I‘E.']ECt them a5 a whole = 14 7 _——"“————..._..__.__,_.,_,____‘

e —
Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) (interpretation from French): I wish

to state the position of my delegation éoncernlng-the guestion now before the

- Council. My delegation does not'feei that there would be any mistake in a

reporf from the Secretary-General, but we have taken .this position for reasons

wvhich we shall have occasion to clarify when we proceed to the vote. Iy

delegation does not feel that it is necessary to sake a vote on a preliminary
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(Mr. Mufti, United Arab Republic)

question. In view of the fTact that all those who have spoken have raised
objections of substance, and in view of the fact that the rules of procedure
are very clear and contain nothing to prevent the submission of an amendment
to a reporﬁ presented to the Council, my delegation does not feel that we need
to take a vote on the preliminaery question. It is possible for those who wish
to do so to oppose the amendment for reasons of substance and to express their
point of view by voting against the amendment. That is the position of my
delegation. '

Mr. RASGOTRA (India): It is my delegation's understanding of the

rules of procedure that at this stage of our proceedings there is no question
whatever of a procedu wotion cex: ing the admissibility of the

Soviet Union aﬁ;;&gggi?l—iggg_;;si:ze:Eggggjifiﬂiﬁfzﬁ;zﬁg;%ed was a report
from the Secretary-General and the motion before the Council, though it was not
specified by the Chair, was to be construed as a motion for the adoption of the
report. The representative of the Soviet Union then proposed that the report
should be voted on in parts. That proposal was defeated. What remained before us
then was an amendment, proposed by the representative of the Soviet Union bvefore
that vote was taken. There is nothing in the rules of procedﬁre which empowers
the Council to vote on the admissibility of an amendment. The question of the
will of the Council, or the expression of that will through a vote, therefore
does not arise at this stage. Another proposal wvhich was before us, and I
presume it still is, is the proposal made by the representative of the United
States. That proposal can only be under rule 53, as the representative of the
United States himself stated. Therefore it cannot claim precedence over the
amendment proposed by the representative of the Soviet Union which is covered
by rule ‘02. It is obvious therefore to my deleszation that the position under
the rules of procedure is that the amendment submitted to the Council by the

———
representative of the Soviet Union should now be put to the vote.

Mr. KELLY (Australia): I am prompted to make cne or two observations
in the hope that they may be helpful to the representatives of India and the

Soviet Union and the President.
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(Mr. Kelly, Australie)

As there is no motion before the Council, it is difficult to see how an
amendrent to & non-existent motion cen be enterizined. It appears to me:
that the relevant rules are rules lh; 16 and 0. With the lucidity
characteristic of-the_Secretary;General,:the-opening phrase of -document T/1LC8
reads:

"Pursuant to rules 1% and 16 of the rules of procedure of the
Trusteeship Council, the Secretary-General has the honour to submit to
the Council the following report.”

What does rule 14 say? FParagraph 2 of rule 14 says:

"Phe credentials shall be examined by the Secretary-General who shell

submit a report thereon to the Trusteeship Council for approval."

Therefore, what we have before us at the present time is a report of the

Secretary-General, sutmitted for approval and not for amendment. Rule €0, I
then.submit, comes into play, and rule €O says:

"Parts of a report, draft resolution, other motion or amendment may
be voted on separately at the request of a revresentative and subject to
the will of the Trusteeship Council.”

The Council has already decided in a most emphatic fashion that the
Secretary-General's revort shall not be voted on in parts. I theréfore sutmit
with great respect that the Council has now no option but to approve or to
disapprove in toto of the Secretary-General's report. There I will let the

matter rest for the time being,

Mr. RASGOTRA (India): I have only one comment to make concerning the

remarks made by the representative ol Australia to ths effect that at this stage

the Council can only express approval of the report placed before it by the

Secretarv-General. By no stretch of the imagination can it be cqgg;dgred that

— —

whgf_gﬂgggposal from the Secretary-General comes beTore this Council or any other
e e i

orzan of the United Nations there is a compulsion to approve the proposal and

that under the rules of procedure an amendment to it cannot ve moved. As I have
b —

said, an amendment has been moved and that amendment comes within the scope of
rule ¢2. FPutting aside the emendment at this stage will in our view constitute

a violation of that rule.
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(Mr. Rasgotra, India)

I submit once again, therefore, that the correct procedure for the Council

to follow at this staze is to proceed Eg_vote on the amendment submitted by
the repres 53 Soviet Union. If that amendment is rejected or

approved, the next step will be to vote on the revort as a whole.
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Mr. DAVIN (New Zealand): It seems to me that we have got into some -
difficult questions of precedent. I believe that the practice of other Councils
vhen the Secretariat presenﬁgaﬂ;i}eport which involved adoption by the Council
usually included the tabling of a draft motion. That does not ever seem to have
been the practice in the Trusteeship Council, at least with_regardlto the repoft
on credentials. There certainly does seem to be, as the representative of
Australia pointed out, a special provision for this in fule 14, paragraph 2,
of our rules of procedure. I wonder whether or not it is the normal practice.of
. this Council for motions to be presented on secretariat papers. Can the

Secretariat recall any previous instances vhere reports of the Secretary-General
B |

Am—
have been emended at the instance of delegations?
._—"__._._,_-——-_—'_—_ ' TS e S

_Hr. OBEREMKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Rﬁssian): Ve have Just heard the very lucid statement of the representative

of India. The representative of India wes speaking strictly in terms of the
rules of procedure of the Trusteeship Council, The situation is ébsolutely
clear. The representative of Australia attempted to assist the delegations of
the Soviet Union, India, United Arab Republic and some others. If this had been
an offer of real assistance rather than an attempt to. compound the confusion, -
we would have been the first to welcome. it. However, I very much fear that the
intention was rather more insidious. I therefore request the President to be so
good as to reply to the question put by my delegation, namely can the Trusteeship
Council, under its rules of procedure, discuss the substance of a report sutmitted
to it? Can it make any changes in that report? Can it approve or reject that
report? Is it empowered to exercise that type of latitude?

I submit that rule 1k, to which the representative of Australia referred at
the beginning of his remarks but from which he very hastily fled 1ater, states
quite clearly that the credentisls—ef wepmesantatives an the Trusteesbip Council
shall be g;;;;nicateﬁ to the Secretary=-Genexal, that they shall be examined by
thézggéfetary—ceneral and that he shall submit a report thercon to—the—Prusteeship—
Council for approval. This reporgf;;hhot merely & paper of information; 1t 1s
not something that reports certain act;on vhich the Secretary-CGeneral has taken.
It is a document submitted by the Secretary-General -- we read "the Secretary-

General has the honour to submit to the Council the following report" -- and then
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the Trusteeship Council must decide whether it approves that report. The
situation is completely clear. We have a proposal on the part of the
Secretary-General that we approve his report: To this very simple proposal an
equally simple amendment has been moved by the Soviet delegation for the deletion
of certain vords of the report.

We know exactly what the differences are vith regard to the—peinciples of

the various positions. That is something else. However, vhy is it necessary to

become involved in this matter of procedure? This question has nothing to do

with the substance of our position.

Mr. CLAEYS BOUUAERT (Belgium) (interpretation from French): I have

listened with considerable attention to the remarks Jjust made by the representative

of the Soviet Union. It does not seem to me that his arguments rebut in any way
the views expressed by the representative of Australia. Indeed the auestion that
arises is: What is the authority in this Organization which can assess the
credentials of delegations? Rule 14 attributes this function to the
Secretary~General. The Seeretary-General drafts a report, and in so deing he
obviously takes into account the decisions of other competent bodies of this
QOrganization, in the present case the decisions of the First Committee and of
the General Assenmbly. The Secretary-General presents his report. Members of
the Council are, of course, entitled to reject the report. If the report is
rejected, it is then referred back to the Secretary-General for correction.
However, it is not for the Council to substitute itself for other bodies of this

Orgenization so as to assess the merits of the credentials of any delegation.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): The representative of the

Soviet Union in his last statement raised two questions to whiech he would like

to have s reply from the President. The first question concerns the subfﬁggge
q{;iég_zgpg@t. He asked whether the Council was empowered to discuss the
substance of the report of the Secretary-General on eredentials. WMy reply is
yes. The report is. submitted by the Secretary-General to the Council for approval
or rejection. Council members have the right to voice their opinions about the

vhole of the report or about any part of it.
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(The President)

The second question was: May the Council amend the Secretary-General's
regort? On this point very serious aoQQEQ“EQJE-EEEH*EEEEEEEEE by scme delegations.
I myself also have doubts on this point. OCur experience with reports submitted
by the Secretary-General or by a Committee shows that the report is exanined as
to its substance, and the representatives express their opinions on the substance
in one form or another at the time the vote is taken. But as to the question of
rodifying the Secretary-General's report itcelf, I must say that there are very
serious doubts. That is why I propose to submit this matter to the Trusteeship
Council itself for decisinn, I do not know of any precedent with regard to this
matter. If there were such precedents, I think the situation might easily be .
clarified. The Council must take a decision on the report. )

We have before us an smendment to modify the report. I believe, therefore,
that the Council must take a preliminary decision on whether to consider the
smendment submitted by the Soviet delegation to modify the Secretary-General's
report. The question of the approval or rejection of the report is a subsequent

matter.

Mr. OBEREMKO (Union of Soviet Sccialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): This is surely the first time that we are unable to agree with the

President. If the Counecil EE_EEE?WerEd to approve or reject the report of the

Secrszggx:ggyeral as a whole -~ and the President has said that the Council is

empowered to do so -- then why is it that the Trusteeship Couneil cannot introduce

—

e o — N e
any change or clarification to the report? I think that the President's position
'—-l-———‘-’—‘—-‘-_-___—_“h-‘-“\______—_‘__‘

is correct and is in accordance with the rules of procedure ‘when he says that the
Council is empowered to discuss the substance of a report. That is specifically
what we are suggesting. Has the Council in the past ever made any change in any
reports of the Secretary-General? Ag fer as I remember, it has. I believe that
we could receive some information on this point from the Secretariat.

The representative of Australia, who is now objecting to our amencment being
put to the vote, suggested yesterday that changes should be introduced in a
document submitted by the Secretary-General with regard to the situation in
Ruanda~Urundi. The representative of Australia requested that the document should

eontain specific mention of the population of Ruanda and the population of Urundi.
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(Mr. Oberemko, USSR)

I have alvays. found that his proposal was perfectly legitirate, and the
Secretary-General should take it into account, and we hope that an amendment
will follow to this effect. If you can add . something to a document of the
Secretary-General, why cannot you also delete something from a document

of the Secretary-General? Therefore, there is a precedent wnich dates back
only twenty-four hours, and there are others. But besides these precedents --
and I should like to stress this -~ we have. quite clear rules of procedure

to this effect.  Under these rules of procedure we submitted our motion.
Therefore, as these rules of procedure stand, if there is no suggestion

to amend them, we stress that our amendment should be put to the vote.

Ur. CIAEYS BOUUARET (Belgium) (interpretation from French): I should

like the questicn being put to the vote to be very clear, It is quite evident

that vhat we are putting to the vote is the admissibility of an amendment
to a report of the Secretary-CGeneral on credentials and not concerning any
other document which might be prepared by the Secretary-General, The Secretary-
General submits documents which then mzy be incorporated in resolutions or
recormendations falling within the jurisdiction of the Trusteeship Council,
and it 1s evident that any modification can be introduced at that time. But
here we have specifically an amendment to the report on credentials.

Rule 14, paragraph 2, is very clear: "The credentials shall be examined
by the Secretary-General”. That is what it says. The Secretary-General acts
as guardian of the resolutions and decisions taken oy other competent organs
of our Organization, and we should not substitute ourselves here for these other
'organs. Of course, if certain delegations feel it necessary, we can rejeck
the report, on the grounds that there is some mistake in it which would make it
incempatible with other decisions taken previously by other organs of our
Organization, but in that case the rejected report would be sent back to the

Secretary-General. -
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(Mr. Claeys Bouuaert, Belgium)

For that reason; Mf. Preéident, it would seem to me that the line of conduct
which you have proposed for the Council is right; We must decide whether an
emendment to the Secretary-General's report on credentials is admissible. I
must say outright that in voting I shalllexpress the opinion that it is

inadmissible for the reagcns I have given.

Mr. KELLY (Australia): I think it necessary, for the record to point
out that yesterday I made no specific proposal for any amendment of an
information document submitted by the Secretary-General to the Council. I
- simply made a suggesticn that when a similar document was being prepared in
future -- a document that was purely in the nature of a summary of information
submitted by the Administering Authority -- a certain request of mine should
be borne in mind.

I have no doubt at all that thelpfoper procedure to be followed in this
matter by a delegation that wished to disapprove of part of the report of
the Secretary-General on cre&ggg;;gg‘;;;#;o propose that part of the report
be ndfﬁaﬁﬁioved, and also to request that a separate vote -~ implicitly a vote
of approval or disapprcval -~ be taken with respect to fart of the report on
credentials. o

As I understand the position, this Council has already decided not %o
take a vote of approval or disapproval on any part of the report of the |
Secretary~General. I therefore reached the conclusion that the only course of
action now open to the Coﬁncil was to approve or disapprove in toto the report
of the Secretary-General. On the other hand, we have had a substantive motion
from the representative of the United States and what purports to be an
amendment to the Secretary-General's report from the representative of the
Soviet Union. I haye the gravest doubts as to whether the amendment proposed
by the representative of the Soviet Union is, in fact, now admissible; and if,
Sir, you put the question of its admissibility to the Council I shall have no
option but to vote against its adm1551b111ty at this stage in the light of the
1nformatlon provided to Use
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(Mr. Kelly, Australia)

I feel'that,‘had'ﬁe the opportunity for sufficient research, we might
perhaps have obtained much light-on this question from the proceedings of
the United Nations since its establishment, but the data is not available.
The guestion of adﬁissibility must, in.the circumstances, as you have suggested,
be determined by the Council. Without committing my delegatinn to any future
course of action in these matters, I shall in the circumstances vote against
the admissibility of an amendment purporting to be an amendment to a report
by the Secretary-General., '

. .* Mr. DAVIN (New Zealand): I should like to throw out the suggestion
at the morent -- I do not make it a formal motion under rule 56 -- that we
might postpone discussion of this question for, say, twenty-four hours in
order to lecok into.the legal situation and the procedufaiqﬁﬁﬁﬁagfbn more carefully.
I do not press this, if my colleagues objects I am prepared to vote if a vote
is deemed necessary, but I merely put 6ut the idea for consideration.

Mr. SPARS (United States of America): Anything that the répresentative
of llew Zealand suggests obvidusly receives great attention here, but it seems
to me that we are spending an awful lot of time on this matter. It is beccming
complicated by mwany statements on the rules. We bhave plenty of work before us,
vwhich concerns millions of people in the Trust Territories. I would therefore
think, from the point of view of my own delegation at least, that we ¥Would be
advised to get this thing ‘out of the way as soon as possibié.' ‘

The FRESIDENT (4nterpretation from French): My understanding is that

the representative of New Zealand did not mdake a formal proposz2l; he simply mede
a sugpestion. We have heard the opinion voiced by the representative of the
United States. If there are no further comments, I shall eome back to the
initial question. ‘

I respectfully ask members of the Council to be good enough to take a
decision with regard to the Soviet propocels Once again, this is not a gquestion

of substance which ve Lave before us now; it is a question of procedure. The
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(The President)

Soviet Union submitted an amendment to the effect that voting should be carried
out in a certain manner on the report, and it is this question that we must
decide because it would seem that the procedure is somewhat unusual. The
Secretary-General's report must be approved or disapproved, but I have certain
doubts as to the submission of amendments. I would sutmit the question, however,

to the Council and ask the Council to take a decision.

Mr. OBEREMKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from
Russian): I would submit that it might be wiser not to take such a hasty decision,

since, after éll, it affects the rights of each of our delegations. Today by

a majority ve would'decide that this amendment is not only unacceptable to the
Council but it is unreceivable. I would request the Becretariat of the Council
to indiéate to me under which rule of procedure a delegation would be prevented
from moving this or that emendment. I should like to explain clearly the motives

of my delegation. I hope you will understand what I mean.



AP/eig - T/PV.923

36

(Mr. Obererko, USSR)

Each delegation is entitled to suﬁﬁit an amendnent to the Council. The
Council then .can decide whether this amendment will'be incorporated in the report
of the Secretary-General, or not. The only way to decide that is to take a voté on
this amendment. Therefore, those who object to a change in thé réport of the
Secretary-General will vote against our amendment. Those who consider that the
report should and can be amended will vote together with us in favour of our
amendment. : 2> . '

I should like to say something more. When you tock a decision to vote in
part: or not to vote in part, then youw might have conceived of'a situbbion when
the Council would have accepted the proposal, IWhat-would'haﬁé happened thenf e
would have taken.a separate vote on part of the repért.:'wé'wduia already have
thus expressed our views not .on the whole of the “report button en individual part
of that report. Therefore, the point is vhether a delegation is entitled or not
tc wmove an amendrent. This, of course, should be answered in the affirmative.
Then. the Council is empowered to accept or to rejéct that amendment. But I would .
drav the attention of the wembers of the Council to the fact thab this is noﬁlonly
a wetter of the Soviel amendment. In the future, any emendment that is moved may
be first weighed before it is moved. In the past, I can never recall that an
amendment was not voted once it had been moved, either in this Council or in the
General Assewbly. Therefore, I would urge you not to take such a hasty decision
on changing the rules of procedure as they are nov drafted, but on the contrary,
in accordance with the rules as they now stand, to take a veocte on our amendment.

If our amendment is not voted on, then the Council will obviously be deperting from
existing rules of procedure; in that case I am prepared, with all members of the
Council, to consider a motion %o amend the rules of procedure to that effect. But
why must we do so only in this particular case? If the rules of procedure need to
be changed, very well, let us put an item on the agenda to that effect, and then we

will decide it. But wvhy must we do this in such precipitate haste?

Mr. §TARE (United States of America):s Mr. President, I move that the

Council vote on the question of the admissibility of the Soviet Union's proposal,

without further delay.
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Mr. OBERMXO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(interprctation from

Russian): We are witnessing a peculiar transformetion in the representative of
the United States. It is even difficult to follow the trend of thought of the
United States. First, he moved hastily that we should not ccreider at all at this
session the issue of the recognition of the credentials of the legitimate
representatives of the Chinese People's Repubiic, and the position of those who
have usurped the rights of China. This proposal was moved by him early

in the debate. Tow, departing from this original proposal and in complete
disregard of logic, he is suddenly wondering whether the Soviet amendment can be
voted on at all. How do you reconcile the o positions? On the one hand you
insist that the Soviet amendmwent should not be votzd on, and then suddenly you
move & substantive proposal to-that effect. I submit that the representative of
the United States is nol very coansistent, even in his erroneous position. But
reverting to the procedure of whe case, I think the pusition is quite simple.

The Couuicil does not have to teke any emergency decision that would apply only to
this particular case. The revort of the Secretary-General on credertials is one of
of the innumerable reportus that come to us from the Secretary-General. It does
not require any emergency procedure for its consideration. It can be considered
under the existing rules of procedure. If any member of the Council wishes to
move emergency procedure for this particular report, then I would move that this
proposal figure as a separate item in our agenda and that we take a decision on
that now; and that those delegations who wish to provide for an emergencyPrOCEGﬁr@,
that they submit their reasons and their motivation; then we will discuss that on

their merits.

Mr. de CAMARET (France)(interpretation from French): I will be brief.

I understood that the representative of the United States had asked,-no doubt under
paragraph (d) of rule 56, which I will read: -
"For the closure of the debate on any motion or draft resolution,
including amendments thereto, or on any amendment or amendments to a
motion or drafi resolution;"

This is the specific rule. Ve have discussed the matter for more than an hour ;
whether OY not ue should discuss the receivability of the Soviet proposal.
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(Mr. de Camavet, France)

Before voling, I should like %o say %hat as far as I en concerned I hold
the views ac expresced by the representatives of Australia, Belgium, lew Zealand
and others, that inadmissibility is not in doubt. The representative of the
Soviet Union no doubt invoked rule €1, which refers to a prdposal, Well, we do
not have a proposal; we have a report of the Secretary-General. I think we are
all in agreement, with the exception of one or two delegations, that this is a
document of the Secretary-General, and thaﬁ it does not behoove us to amend it.

X shall, therefore, support the proposal of the United States that we close
the debate end take a vote on this motion.

Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic)(interpretation from French): My
delegation agrees to the closure of the devate. It agrees that we should proceced
irmediately to vote upon the Soviet amenduwent, if that is exactly what the

representative of France requests.

Mr. RASGOTRA (India): I do not wish to go over the ground once again,

but it seems to me that once a report, or a prcposzl, comes before the Council
for approval or disapproval, it is within the powvers of the Council, and within
the powers of wmembers of the Council, to express disapproval of one particular
part of a report which in the view of that menmber of the Council may be a

mistaken part.
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(Mr. Rasgotra, India)

That is the position nere and there is an amendment to that effect from
the representative of the Soviet Union. There is no question of & vote being
talien on the admissibility of an ammendment. The will of the Council cen be
invoied. under rule 60, not on emendment, not on a report, not on a draft
resolution, but on the question whether parts of that report, parts of thet
amendment or parts of the draft resolution will be voted upon separately.

It could well be that you may, Mr, President, in your povers as President
of the Council, rule an amendment out of order. But it does not seem to us
that it is proper and correct under the rules of procedure to invoze the will
of the Council yet once again on en emendmeint which is proposed by the
representative of the Soviet Union, vhich 1s a simple amendment. The gquestion
is one of voting on the amendmnt &nd not whether that emendment should be voted
or should not be voted in parts. |

RNow the fresh proposal of the repregentative of the United States has to
be viewed in that context. Before my delegntion is asked to vote on that
proposal, we would naturelly like to know the rule under which the proposal
is placed before the Council, If there is no rule in support of a proposal
of that nature at this stege, Mr. President, you must obviously give a ruling
as to vhether that particular proposal is in order or not. I em conscious of
the fact that this does not bring us closer to a clearer picture of what is
now before the Council.

I would therefore formelly propose et this stage that the Council should
adjourn for fifteen minutes to enable members to consult together and perhaps
be in a position to cocme to a decision quicikly on this gqu 'stion. I therefore

move that proposal formally.

The FRESIDENT (interpretation froan French): Yie heve heard a formal
proposal frem the representative of the United States, supnorted by the
representatives of France, and the United Arab Regublic, calling for a closure

of fhe debate. Rule 56 of the rules of procedure, in parsgraph 3, mazes reference

to:
"A motion for closure of dcbate on a draft resolution or other motion

shall not be considered by the Trusiceship Council until each representative
shall have had the opportunity to speai on that draft resolution or other

motion. Debete on a motion for closure of detate shall be linmited to one

speelier for each sice,”



The PRESIDINT (interpretation from French): Two speezers have

supported the motion for closure end the rules of ‘precedure autiorize me %o
call on one spealker against the motion for closure.’ However, the representative
of India has proposed the suspensisn of the meeting for fifteen minutes. As

there is no objection, we will suspend the meeting for fifteen minutes.
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The ueetlng was suspended at 12,05 p.m. and resuzed ab 12.20 poi.

lir. MUFTI (United Arab Republic)(interpretation from French): First
of all, my delegation would like to thank all those delegetions that made an
effort to resolve our difficulty. I should like to make the following proposal
which perhaps will allow us to get out of this impasse vhich seems to be
characteristic of the situation. Iy delegation would like to propose that
we proceed immediately to the vote on the Soviet amendsient, specifying at
the same time tlhat such a vote shall rot constitute a precedent for questions
of principle which seem to be at stalze in such a vote, and that the questioﬁ
as to whether amendments to Secretary-Gereral's reports on credentials can
or cannot be presented by the Ccuncil be devated later a£ the ap;rcrriate
time to be chosen by the Council. Therefore, it would seem that this
proposal is in conformity with the rules of procedure, and it would safeguard
the position of the Council with regard to the question of principle which
bas been raised. If this proposal is acceptable to members of the Council,

I think that it will allow us to get out of this iupasse.

kir. SEARS (United States of America): I em not too well versed in
legal procedures. I told the representative of the United Arab Repuﬁlic that
I thought what he was going to say was a good thing. I should like to make
one reservation which is pernaps unnecessary: that I will oppose forever
a long debate on the same subject again under any rules. Ve have discussed
this sufficiently, and I hope that we will terminate this aiscuséion as quickly

as possible and get on with our business.

lir. KELLY (Australia): I am wondering whether the representative
of the United Arab Republic would amend his proposal to provide that not only should
this Soviet motion be decided without deciding any vote on the question of

principle, but also without deciding any question of procedure.
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(itr. elly, Australia)

There ars two issues involved Lere, one of prireiple and one of
procedure. The iscue of principle is whetler or nct this Council can amend
a report of the Secretary-General. - Bt if we procesd directly to a vote
on the motion of the vepresensacive of the -Soviet Unien, vie implicitly take
a procedural deeision. I would be prepared to proceed o a vote as suggested
by the representative of uHC United Arsb Repubiic on the motion of the
representative of the Soviet Unicn without being committed by way of
precedent to any decislon on a question of principle or any decision on a

question ol rrocedure.

Hr, MUFTT (United Arab Republic)(interpretation from French): My
delegation is ready to accept ths observation which has- just been advanced by

the representative of Australia.

Mir. KBLLY (Australia): I wish to thank very warmly indeed the
representative of the United Aral Republic for the extracordinary initiative.
vhich he has taken and which goes a long vay towvard meeting all the problems

wiich have been confronting us.
(%]

The PRESIDENT (interpretation frcm French): I should like to

believe that all the merbers of the Counell are aware of the meaning or
sense of the United Arcb Republic's proposal, as it has been made even more
precise by fustralia and as the United Arab Republic has accepted that

clarification.

lir. KIANG (China): I should like to ask for a clarificatlon
from you, lI. President. Before we recessed, you had put the following

question to the Couneil; the guestion of admissibility. Lo T understand

that you have withdrawn that question which ycu kad already put to the Council?
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The PRESIDEKT (interpretation from French): e had a fifteen-

minute recess in order to allow the Council members to consult each cther so
as to Tind a solution to the difficulty in which we found ourselves. Before
the suspension I had proposed thet the Council take a decision on the questicn
of principle, namely, the question of the admissibility of the amendment of
the Soviet Union. Consultations vere held during the suspension of the
meeting, and the representative of the United Arab Republic submitted a
proposal which seemed to meet with general approval and seemed to permit us

to get out of our difficulty.

The question of principle which I had put to the Council has not fermally
been withdravn but in view of the proposzl which has now been made I will not
propose it again, but I will not object tec its being raised again.

The representative of the United Arab Republic has proposed that we
proceed to the vote on the Soviet amendment, bearing in mind that the vote
which would take place would not constitute any commitment on the part of
any delepgation present here with regard to the principle itself of an
~ amendment concerning the report of the Secretary-General. take it that
this question might in the future be raised by any delegation concerned and
might be debated by the Council and that the Council would then take a
decision in the future. However, for the moment, we shall proceed to vote
without any delegation's being ccrmitted one way or the other with regard to

the question of principle which has been raised.

Mr. KIAKG (China): Mr. President, I thank you for what you have
said in the way of clarifying the point which I had in mind.
I only wish to say this: that this Council has committed quite a few
mistakes in procedure in the past few years. We should never set a precedent.
That has nothing to do with any particular delegation, with tie rules of

procedure of this Council and the rules of procedure of the whole Organization

as well.
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(Mr. Kiang, China)

Now,lir. President, I want to warn all my' colleagues here, no matter
vhat you say, that it is a co:protlse of pri nciple if that liind of proposal
is going to be put to the vote instead of the one which you, lir. President,
first asked the Council to vote on.

Iv. DAVIN (Wew Zealand): The first I heard of this proposal by
the representative of the United Arab Republic was when he made it formally
to the Council here. I must confess, lr. President, that I would greatly -
prefer your original proposal to be put to the vote, nawmely, whether this
question is, in fact, admissible. T would have great difficulty indeed in
voting for the proposal of the representative of the United Arsb Republic
because I think that in essence it is a wrong procedure.

The Council took a decision on the substance of this matter under
rule 60 in declining to admit a vote on the admissibility of part of the
Secretary-Gereral's report. I do not see why we should now accept the
same amendwent in another form, in my view i1n a form which considerably
strains, if not in fact violates, rule 61 because I still do not see any
motion befere this Council on which the axendment can be moved under the
terms of rule 61. I would prefer that your original proposal, lir. President,

on the adnissibility of the question be put.



GRR/mm T/PV;985
51

Ir. Cﬁ@ggq (United Kingdcm): -On the immediate procedural question which
is now béfore us, I need say no more than “that I entirely agree with_everyﬁhing
tha; has jﬁst been said by thé representative of MNew Zealand., DMy delegation.

_cousiders that the amehdment moved by the representative of -the Soviet Union

is an inaamiséible ariendment. It is an amendment on vhich we should not proceed
to a vote, We say this because we agree with.a number of the interpretations of
our rules of proceaure which have been advanced by scme delegations, in
particuler {hose concerning the status of the report of the Secretary-General on
credentials. Ve also say this because vhatever dirferences of opinion might
arise on the question as to whether we ¢an or cannot in principle amend the report
cf the Secretary-General on credentials, the fact remains. that the particular
proposal for an emendment which is now before us is one which is identical in its
effect td the previcus proposel that the report be voted upon in parts. For very
gocd reasons of substance, wmy delegation voted against that proposal. Therefore,
if it is now dgéided'to'procééd to a vote on tae Scviet Union amendment, wy
délegation_wili_haye no alternative to voting egainst the amendment because we
think it is_éuite_impr0per for it to be put to a vote at all.

Mr, de CANMARET (Ffance) (iﬁfefbrétation from French): I would like to

endorse vhat has just been said by the feprésentatives-of the United Kingdom and
llew Zealand. The French delegation would much prefer to vote on the admissibility
of an emenduent to the Secretary-General's report.

Mr. KCCIANCICH (Italj): I also would like to join the representatives

of New Zealend, the United Kingdom and France and state that my delegation would

prefer -- we think it is a more proper and, as a matter of fact, the only correct
procedure -=- to vote upon what the President had previously proposed, namely the

question of the admissibility of the Soviet Union amendment.

Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) (interpretation from French): It seems
that the aquesticn of the admissibility or inadmissibility of the Soviet Union
‘amendment is one which the President himselfl submitted but he then clearly

indicated to the Council that he would not press that question to the vote.
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Since certain delegations have expressed a wish to have that question voted
upcn, uy delegation would like some other delegation to take it in hand and _
sucmit it to the Ccuncil. In that case, my delegation would propose that no vote
be taken on the Secretary-General's report and would ask that a new item be put
upon the agenda relating to the amendment of the rules of procedure of the Council.
If the Ccuoneil is ready to decide the question of principle in this manner, my
delegaticy vould have the right to ﬁithdraw its earlier proposal and make & new

one along tne lines I have just indicated.

e FRESIDENT (interpretation from French}: Are there any further

comments? I3 the Council ready to vote?
Mr. KIANG (China): What does the President want us to vote on?

The PRESIDENT (interpretation frcm French): The representative of the

United Arab Republic has asked whether any other delegation was ready to take up
and sponsor a proposal relating to the admissibility or inadmissibility of the
Soviet Union amendment. He further said that if a formal proposal were made on
that question by some delegation, he would then make a new proposal regarding a
new item on the Council's agenda dealing with the question of principle, nanely,
whether it is possible to amend the Secretary-General's report., That is how I

understood the question,

Mr. KIARG (China): And does the President wish us to vote on exactly
vhat he has said, every word of it, or has he any formula which hé would like us
to vote upon? I would suggest that the President should dictate to the Secretary

of the Council and let him read out exactly what he wants us to fote_upon.

lir. CIAEYS BCUUAIRT (Belgium) (interpretation from French): I wish to

say a few words to try to find a way out of this procedural tangle. As regards the

amendment moved by the representative of the Soviet Union, objections have been
raised to its admissibility; as far as I can remember, they were raised by the
representative of the United States. The admissibility of the amendment was upheld
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by éevgral othér'délegatiohs and'in order to ethicété ourselves from the impasse
the President decided to submit the question of admissibility to a vote. In order
to extricate the Council from its present 51tuat10n, the President has only ‘one

recou rse, namely to put that question to the voue of the Council.

e, FUFTI (Unlted.Arao Repuollc) (1nterpretatlon from French): I would
like to point cut once again that at present there is no proposal concernlng the
admissibility or inadmissibility of the Soviet Union amendment before the Ccuncil,
If some delegation wishes to propose that a vote be taken upon such a proposal,
then that delegation should proceed to make its opinion knowm to the Council.

t present there is no such motion.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I believe that I cught to

rake scme clarification here before we stray too far afield. I heard the last

- comment from the representative of the United Arab Republic to the effect that
there 1s no formal proposal concerning the edmissibility of the Soviet Unicn
amendment. I had considered the question of asking the Council to take a decision
regarding that watter; a lcng discussion ensued and the meeting was suspended to
see whether we could reach a compromise. The representative of the United Arab
Republic submitted such a compromise, there were numerous cbjections to it, and
therefore I think it is now for me, as President, to take up again the proposal
which I hﬁd intended to submit formally to the Council, namely to decide on the
principle of the admissibility or otherwise of the Soviet Union amendment. When
the representative of the United Arab Republic suggested that scme other
delegation might formelly submit this question, I saw no delegation indicate such
an intention. '

There have, however, been objections to the formula which has been proposed,
and I do not believe that we can continue iﬁ this misunderstanding indefinitely.
Therefore I shall once again take up the proposal vhich I have rmade and now I

formally ask the Council to take a de01510n on the principle of the admissibility



GRR /tm T/PV.983
54-55

(The President)

or inadmissibility of the Soviet Unicn amendment. I think the representative of
the United Arab Republic will agree that we should not continue the discussion as
we have been doing up to now. ;

The question of principle must therefore be decided., As was indicated by
the representative of the United Arab Republic, any delegation, including his,
can formulate another proposal after the one 1 em now making has been disposed of,

but I do not think we can continue this misunderstanding any longer.
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Jr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) (interpretation from French): My
delegation would like to propoée formally that the question which the
President has Jjust pubt should appear as a separate item on the agenda of the
Council and that meetings should be devoted to the discussion of that item.
Consequently, we ﬁfopose the-ﬁostponement of the exawination of the report of
the Secretary-General until ‘a ‘discussion had. taken place in the Council on the

separate item.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): - Rule 56, paragraph 1 (g)
states, "To postpone discussion of the questiontoa certain day or indefinitely".

It has been proposed that we should postponé discussion indefinitely and that
we -should inscribe a new item on our agenda. Does the Council agree that the
question should 'be postponed until a later date?

" Mr. DAVIN (New Zealand): I Jjust wish to récord formally my opposition
to the postponement of this 'question at this time. I raised the question of
postponement eerlier, but I think we have now spent enough time in discussing it.
I think we are ready to takes decision on the President's proposal,

: : ‘ 1
Mr. MUFTI (Unitéd Arab Republic) (interpretation from French): My
delegation is obliged to express its surprise at the statement which has just
been made by the representative of New Zealand ‘in view of the fact that the .
same delegation proposed the postponement of the examination of this question,
My delegation cannot understand how delegations can change their views so

rapidly in the Council,

ir. RASGOTRA (India): e are not in a position to favour .a

precipitous vote on the President's proposal for the Council.tb_detérmine
whether or not it is admissible for a member to move an amendment to a proposal
vhich is before the Council, We view this as a rather novel proposition which
raises many issues and questions regarding the validity of our rules of
procedure. It is necessary, as the representative of the United Arab Republic

pointed out, that delegations should have time to consider the implications and
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the various aspects of a propesal of this kind., To .our way of thinking it is
a completely new item.

It is not a question'of whether a certain amendment can or cannot be
voted upon or should or snould not be voted upon. The President has raised
a basic issue, namely whether or not an amendment to a proposal which is
before the Council is admissible. This issue is not covered by any rules
of procedure in its negative aspect. The positive aspect is covered by
the rules of procedure, namely that members are competent to move amendments
to proposals that are before them. .

We therefore support the proposal that this item should be placed on the
agenda and that members should be allowed time to consider all its implications
before they are called upon to vote. I think that is a fair encugh proposition
for everyone. We cannot be expected to vote in a precipitous manner on a
proposal of this vital impoftance which introduces a new element into our
rules of procedure, and which thereby constitutes an amendment in substance to

the rules of procedure.

The FRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I should like to corment

on what I believe was a mistake in interpretation on the part of the
representative of India. His statement seemed to deal with an interpretation
of rule 61 of the rules of procedure, but rule 61 is not involved. The question,
as I gubmitted it, is whether the Council is ready to agree to the principle

of an amendment, as proposed by the representative of the Soviet Union, to

the report of the Secretary-General on credentials. This does not prejudice

other rules of our rules of procedure, rarticularly rule 6l.

Mr. RASGOTRA (India): I wish to apologize to the President for

having to disagree with him, and it causes me a great deal of regret to have to
do so. As I have said, it is my delegation's view that once a report or a

proposal or a document comes before the Council for. consideration and approval,
which can only follow examiﬁation and consideration, it is within the competence
of any member to propose amendments to that report or proposal. The President's

proposal takes this issue beyond the rules of procedure. If it is to be confined
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to the rules of procedure to which we have adhered in the past, then it must:

be interpreted under some rule. .I submit that there is no.rule under: which " -
the competence or the.will of the Coﬁncil3can be invoked as t5 the ddmissibility
or inadmissibility of an amendment. This proposal therefore constitutes a: new
item. The proposal relates to the competence of members to move amendments to
proposalé before them. -This, therefore, should be inscribed on the agenda of the
Council as a separate item and members should appropriately be given time' to
consider it before they are called upon to vote. Surely every member. is -
entitled to ask for some time to consider a new proposal before voting so that = -
"he- may express the views of his delegation and his Government, especially when the
matter is of .such vital importauce to the entire set of rules of procedure.and to

the procedures that we have followad in the past.’

“Mr. KOCIANCICH (Italy): I believe that almost every delegation in:

the Council has had’'an opportunity. to.expyress its views on the question of the
admissibility of the amendment proposed ty the representative of the Soviet Union.
This questionh was the object first of all of a motion moved by the.

representative of the United States, which:was subsequently'withdrawn.  However,
later on the President picked it up and made it his own proposal, if my
understanding is correct. It was the President!s intention fermally o put

to the vote of the Council:the question of the admissibility of the Soviet
amendment. For these reasons and having in mind rule 56, raragraph l'(d),

I formally move the closure of the debate on the President's proposal onlthe

admissibility of the Soviet amendment.

" Mr, MUFTI (United Arab Republic) (interpretation from French): The
representative of Italy took it upon himself to sum up the debate here in the
Council, and he said that all opinions had been expressed with regard to the

question of admissibility.
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Iy delegation is not entirely of that opinion, in view of ‘the fact that the
observations which we might make on a question of principle of such great
importance would be much lengthier if this matter were to be debated at a later
meeting. That is why my delegation would like to.voice opposition to closure of
the debate.

Hr. OREREMKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Fussian): I would support the arpguments which have just been advanced by the
representativé of the United Arab Republic._ It seems to me that if the
fepresentativg of Ttaly bad pondered the matter a little longer he would have: come
to less suﬁerficial conclusions than the one he has just voiced.. What is involved
here is the right of every delegation, including his own, and one may easily
foresee a time vhen the representative of Italy may also have to invoke this

right to move an amendment. If the representative of Italy were denied this

right on the basis of today's precedent, he might very well object. Therefore it
is perhaps better not to take such a superficial and hasty approach to these
matters. _ ,

I should liké_to say that, if the representative of Italy in making his
rotion wished to put an end to the debate on the matter we are now discussing,
namely, the report of the Secretary-General on credentials, so that a vote could
be taken immediately on the Soviet amendment, we should have no objections to that.
That would be perhaps the correct course. The time has come to take a vote on the
Soviet smendment.

However, if the representative of Italy had in mind putting an end to the
debate on whether or not the Soviet amendment is receivable -~ and that, of course,
involves a broader issue of the right of delegations to move amendments in
general -- then I think that the representative of Italy would be well advised
to ponder the possible consequences of such a proposal for all delegations,
including his own. I submit that this proposal is hasty and not well taken and it

therefore should not be entertained.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): There have been two speakers

against closure ~-- in fact, perhaps one more than is provided for under the rules
of procedure. Now I am ready to call on any representative who wishes to suppert

this rotion.
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lir.. RPASGOTRA (India}*- lir. President, it.seemb to me'that.impliéd in
this motion of closure is ‘the desire to precipitate a vote on the proposal which
is attributed to you. e have heard about this proposal and the various aspectis
of it, but I regret to say that my & e1egatlon is still not quite cléar as to what
that proposal is. On a p01nt of order, Jerefore, I wlsh to invoke rule 57 and
to request ;you to have this proposal circulated and to fix a date and time for its
discussion before we are called upon to vote upon this proposal.

I hope I am not making an unreasonable request. This right is:grénted to
representatives under rule 5T7. The proposal is an important one, from what I
understood of it, and it is only normal that menbers should be granted the time
that they desire tg.give consideration to the propﬁsél befofe they are called upon
to vote on it. o - | -

Mr. KELLY (Australia)' me dﬂle"atibﬁﬁis now confronted with the
necessity of taking fully into account the observat;ons Just made by the
representative of India. I mlgﬁt perhnpa be dlsposed.to give those observations
more sympathetic consideration if he were to indicate to the Council whether he
would also wish the Soviet amendment to be circulatea in writing in accordance

with the terms of rule 57..

[y  OBEREMKO (Union ol Sov1et oclalist Republ*cs) (interpretation from
Russian): I consider that the rcoueut by the representmulve of Australia is

quite legltlmate, and we are perfeculy prepared to make our proposal in writing.
This will, of course, .entasil qpltﬂ natural congeauenceg, that - is, we shell have
to consider it somevhat later, after the representatlve of Australia has had a

chance’ to study our proposal and unuerbtand 1t.

Ir. RASGOTRA (Inﬁla) : I WlSh to thanP the representatlve of Australia

for the courlesy he has shovn me, but I want to sag in addltlon to ‘what I have

said, that the proposal I made is not sgbject to any gcndztlons. There is one
amendment by the representative o¢f the Soviet Union, and you yourself,

. Mr. President, moved a proposal of much larger consequences. The two, in my view,
are not related. What we are considering at the moment is closure on your proposal

and a vote to follow that closure. I requested that time be given to members and
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that the proposal be circulated, so that members could thirdl about it. That was
my request, Adceptancé cannot be made conditional upoh'my delegation giving an
assurance. of any kind with regard to another proposal, a différent one, an
amendment. But I am glad to hear vhat the representative of the Soviet Union had
to say on the subject, namél&, that he'is'willing to eirculate his amendment when
the time comes to consider that. I should like to assure the representative of
Australia that my delegation wlll, as in the past give due deference to’the views

and wishes of his delegatlon.

lir. MUFTI (Unlted_ﬂrab Republic) (1nterpretat10n from French): My
delegation feels that the discussion has been much too prolonﬂed and that our
agenda is too heavy for us to allow ourselves this sort of discussion. Therefore,
we issue an appeal to members of the Council to review their position with regard
to the compromise proposal that I made. I think that fheIQuestion oprrincip1e
and the auestion of procedure might'iﬁdeéd be left'uﬁfii a later staée and that
e mlﬂht thus dispatch thla ambndment vhlch was submltted.to the Council, without
taking a position on questlons of Drlnc1nle or procednre vhich mlght as I have

sald, be discussed at a later date.

lMr. CLAEYS BOUUAERT (Belnlum) (1nterpretatlon from French): The

situation is not, perha aps, so compllcated as all that, Hl._PreSident. % il bl
prOPOSal was 1nterpreted as a draft resolution which should be the subject of
routine procedure -- ﬁublication; circulation and so on. I think that the
situation is far simpler than that. ' S '

'The amendment was moved.bﬁ tﬁezrgpresentative of the Soviet Union. This
amendment gaﬁe rise to objections which would make it non-receivable because of -
the provisions of rule 1Lk of our rules of procedure. You have »ightly said that
" to get out of thls impasse the Counc11 should decide bJ a vote whether the -
Soviet amendment is recelvable or not 51nce its admissibility has been contested
- by certain delegaﬁiona.' Having said tLlu, I endor e the motion for closure of

the debate and I suggest that We tahe a vote.
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Mr. OBEREMKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Unforturately, in this world of ours the situation is not scmetimes as
simple as the representative of Belgium would have it seem. I would draw his
attention to the fact that two issues are at stzke. I understsnd ycur desire

to take a vote as fast as possible. Apparently you are very sure of the results
of such a vote. Bubt I would like to draw your attention to the fact that

there are two questions, as the representative of India quite rightly pointed out,
tkat we ccreider a prerosal ty o vote on the recéivability*or nonreceivability

of amendniznts to the report of the Secretarﬁ-General. I can tell you very
frenkly that my delegation shares completely the views of the delegations of India
and of the Urnitcd Areb Republice This is a completely new issue, namely the -
rights of delepgations to move amendments. It would seem to me that this proposal
is so important, it is so complex that it cannot be decided by & mere wave of

a nand, by a simple majority, about which the representative of Eelgium seems

to be so sure. If you suggest that the rules of procedure be amended, well

then, have the'éourage to that effect., It will be included in our agends and

it will be given due consideration by us. I would request you, Hr. President,
that there should be ro abuse by certsin members of the Council of your prestige
as President. I would like to appeal to you that this proposal, whether a

Soviet amendment be acceptable or ndt, receivable or not, that this formula

should stem not frem you as President of the Council. since after all you

are a fair-minded person, a man who has to see to it that the rules of procedure.
-are strictly observed -~ and to date you have done so. I should like to appeal .
To you thaet if a delegation deems it desirable to make such a proposal, well,

let that delegation have the courage to move it on its own behalf, and toet it
should not seek the mantle of the President to cover itself because the delegaticn
itsell is tco shy or too timid to move it.

Mr. RASGOTRA (India): The point of order that I raised a while ago,
rerains undecided. I raised the point of order in relation to rule 57 which
says, that "Reports, draft resolutions and other substantive motioné or amendments
shall be introduced ..."+ It does not say "will be" or "may be introduced” it

says "shall be introduced in writing and handed to the Secretary-General.”
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I request you, Mr. President, to give a ruling on the point of order that I
raised under rule 57, rather than to permit the Council at this stage to continue
with the discussion of the closure of the motion on your proprosal which we do

not have in writing as is required under rule 57.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation frcm French): Before calling cn the

- e —

representative of New Zealand, Y should like to emphasize that it seems to me

that rule 57 is not applicable at the preéent mbmént, as invoked by India.

I did not make =g substantive'pfopbsala' I did not subtmit any resolution. I

simply proposed a procedure to allcw us to get out of this impasse which resulted
from an amendment submitted by the Soviet Unicn -- én amendment to which objections
were raised by members of the Council. That is the qpestion'as the Chair Las
always envisaged it. There is no resolution from the President concerning a matter
of substance, as would be the case if rule 57 were applicable. '

'Mr. DAVIN (New Zealand): Mr. President, youlhave expressed what I had
in mind myself in reading rule 57. Let me say, first of all, that I would
deprecate any attempt to exutend the purport of the decision we are now about to
take beyond its ordinary limits. You would have been quite ccopetent, as President,
to have ruled that such a proposal was or was not admissible. You naturally felt
some hesitatlon in doing this, and you proposed to invite the opinion of the
Cqupcilr I acsume you would do it in the form of an inquiry to the Council,
at lecst 7o vould ask penkers of the Council, who believed it to be admissible,to ac
indiecate by reising their hands. fT.at would be a simple enough procedural motion.
I do ~0b 4link that such a proposal would have to be put in writing in the terms
of rule 57. I believe that is the best way of solving our problem at the moment.
If it were necessary I would be pfepared to mo?e, myself, that the opinion of the
Council be taken on that. But I think it is quite competent and proper for the
President, where he is in doubt and does not feél he can give a ruling on the

brocedural point, to take the sense of the Council in thet way.
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The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): Before continuing this

discussion, I would like to point out that it is some six minutes past one ot'clock,

the ordinary time for adjournment. I am wondering whether it would not be
appropriate for us to suspend the meeting end thus allow Council members to
reflect further upon the difficulties facing us, and at this afterncon's meeting

perhaps we wight find a solution acceptable to all.

“Mr. de CAMARET (France)(interpretation from French): Mr. President, you
have just made a proposal, but I would like to sp;ak on the Itallan motion for -
closure. However, it is, of course, luncheon time and I am perfectly willing to
give support to the proposal to adjourn  the .meebting.. Otherwise, I would support

the Italian motion for closure.

Mr. WFTI (United Arab Republic)(interpretation from French): I think
that the proposal which you have just made, Mr. President, is a very reasonable
one. We will then have time to reflect and to come back to this question this
afternoon. But I would like to meke a remark concerning the statement made by the
representative of New Zealand. Iy delegation does not raise its hand lightly at
the Council table here. ITf such a vote were imposed upon us, we would find
ourselves in a position where we could not participate. We could not participate

in a vote which would decide such an important question.

lir. OBEREMKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(interpretation from

Russian): I too would like to support your proposal, Mr. President, that we should
not settle such important matters in such haste and therefore that we should
adjourn our meeting for lunch. Before adjourning, I would like to find out how we
should act in connexion with the Australian proposal, namely, that the Soviet
amendment be circulated in writing. 1Is the representative of Australia pressing
this proposal? Does the Council deem it necessary that we should circulate our
awpendment in writing, because we c¢ould take advantage of the luncheon interval to

circulate this amendment in the various languages?
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lr. IELLY (Australia): I made no proposal that what is called the Soviet
amendrent be introduced in writing and handed %o the Secretary-General. Iven if
a document purporting to be an amendment were introduced in writing and handed to
the Secretary-General, the guestion of its admiseibility would later have to be

determined. But I have made no such proposal.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): Before adjourning, I would
recall that we have a proposal.from the representative of Italy, namely, the
question of the closure of. debate.

The meeting.rose at 1.10 p.m.
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TRUS”EESHIP COUNCIL -- TAKE 1 .

Before resuning the discussion of Ruenda-Urundi, the Triusteeship- Council this
morning first took up the report of the Secretary-General on the credentials -of the
members attending the current session (Doc. T/1468). :

The ?re51dent, MAX H, DORSINVILLE (Halti), asked whether there were any -

" comments on the report. 5 :
VALENTIN I. OBEREMKO (USSR) said the Soviet delegation wanted tb point out:
~that it did not find listed in the report the "légitimate™ representative. of China.
The only representatives who could "legitimately" represent China were those :
appointed by the People'’s Republic of China. It wes "absurd” and "sbnormal,” he
said, to see here representatives who did not represent €hina. - Ve

CHIPING H.C. KIANG (China), ‘on a point of-order, requested the Chairman "to
rule out of order the remerks just heard:" : A
| The PRESIDENT recalled that all representatives present had been accredited by
governments recognized by the United Nations, and it was in that cepacity that they
sat in the Council. He asked the representative of the Soviet Union, when making
his remarks, "to be careful” thet comments regarding eny one member of the Council

conformed with the practices "always established here with regard to c¢ourtesy.”

Mr, OREREMXO then asked whether the Council was now discussing the report on
credentials.

The PRESIDENT said yes.

Mr. OEEREMKO said he wished to state the position of his delegetion on the
report. China, he said, had been, was and would remain & member of the Council,
as long as the Council existed. Yet the report on credentials, he said, did not
list the "legitimste" representative of China. He said he viewed this "strange,
absurd and abnormal" situation with "surprise and dissatisfaction.”

The Council, he said, should not recognize the credentials of persons who
"illegally" represented China. He asked that the credentials of China be voted
on separately.

Mr. KIANG (China) protested against the "slanderous remarks of the previous
speaker" and said they should be stricken from the record. Mr. KIANG said the
government he represented "is the only Chinese government freely and legitimately

(more)
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constituted which alone can speaek for the Chinese people in the United Nations."

It was an "affront" to the Council, helsaid, for the Soviet Union to bring
into the Council the "voice of a puppet regime of Soviet creation” which had been
"condemned” by the United Nations. World opinion, he added, had "condemned that
reglme" for the "organized suppression of freedom."

MASON SEARS (United States) said that in the report the credentials of ell
members were found to be in order. = The Council, in his view, should vote on the
report as a whole, and not_séparately as proposed by the Soviet representative.

He proposed that the Council vote first on the Soviet request for a separate
vote, and he sald that he himself would vote-against it.

The EﬂESIDEﬂT’said that, since oppositidn bhad been raised to the Soviet request,
he must in accordance with the rﬁles'of procedure first put that request to the votei

Mr. OEEREMKO said this was not the first time that the United States represen-
tative had made the proposal he jﬁst'did when the Council discussed the report om
credentials., He said he would amend his motion by asking for the deletion of the
names listed under Chiﬁs.” '

M. RASGOTRA (Indig)'said tﬁaf; if a member or members of the Council wished to i
vote separately on thé credentials of certain members, such an opportunity should
be provided, as envisaged under Rule 60 of the Rules of Procedure. The representa-
tive of the Soviet Union had ﬁade a proposal under Rule 60 for that purpose, he
sald, and_iﬁ seemed desirable to him that that proposal be voted upon first.

(END OF TAKE 1)
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TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL -- TAKE 2

The Council then voted on the Soviet reguest for a separate vote. The request
was rejected by a vote of L in favor (Burma, India, United Arab Republic, USSR),
9 against, with 1 abstention (Italy).

Mr, OBERRMIO (USSR) said that, as the procedural matter had been settled, he
wished a vote on his amended motion -~ nanely, to delete the names listed under
China.

Mr, KIAIG (China) said this was the first time in the Council's history that
a proposal had been made to amend the credentials report of the Secretary-General,
In his view, it was "ridiculous” to entertain such a proposal.

MICHEL DE CAMARET (France) supported the views of the representative of China.

JAWDAT MUFTI (United Arab Republic) considered that the Council was free to
amend the report if necessary.

Mr. SEARS (United States) proposed the following resolution:

"The Trusteeship Council decides not to consider, for the duration
of “its 23rd regular session,any proposals to exclude the representatives
of the Govermment of the Republic of China or to seat representatives of
the Central People's Government of the People's Republic of China,"

He expressed belief that, under Rule €3, his motion had priority over
the proposal of the Soviet representative.

Mr. OBERMmIKO (USSR) moved, as an amendment to the United States proposal,
that the credentials be approved but that "one of these credentials be deleted.”
He asked, under ‘the Rules of Procedure, that his amendment be put to a vote, to
enable all delegates to state their position on the representation of the Chinese
People's Republic in the United Nations -- specifically, in this case, in the
Trusteeship Council.

Mr. KIANG (China), declaring that the procedural matter had already been
settled by the Council, asked the President to rule on the admissibility of the
second Soviet motion.

The PRESIDENT said members might.have reservations.on parts of the report,
but he believed that the report should be viewed as a whole. However, since
differences of view had been expressed, he proposed that the Soviet motion be .put
to the Council for a decision.

(END OF TAKE 2)
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KEVIN T. KELLY (Australie) asled whether the Council was being asked to vote
on the question of substance raised by the Soviet representative or on the
admissibility of the latter's motion. _ _

The PRESIDENT said he was asking the Council to vote on the admissibility of
the Soviet motion. ’

Mr. OBEREMKO (USSR) thought the President was correct in not meking a ruling.
The Council, in his view, was empovered under the rules of procedure to discuss the
report and to make changes. _ ' '

Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) said there was no need to take a preliminary
vote on admissibility.

Mr. RASGOTRA (India) said that no rule cﬁlled Tor a vote on the admissibility
of an amendment, He felt the Council should now vote on ‘the Soviet amendment,

Mr, KELLY said that, at this stage of the Council's proceedings, it had no
option but to approve or disapprove the Secretary-General's report as a whole.

Mr. RASGOTRA held that the Council should vote first on the Soviet amendment
and then on the report. :

T.P, DAVIN (New Zealand) asked vhether it was normal practice for reports
of the Secretary-General to be amenced at the instance of delegations,

Mr., OBEREMKO asked the President whether, under the rules, the Council
could discuss the report and make changes in it,

ALFRID CLAEYS BOUUAEﬁT (Belgiun) did/%ﬁfnk the Soviet arguments in any
way rebutted those of the Australian representative.

The PRESIDENT, replying to the USSR, said the members could discuss the
substance of the report, However,,K serious doubts had been raised as to whether
the Council could amend the report. He said he shared these doubts. Therefore,
he believed the matter should be put te the vote, There was no precedent as far

as he knew,

(EI'D OF TAKE 3)
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Mr. OBEREMKO (USSR) again requested o vote on his amendment to the
Secretary~General's report. .

Mr. KELLY (Australia) pointed out that the Council had already decided not
to vote on the report in parts., He had serious doubts as to the admisgibility of
the USSR amendment, and he believed that that issue should be voted on,

Mr. DAVIN (Wew Zealand) suggested that the Council postpone discussion of the
question for 24 hours in order to look more carefully into the legal.and procedural
aspects, .

Mr. K SEARS (United States) suggested that the matter be decided as soon as
possible, The Council had "plenty of work" to do, he added.

The PRESIDENT then asked members to taﬁe g decision regarding the Soviet
proposal, which, he said, was one of procedure. _

lMr. OBEREMKO declared that delegations had the right to submit amendments
to the report, and they were free to vote any wey they wished.

Mr. SEARS moved that the Council vote without further delay on the admissibility
of the Soviet amendment.

Mr. OBEREMKO did not think that there could be such a "metamorphosis" of
the rules of procedure. |

Mr. DE CAMARET (France) supported the United States motion. He moved closure
of the debate.

Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) suggested the Council proceed to vote
immediately on the Soviet amendment.

Mr. RASGOTRA (India) proposed that the Council adjourn for 15 minutes to enable
the members to consult. This proposal was accepted, and the Council then suspended

its meeting for 15 minutes.

After reconvening, the Council resumed the discussion on the Soviet proposal to
amend the report of the Secretary-General on credentials, and on the question
whether such a proposal was admissible,

The Council, however, was unable to agree on vhat procedure to follow in
dealing with the matter.

The PRESIDENT then proposed, in view of the late hour, that the dlscusszon be
postponed until the afternoon meeting.

There being no objections, the Council sdjourned at 1:19 p.m. until 3 p.m, todmy.j

(CND OF TAKE 4 AND PRESS REIEASE TR/1500)





