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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

This chapter of the Supplement contains material per- 
taming to the practice of the Security Council in relation 
to all the provisional rules of procedure with the exception 
of those rules that are dealt with in other chapters as 
follows: chapter II: Agenda (rules 6-12); chapter III: 
Participation in the proceedings of the Council (rules 37- 
39); chapter VII: Admission of new Members (rules 58- 
60); chapter VI: Relations with other organs (rule 61). 
Material relating to the application of Article 27 (rule 40), 
Voting, is presented in chapter IV. 

The major headings under which the material is entered 
in this chapter follow the classification previously adopted 
for the Repertoire. The arrangement of each part is based 

on the successive chapters of the provisional rules of 
procedure of the Security Council. 

During the period under review, the Council did not 
consider the adoption or amendment of rules of proce- 
dure. Consequently, the case histories entered in respect 
of each rule are confined entirely to those proceedings 
of the Council in which a question arose regarding the 
application of the rule, especially where discussion took 
place regarding a temporary variation from the usual 
practice. As was noted in the previous volumes, the case 
histories in this chapter do not constitute cumulative 
evidence of the practice of the Council, but are indicative 
of special problems that arose in the proceedings of the 
Council under its provisional rules. 

P8rl I 

MEETINGS (RULES I-5) 

NOTE 

During the period under review, there were no special 
instances of application of rules 2-5. 

**A. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULES l-5 

B. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION 
OF RULES l-5 

Rule 1 

CASE I 

At the 2190th meeting, on 7 January 1980, in connec- 
tion with the letter dated 3 January 1980 from 52 Member 
States regarding Afghanistan, the President (France), 
after observing that it had been suggested that the meeting 

be suspended, proceeded to do so, stating that the meeting 
would be reconvened after consultation. The meeting was 
resumed on 9 January 1980.’ 

CASE 2 

At the 2191st meeting, on I1 January 1980, in connec- 
tion with the letter dated 22 December 1979 from the 
representative of the tlnited States, the President 
(France), after informing the Council that in the absence 
of any objection he would suspend the meeting immedi- 
ately, proceeded to do so, stating that the “meeting is 
suspended until 6 p.m. tomorrow”. The meeting was 
resumed on 13 January 1980.* 

ISee 2190th mtg. and Corr.1 and Add.1. paro. 141. 
2%~ 2191~1 mtg. and Add.1. pare. 9. 

P8rt II 

REPRFSKNTATION AND CREDENTIALS (RULES 13-17) 

NOT): 

Since IWW. the reports of the Secretary-General on the 
credentials of the representatives of members of the 
Council have been circulated to the delegations of all 
Council members, and, in the absence of a request that 
they be considered by the Council, have been considered 
approved without objection. In practice, however, the 
crcdcntials under rule 13 have been submitted and re- 
ported on hy the Secretary-General only at times when 
changes in the representation of members of the Council 
have been made and when at the beginning of each year 
the representatives of the newly elected non-permanent 
members of the Council are designated. This practice was 
followed during the period under review. 

In one instance during the pertod under review, objec- 
tions were raised IO the inclusion in the agenda of a 
request for a meeting of the Council on the ground that 
it constituted an interference in the internal affairs of a 
Member State. The Council, having heard the objections, 
extended an invitation to the delegation of the party 
requesting the meeting and suspended its meeting in order 
to enable the Secretary-General to examine the creden- 
tials of the representatives appointed in accordance with 
rule 14 of the provisional rules of procedure. Following 
the resumption of the meeting, the Council approved the 
report of the Secretary-General submitted in accordance 
with rule I5 of the provisional rules of procedure (case 3). 
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4 --- --- ---- 

**A. <:OYS(l)kRATION OF THC: AI)OYTION OR 
AMKNDMC:NT (1) RlILES 13-17 

B. St’E~l4l (:43W CONC‘ERhlh(. Tllt. API’1 I~‘ATIO~ 
OF RllLES 13-17 

Rule 13 

CASE 3 

A( (he 2108th meeting, on I1 January 1979, item 2 On 
the provisional agenda read as fOJJOws: 

Telegram dared 3 January 1979 from rhr t%puIy Prime Minister in 
charge of Foreign Affair, of Democratic Kampuchea to the President 

of the Sccuri~y Council (S/13003). 

At the outset, the representative of (he Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics objected to the inclusion of (he item 
in the agenda, stating that the regime of Mr. Pol Pot had 
fallen on I January 1979 and did not represent (he Kam- 
puchean people. A new Government of Democratic 
Kampuchea had been formed headed by Mr. Heng Sam- 
rin, and his Government had not requested a meeting of 
(he Council; to the contrary, the new Government had 
sent an official communication’ to the President of the 
Council objecting to (he Council’s impending consider- 
ation of (he item as interference in the internal affairs 
of Democratic Kampuchea. 

The representative of China stated that an armed 
aggression had been launched by Viet Nam against Dem- 
ocratic Kampuchea with Soviet support, seriously violating 
the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Democratic Kampuchea and causing a grave threat to 
international peace and security. Under the Charter, any 
Member State had the right to ask for a meeting of (he 
--- __. 

‘S/13013. OR, 34fh yr.. Suppl. jar Jan.-March 1979. 

Chrpirr I. Providonrl rcilcr of procrdurr Of Ike *wily (‘oundl - _._ ._..~ 

Council to consider any issues threatcnmg international 
peace and security. The Government of Democratic 
Kampuchea had been recognized by the United Nations 
and its credentials accepted by the General Assembly at 
its thirty-third session. Attempts to oppose (he meeting 
of the Council on (he ground (hat Phnom Perth had fallen 
to Vietnamese troops were preposterous. Temporary 
setbacks on (he battlefield and (he temporary loss of (he 
capital in no way affected the legal status of the Govern- 
ment of Democratic Kampuchea. 

The President then stated (hat (he question of holding 
(he meetin and the question of (hc agenda had been 
discussed cf uring informal consultations of the Council 
and in the light of those consultations and the views 
expressed by some members a( the current meeting he 
would consider the agenda adopted.’ 

After further slatcments by (hc representatives of fhc 
USSR and Czechoslovakia objecting 11) (hc participation 
of (he delegation of Democratic Kampuchea in the Coun- 
cil meeting and by Bangladesh, China, Kuwait and the 
United States supporting it, (he President stated that he 
was suspending the meeting briefly, in accordance with 
rule 15 of the provisional rules of procedure, in order to 
enable the Secretary-General to examine (he credentials 
of the appointed representatives of Democratic Kam- 
puchea in accordance with rule 14 and to issue a report. 
After resumption of the meeting, the President drew the 
attention of members to the report of (he Secretary- 
General.’ 

‘For the 1~x1s of the relevant statements, see 2108th mlg.: President 
(Jamaica), paras. 28-30. 67 and 68; Bangladesh. paras. 63-65; China, 
paras. 16-22 and 46-52; Czechoslovakia. paras. S4 and 55: USSR. 
baras 34. 35 and 40-4s; and United States. paraa. J6-J9. 

‘S/I302I, OR, 34th yr.. Suppl. /or Jan.-March 1979. 

PIrl III 

PRESIDENCY (RULES W-20) 

NOTE 

Part 111 of this chapter is confined to proceedings of 
(he Council directly related to the office of the President. 

During the period under review, there was one case of 
special interpretation of rule 20 on the temporary cession 
of the chair. 

Material relevant (c the exercise by the President of 
his functions in connection with the agenda is dealt with 
in chapter II. The exercise of the President’s functions 
in the conduct of a meeting is reflected in the material 
included in part V of this chapter. 

The Council continued to resort to informal consulta- 
(ions as a procedure for facilitating the reaching of its 
decisions. Agreements or consensus resulting from such 
consultations were, in some mstances, presented to the 
Council by the President in the form of a statement of 
consensus6 or a draft resolution,’ which the Council, at 
its formal meeting, then approved without further debate. 
In other instances, such agreements or consensus were 

. **A. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULES 18-20 

B. SPECLAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION 
OF RULES lb20 

Rule 20 

CASE 4 -_.-- 
LFor the tcx~s of such str~cmcrur. sec. for example, 2010th mcg.. 

paras I and 2; 2035th mrg.. paras. 2-5; 205151 ml 
MSPlh mfg., pan. 3; 2106th mtg.. paras. 7 and 8; 21 

parrs. I and 2; 
&dh mtg.. pua. 24; 

2151~1 mig.. para. 8. S/13616. OR. 34rh.w.. SuppI. forOcr.-Dee. 1979. 
p- 61; 2172nd mcg.. paras. 13-17; and Rcsolurrom and Drctiioru 01 
thr .kcuriry Council. /PRO. pp 21 and 24. 

At (he 1866th meeting, on 16 December 1975, in 
connection with a question submitted by Iceland, the 
President. after quoting rule 20 of the provisional rules 
--- ~. 

‘For the Wxlr of such rcsohrlronr sec. lor exam 
without change as rcsolutron 377 (1975); S/l l 65. adopted withour I !  

le. S/I IgSg. adopted 

change u rcsoiulron 37Y (197q); S/I 11170. adopted wirhoul change ah 
raohrlion 380(197S); S/12103, adopted wilhour change as rcschrtion 392 
(1976); S/12260. adopted without change as resolution 402 (1976); 
S/l2282/Rcv.l. adopted wrthour change as rcsolutron 404 (1977); 
S/12322. adopted without change as resolution 405 (1977); S/12793. 
adopted without change as rcsolulron 432 (1978). S.‘I2940. adopted 
wuhout chanpcas rcsolutron 440(1978). and S/1364?. adopled withour 
change as rcsofurron 455 (1979) 

‘For the tcxt~ of such notes or letters. sec. for example. S/11595, 
OR, 10th yr.. Su 
July-Scpr. 1975. s 

~1. for Jan.-March 1975; S/I 1750. ibid.. Suppi. for 
‘~~~68,ibd.;S/ll808.ibd.;S’IL089,ibid.. Jlscyr., 

Suppl. Jar April-Junr 1976; S112IW. ibid.; S/ 12274, ibid., 32nd yr., 
Suppi. /or Jan Mmh 1977; S/l241 I. ibid., Suppl for& -k 1977, 
S/131%. rbld.. 34th Yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1979; S/13281, Ibid.. 
Suppl. for April-June 1979; S/13364. ibid.; S/13586, ibid.. SU 
Ocf .lk 1979; S/I W, ibrd.; S/ 13755. tbd.. 35th yr,, &ppl. 

pi 

P 

jar 
or Jan.. 

March 1980; S ‘14166. ibtd.. Suppl /or July-&PC. 1980; rnd S/14309, 
rhrd.. Suppl for Orr -Du I980 

announced by the President in notes or letters circulated 
as Council documents.’ 



Part IV. Secwnrial (rules 21-26) _____----. 

of procedure, stated that the rule pl;ud :hc III.II!T: I’~ 
temporary cession of the chair entirely \\l!hin :tIf: 111, 
crction of th< Pre%ident. Having looked II l)~,:;.J~~rlt\ 
that might apply to the particular oc.z:iGon, he had 
gathered that Presidents had not custonlarily \,acatccl 
their chair when the Council was considering question> 
with which their Governments were directly conccrllcd. 
III fact, the only precedent for such action in rhc p,i‘~ 
20 years or more had been the dcciGon hy hi\ prctlz 
Lessor in May 1968 to vacate the chair in connection 
with the que$lion of Southern Rhodesia. After full) 

5 

c:o~~>IcL I 1r1p II!:. .Ircumstances of the current case, how- 
(“. C’I , IlL, 11,1,1 tliaildcd IO follow his predecessor’s example 
AIICI it) :\~I~Isc’ ~hc discretion provided to him under rule 
?(I. L 1~ \$ ,jt~!d consequently s’acatc the chair and would 
in\ IIT t hc , cprcscntatiie of the United Republic of Cam- 
ero~~r~ IO ,)<cup!’ the prrsiden!ial chair for the purpose 
ot [Ix ~c~llsiderallon of the question on the Council’s 
,\g~mld. I hc r~~plesentative of the United Republic of 
(‘;~I~wI~~~II l4cn l.wl\ the ct.air.y 

Yrrt I\’ 

NOTE 

This part relates to rules 21-26 of the provisional rule5 
of procedure. which delineate the specific function3 and 
powers of the Secretary-General under Article 9X of the 
Charter in connection with the meetings of the Securir) 
Council. 

Witllin IIw pcriotl under review, the Scc~eld~y (ic11c1.11 
was rcquotcd or authorized: (II) IO continue and inlc‘n~il~ 
his consultations with the parties concerned with ~especl 
to the qucqtion of Western Sahara and IO report IO the 
Council as soon as possible; I0 (b) IO organize, in collab- 
oration with the appropriate organizatiorls of the United 
Nations system, all forms of financial. technical autl 
material assistance IO Mozambique and 1 csotho in order 
IO cnablc them IO overcome the economic difticultic+ 
arr\ing from their application of economic sanctions 
against South Africa;” (c) to give the matter of assist- 
ante to Botswana his continued attention;‘! (6) IO ap- 

point a representative to enter into discussions with the 
British Resident Commissioner designate and with all the 
parties concerning the military and associated arranpc- 
mcn~s necessary to effect the transition to majority rule 
in Southern Rhodesia; I1 (e) to provide necessary assist- 
ance to the Special Mission of the Council being sent to 
Benin to investigate the events of 16 January 1977 ;II 
Cotonou; I’ (/) IO appoint a Special Representative for 
Namibia to ensure the early independence of Namibia 
through free elections under United Nations supervi- 
$ioll;” (K) IO continue IO take all effective measure\ 
ncc C\UIY iu ;~~~clr~I;cllcc with the iIl~l)r<JVctl guidrlillr\ ;\IILI 

IVIIII\ 01 I~~I~I~II~T (11 thr llnitctl N;1tio115 Intr~ill~ I,‘krtk.c 
111 I t.lr.111011, “, (I/) 111 jtrclvic(C fic~cs\;tr~ f.1~~11il~~~~ Ii1 tlic 

( ‘01111111~~~1~111 01 IIlc (‘otlrl~~il c\l;ibli\hcd I0 v\;tI1IlIIC 111L. 

\I~II;III(,II IC.~.IIIII): IO WII~CIIICI\I\ III the ~)~xxl~ic~l ,\~al, 

IL’lllll~lIl’\.’ (I) Iti .issisl III lk i~ti~~lcrlicrit;~l~~~~~ 01 ILlI; 
~l.l~‘Il 5 01 11~\~~11111011 -ud) (1979) 01 2 I I)~~iL~ll~l~L~l l’J70, ” 

(I) IO ~~~I,IIII .i~.iiI.il~Ic III~~IIII.I~I~~I~ frcril\ the J’c4lpIc’3 
Kcll\lltllc 01 /\11go1;1 OII the hunl;lll c;i\ual[ic\ ;III~ IILIILY i.11 
iiiril (rllbci ddIIi.~g~ rcdllng lrorn rcpcard 3~l\ of .tggrcs 
hioIl colnnlittcd by South Africa;lV (k) to Icport on 1115 

go,)d offices el’forts in connection with the Iran “hos- 
~agc” situation;Ln (0 to Lonvcne a meeting of the Israel- 
I cbad~~~ii bli.\4 Armistice Commission to agree on pre- 
ci,c rc~~~ommrndntlnns and to reactivate the General 
Arnli\tlzc Agreemen(;!’ and (m) to take the necessary 
IIIC,I\UI~S 10 ili:ensify discussions among all the parties 
WII~T~II~ so that tne United Nations Interim Force in 
1 chanot~ niigl!t complete its mandate.z2 

III ;I number 01’ instances the Secretary-General was also 
~cquchted IO follow the implementation of resolutions or 
to Lccl~ certain questions under review, reporting on their 
dc\&~pmcn~s IO the Council as requested by the Coun- 
cil.:’ I~~~~thcrnm~. the Secretary-General, when appro- 
1~ i.llc. hubmittcd reports on developments relating to 

lYKcwIu~~~~~~ 447 (1979) of 28 March 1979. 
:“Kc~~~lulion 461 (1979) of 31 Dtccmber 1979. 
:I Hcw~lurwn 467 (1980) of 24 April 1980. 
:: Kcr~lhllicjn 483 (1980) of I7 December 1980. 
2’1~ co:~ncc~wn wrh the siluation in Namibia, resolution 431 (1978) 

01 27 luly I97g. rc,olution 435 (1978) of 29 September 1978 and 
rcrolulr~~n 4lY lJY78) of I3 November 1978; in connection wiih rhe 
oucut~m of 1.lmor. rcsolulion 384 (1975) of 22 December 1975 and 
r&oIulinn JgY (1976) of 22 April 1976; in connection with the complamr 
b, kcn>d conxrning Ihe aggression by South Africa against Angola, 
rrwlulron 3X7 (1976) of 31 March 1976, m connection with Ihc complaint 
by I crotho agww South Africa. resolution 402 (1976) of 22 December 
IY76. 111 conncition wth the ques.tion of South Africa, resolution 407 
(IY77)trl ?.C 31.1~ 1977, resolulion 41&l (1977) of 4 November 1977 and 
~C\C~UII~UI 471 (1980) nf I3 Junr 1980: in connection with fhe situa[ion 
LII 4tw1hc1!1 Kl1o~1c~1.1. rc\k)1u!wn 415 I 1977) of 29 Scmember 1977 and 

,161 I .$I’: I Y.r\,.,,,ll,~, I*\+- . !II r’rv~n~i~~\v) ulrh Ihc wuarion in the 
\l~~l.!l~ t .)\I, I* \~~I:III~w !ti (IV’!) of I7 4pnl 1975. resolution 369 (1970 
(II ?\ \l.~\ IV‘\. ICU~UII,~II ?‘I (IY75) of 24 July 1975. resolurlon 378 
(,*l~‘,,o~ 2 1 ( I. I~IIW lY7(. ~C~~~I~IIILW 381 (1975) of 30 Nokcmbcr 1975. 
I~.Q~I,I,I..~I :*kl (IV-h) ,)I Id hl~! IV76, rcwIu!ion 3’96(1976) of 22 Oslo. 
OL.~ 1’1 ( I‘.\.~~II[I,~~ IW (IV:h) of 30 Wobcmber 1976. rcsolu[lon 416 
(I’)’ !\,I :I O,(,+cI lV77. Iwdulwn 415 (1978) of I9 March 197R. 
I<..\<~LIIIU+II -I:‘, (19’21) $11 II Alay 19%. rcsolu~~on 434 (1978) of Id Sep- 
ICIII~~C: lV:I(. IL~~~~UII~)II J36 (lV78) of 6 Oclobcr 1978. resolution 438 
(lu’?‘i OI 21 c~adw Iy78, rcsolulcon 449 (1979) of 30 May 1979. 
~~\,~III’I~III 4% I IVX) 01 JO korembcr 1979. resolurlon 468 (1980) of 
fi \IJ; !U~O, rcwlu~~on 469 (IYgO) of 20 May 1980, resolulion 470 (1980) 
,)I 111 !IJ\ IVhO. rcwluoon 478 (1980) of 20 August 1980. rewlurion 481 
( IW~I ~lt.26 haember IYMfl and rcsolurlon 483 (1980) of 17 December 
IV~II. 111 .~~n~~ci~wn \rllb the sllua[ion in Cyprus, rcrolutlon 367 (1975) 
(11 I: \I.lr<h 1y7!. 370 (19’5) of I3 June 1975. rcsolulion 383 (1975) 
Cl1 I: :~~cn~twl 1~7%. rcwlulwn 391 (1976) of I5 June 1976, rerolu- 
II~,U 101 I IV:hl .)I’ IJ December 1976. resolurion410(1977) Of 15 June 
IV“ ~SWIUIIO~ JIM (1~77) of 15 Sqmmbcr 1977. rfloluuon 4?2(1YT7) 
,II 15 Dcccmtwr 1~77. rrsolullon 430 (1978) of 16 June 1978. ICIO~~- 
IWI~ A-IO (19’S) of 27 hwcmber 1978, resolution 443 (1978) Of 14 Item 
t>cr IV:\. ICW~IUIIOII 451 (1979) of 15 June 1979. rernlunon 458 (lY791 
11~ 12 LWU~IW 1y7v. resolu~lon 472 (1980) of I3 June 1980 and 
,CI,IIIIIIOH 4~: (IYN~ ot I I December 19110; and in connection with [he 
,~I~,w~MI ~CIHCCI~ lr.ul an.i Iraq. rcsohmon 479 (1980) of 28 Seprembcr 
IV&l 



the maintenance of international peace and security in 
response to the Council’s requests contained in resolu- 
tions or during meetings. 

**A. CONSlDERATtON OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULFS 21-26 

B. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION 
OF RULFS 21-M 

Rule 21 

CASE 5 

At its 1830th meeting, on 13 June 1975, in ccbnnection 
with the situation in Cyprus, the Council adopted reso- 
lution 370 (1975), which, under paragraph 6, requested 
the Secretary-General to continue his mission 01’ good 
offices. The Secretary-General, taking note of the draft 
resolution, assured the Council of his best efforts to 
achieve progress but expressed concern at the absence of 
progress on the substance of the problem.” 

CASE 6 

At the 1854th meeting, on 6 November 1975, in con- 
nection with the situation concerning Western Sahara, 
the Secretary-General informed the Council that pursuant 
to resolution 379 (1975) he had been in constant touch 
with the parties concerned and had made several oral 
reports during his consultations with the members of the 
Council. He assured the Council of his continuing efforts 
to bring about a peaceful solution of the problem.*’ 

CASE 7 

At the 2035th meeting, on 21 October 1977, in con- 
nection with the situation in the Middle East, the Secre- 
tary-General made a statement with regard to his report 
on the United Nations Emergency Force. Following the 
Secretary-General’s statement, a draft resolution% was 
adopted extending the mandate of the Force. After the 
adoption of the draft resolution the representative of the 
USSR made the following starement: 

In consenling IO a renewal of the mandate of the United Nations 
Emergency Force. the Soviet delegation acIs in the belief that the 
SccrcIariat of the UniIcd Nations and the Command of the Force will 
make persistent efforts to see to it thar the troops are maintained as 
economically as possible. In this connection, we have drawn atIention 
IO the assurance in the report of the Secretary-General thaI he and his 

~1830th mtg., paras. 1612. 
a 18541h mtg., paras. 8 and 9. 
aRcsolution 416 (1977) of 21 October 1977. 

sIaff will constantly take InIo account the need for maximum economy 
in Ihc use of the funds for Ihe maintenance of the Force. The dclcgalion 
of the Sovic~ Union considers that, in Ihc prcml circumstanaa, it would 
& possible IO carry out certain reductions in the rIrcngth of the Force 
without any detriment to the performance of its funrtionr. Such a step 
would make it possible to reduce expenses in the mainlenancc of the 
Force and would relieve the burden of expense on Member SIatn.l’ 

CASE 8 

At the 2172nd meeting, convened al the request ** of 
the Secretary-General on 27 November 1979 in connection 
with the letter dated 25 November 1979 from the Secre- 
taryGenernl, he made the following statement, which 
reads, inter olio, as follows: 

As members of the Council are aware, within Ihe past three weeks 
I huvc been continuously involved in efforts to find means of rerolvln~ 
this very serious problem. Similar efforts have been made by you, 
Mr. Praidmt, as well as by many Covcmmcn~s. I take Ihia opporlunlty 
t( express my sincere appreciation for there efforts. 

We all know the basic elements ol the problem before us. The 
Government of the United Stata is deeply concerned at the seizure of 
its embassy at Tehnan and the detention of its diplomatic personnel, 
in violation of the rclcvam intcrnationrl conventions. The Government 
of Iran seeks r&as for injustices and abuse of human rights which, 
in its view, were committed by the previous rwme. 

A major concern, of course, must be for the fate of the individuals 
involved. But apart from the humanitarian, legal and psychological 
aspects of the problem there can be no quation that the intnrrJtional 
community has become increasingly disturbed at the dangerous level 
of tension arismg from this situation. This threatens the peace and 
sIability of the region and could well have very yavc consequcnca for 
the entire world. In the prcvallinl circumsuma iI lxcamc clear to me 
that the efforts I have mentioned. which were conducrcd with good faith 
and determination, could not for the time being overcome the very 
difficult obsIaclcs with which we were faced. Although at dma in Ihc 
put few days agreement seemed close, in the end the gap appeared to 
be too wide to be bridged at this stage. 

It was in the light of that developments and of the escalation of 
Icnsion that I concluded that the pracnt crisis poses a serious threat 
to inIemational peace and sccuriry. Accordingly, in the exercise of my 
responsibility under the Chuta. t asked for the urgent convening of 
the Security Council. I may mcntion here that this move was supported 
and welcomed by the Govcrnmcn~ of Iran and the United States. As 
you are aware. Mr. President, it was also unanimously supported by 
the members of the Council in the consultations which took place 
yesterday. I earnestly hope that the Council can be or assistance in 
helping the partia to find wr)r and means to racmcilc their diffcrcnm. 
In this connection, I was pleased IO have confirmation today thaI the 
Foreign Minister of Iran will come IO New York to participate in our 
deliberations. 

n For the t&s of the rckvant s~atcmcnts, see 2035th mI8.: Sccre~ary- 
General. paras. 6-8; and USSR, para. II. 

:s2172nd mtg., paru. 69. 

Part v  

CONDUCT OF BUSINESS (RULES 27-36) 

NOTE 

Part V sets out the cases bearing on rules 27-36. Cases 
relating to rules 37-39 are contained in chapter 111, 
“Participation in the proceedings of the Security Coun- 
cil”. Chapter V, which deals with the subsidiary organs 
of the Council, should be consulted in connection with 
rule 28. During the period under review, there were no 
special instances of the application of rules 29, 32 and 
34-36. 

As in the previous volumes of the Reperroire, the cases 
assembled in this part are indicative of the special prob- 
lems that arose in the application of the rules on the 

conduct of business, rather than the routine practice of 
the Counci;. They relate to such matters as the following 
points: 

Rule 27 

The order of intervention in the debate (cases 5-9) and 
on limiting statements in the exercise of right of reply. 

Rule 30 

The extent 10 which the President would rule on a point 
of order (cases IO- It). There were a number of instances 
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during the period under review in which representatives, 
having requested to be recognized on a point of order, 
made statements on matters on which no ruling was 
required. Such instances are not included in the study. 

Rule 31 

The requirement of written submission for proposed res- 
olutions, amendments and substantive motions (cases 13 
and 14). 

Rule 33 

On suspension and adjournment of meetings (case 15). 

Rule 34 

On proposing a draft resolution without need to be 
seconded (cases I6 and 17). 

**A. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOl7lON OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULES 27-36 

B. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION 
OF RULES 27.36 

Rule 27 

CASE 5 

At the 1885th meeting, on 30 January 1976, in con- 
nection with the situation in Namibia, the President 
(United Republic of Tanzania), after the conclusion of 
the debate on the item, informed the Council that he had 
received a telegram from the Head of State of the Com- 
oros protesting a planned referendum in Mayotte by 
France and requesting an urgent meeting of the Council. 
The President then gave the floor to the representative 
of the Libyan Arab Republic, who, while proceeding to 
make a substantive statement on the request by the Head 
of State of the Comoros, was called to order by the 
President stating that since the item was not on the 
Council’s agenda, it was not appropriate to go Into the 
details of the question. The representative of the Libyan 
Arab Republic replied that he was not going into the 
details of the question but merely trying to explain why 
the Council ought to take urgent action. 

The representative of France raised a formal objection 
to the statement by the representative of the Libyan Arab 
Republic, stating that while he could request a meeting 
of the Council he could not discuss a question until it 
was pur on the Council’s agenda. The representative of 
the Libyan Arab Republic then attempted to continue his 
statement and the representative of France again raised 
a point of order, repeating his objection. When the 
President ngaiu appealed to the representative of the 
Libyan Arab Republic not to make a statement on the 
question. he rcphed that he was not making a statement 
but merely pointing out the urgency of the question and 
that a meeting should be held the following day or the 
day after that. The President assured him that, in the 
consultations that the Council President would under- 
take, the specific suggestions of the representative of the 
Libyan Arab Republic would be taken into account.n 

CASE 6 

AI the conclusion of the 2017th meeting, on 29 June 
1977, the President (Canada) informed the Council that 

---- 
nFor the ICXII ol the rclcwn~ sta~ancn~r. see 1885th mtg.: Prcsida~ 

(Umled Republic of TJUJII~J). PJ~JS 12s. 126, 129. 131. 133, 133, 
137. 140 rnd 142; France. paws. I32 and 138; Libyan Arab Republic, 
Peru. 127. 128, 130. 134, 136, I39 Jnd 141. 

there was a list of speakers for both the morning and 
afternoon me&rigs the following day and that the speak- 
ers inscribed on the lists wished to speak before the vote. 
The representative of Mauritius asked the President 
whether the speakers would speak on the substance of 
the issue or in explanation of vote before the vote as it 
was his understanding that when inscribing their names 
on the list of speakers, the re 
whether they wished to speak on t/i 

resentatives indicated 
e substance of the issue 

or in explanation of vote. The representative of the United 
Kingdom stated that in his understanding the speakers 
were entitled to speak both on the substance and in 
explanation of vote before the vote. The President, agree- 
ing with the representative of the United Kingdom, stated 
that “we have now reached an understanding of the 
situation”.m 

CASE 7 

At the 2054th meeting, on 15 December 1977, in con- 
nection with the question of Cyprus, the President (Mau- 
ritius) informed the Council that Mr. Vedat A. Celik, who 
had been invited under rule 39 of the provisional rules 
of procedure, was leaving the following day. In order to 
enable him to speak it was his suggestion that Mr. Celik 
and the representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey IX 
given priority to speak after the conclusion of the voting 
on the draft resolution before the Council and that mem- 
bers forego making their statements in explanation of 
vote. Members could hand their statements to the Presi- 
dent who would then hand them to the Secretary-General 
to be bound in one volume and considered an official 
document of the Council. 

The representative of Benin stated that the President 
had deviated from the understanding reached during 
consultations to have the voting at the current meeting 
and hear explanations of vote the following day. His 
delegation intended to have its say in a sovereign manner 
in the debate and not to submit a written document to 
the Secretariat. 

The representative of Canada, supported by the rcpre- 
sentatives of France and Panama, suggested that Mr. Celik 
be allowed to speak at the current meeting and defer until 
the following day statements to be made by members of 
the Council in explanation of vote. The Council would 
be put in an awkward position if arties invited under 
rule 37 or 39 were allowed to spea f: and members were 
prevented from doing so and their statements simply 
circulated. 

The President said he would suspend the meeting for 
five minutes to enable members to meet in his office. He 
had an important communication to impart to them that 
would render Canada’s suggestion unacceptable although 
prima facie it seemed acceptable. 

After the resumption of the meeting, the draft resolu- 
tion was put to the vote and statements were made by the 
representatives of Cyprus and Greece, followed by state- 
ments by Mr. Celik and the representative of Turkey.” 

CASE 8 

At the 2109th meeting, on 12 January 1979, in con- 
nection with the telegram dated 3 January 1979 from the 
Deputy Prime Minister in charge of Foreign Affairs of 
Democratic Kampuchea, the representative of Cuba made 
a statement in exercise of the right of reply followh3 a 

‘DFor UK ~UU of ~hc rrkvMt UAWWIU. YC 201701 mu.: Prhdw 
(~),~u.~,~~~;~~u~tiru,puu.91~93;~dL’~t~ 
K’ 

“f 
dom. pua. 9s. 

J Foe the tuu of rhc rdcvurt a~wmmu. sa MMh mw: Praldcnc 
(MJtitiUI), Peru. 3-J; Rain. pars. IO; CJML. prJ. 12: FrJmx. 
Parr. 13; and Puumr, par&% IClb. 
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statement in right of reply by the representative of Dem- 
ocratic Kampuchea. After the representative of Cuba had 
spoken, the representative of Democratic Kampuchea 
again asked to make another statement in right of reply. 
The representative of the USSR, on a point of order, 
stated that the representative of Democratic Kampuchea 
should not be permitted to take the floor again as his 
statement “would be detrimental to the dignity of the 
Security Council”. The President (Jamaica) stated that 
representatives invited under rule 37 were entitled to speak 
in right of reply. The representative of Kuwait, on a point 
of order, appealed to the representative of Democratic 
Kampuchea not to exercise his right of reply for the 
present “in order to preserve the dignity of the Council”. 
The President, stating that the view expressed by the 
representative of Kuwait “should command the Council’s 
attention”, urged the Council to “accept the notion” put 
forward by him. The representative of Democratic Kam- 
puchea did not then insist on the right of reply? 

CASE 9 

At the 2248th meeting, on 28 September 1980, in 
connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq, 
following the voting on a draft resolution before the 
Council, the representative of Iraq asked the President 
if his understanding was correct that his delegation had 
been invited in accordance with the provisions of the 
Charter and the provisional rules of procedure of the 
Council to participate, without vote, in the deliberations 
of the Council. I f  so. he would like to draw the attention 
of the Council to something of extreme importance. 

The President (Tunisia) replied that the request by the 
representative of Iraq to speak had been inscribed and 
he would be given the floor in due course. 

When the representative of Iraq was given the floor 
in accordance with the list of speakers, he stated that, 
as the President would recall, he had asked to speak 
before the adoption of the resolution. There had been 
an understanding on that point and he regretted that 
the President, in his wisdom, “saw fit to go back on 
the understanding you gave me that you would give me 
that opportunity”. He.then quoted his statement at the 
2247th meeting, wherein he had requested that. before 
embarking on any substantive discussions of the conflict 
and consideration of any draft resolutions, the Council 
give his Government an opportunity to present its case 
in full through its Foreign Minister, who was willing and 
ready to come to New York to address the Council as 
soon as he was informed that the council was proceeding 
to a substantive debate. Now that the Council had in- 
deed embarked on a substantive debate and had already 
adopted a resolution, his delegation regretted that its 
requests had not been heeded. 

The President stated that he had only followed the 
customary procedure of the Council in conducting the 
current meeting of the Council and he had done so after 
consultations with the members of the Council. The 
consensus in the Council was that the Foreign Minister 
of Iraq would participate in the debate.” 

Rule 30 

CASE IO 

At the 1889th meeting, on I8 February 1976, in con- 
nection with the communications from France and 

“For Ihc texts of the relevant statements. see 2109th rnt8.T President 
(Jamaica). paras. 124. 125, 127-129 and 131: Cuba, paras. 117-123; 
Democratic Kampuchea, paras. 96-l 15; Kuwait. para. 130; and USSR, 
para. 126. 

“For the 1~x1s of the relevam statements. see 2248111 mrg.: President 
(Tunisia),puas. 1618and 130133;and Iraq,pdrs 13. ISand 13125. 

Somalia concerning the incident of 4 February 1976, the 
representative of Somalia had the floor when the repre- 
sentative of France raised a point of order. He said that 
the item on the agenda concerned the incident on the 
border between the French Territory of the Afars and the 
Jssa and Somalia and requested the representative of 
Somalia to confine himself to that subject and no1 to enter 
into considerations of France’s policy pertaining to that 
Territory. 

The representative of Somalia stated that the border 
incident could not be isolated from its basic cause and 
therefore he was within his rights and within the scope 
of the item on the agenda. 

The representative of France, disagreeing with the 
representative of Somalia, stated that the question of the 
French Territory was a matter of domestic policy of the 
Territory and fell under the global question of decoloniza- 
tion. That question was not on the agenda of the currenl 
meeting and therefore should not be raised at the current 
time. 

The President (United States) stated that while a certain 
latitude was permitted in the debates of the Council, the 
item on the agenda was confined to the border incident, 
as was the communication from the representative of 
Somalia to the Council. He therefore requested the repre- 
sentative of Somalia to attempt to keep within the frame- 
work of the agenda. 

The representative of Somalia said that his statement 
fell within the wider context of the item under discussion, 
and he reiterated that he was speaking within the frame- 
work of the item on the agenda. 

The President ruled that since there was a certain 
latitude in the debates of the Council, the representative 
of Somalia could proceed with his statement without 
prejudice to the agreed agenda. 

The representative of Somalia resumed his statement 
but the representative of France again raised a point of 
order objecting to the deviation by the representative of 
Somalia from the item under discussion. 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania 
stated that the President’s ruling was wise and that the 
representative of Somalia should be allowed to make his 
statement without prejudice to the item on the agenda. 
The President again stated his ruling that the representa- 
tive af Somalia was free to continue his statement. The 
representative of Somalia thanked the President for his 
ruling and observed that it was very difficult to separate 
an aggression from the cause of the aggression and that 
it was necessary to provide the Council with the back- 
ground of the aggression. Before he could resume his 
statement, however, the representative of France again 
urged the representative of Somalia to remain within the 
limits of the latitude accorded in Council debates, failing 
which he would “reserve any right to react to what he 
says”. 

The President, pointing out that the representative of 
Somalia was reading from a prepared text, observed that 
he should be allowed to finish reading the text. The 
representative of France, or any other member of the 
Council, of course had the right to reply in as much detail 
as he desired. He then again urged the representative of 
Somalia to resume his statement, which he proceeded to 
do without further interruption.Y 
-- 

HFor the 1~x1s of the rdcvan~ stakmcnts. see 1889th mrg.: Praidcnl 
(United States), was. 4S. 47. 49. $1. J4. JS, 58, 68. 69. 73. 16, 77. 
103 and 104; France. paras. 46, SO, 59.61,74 and 75; Somalia. puss. 48. 
?2. 56. 57. 70, 71. 72, 78-97, IO2 and 10s; and rhe United Republic 
of Twrarrla. para\ 64-67. 
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(‘ASI: II 

At the 2055th nleeting. on 16 Decernbcr 1977, in con- 
nection with the situation in Cyprus, the President (Mau- 
ritius), at the request of the representative of Turkey, 
gave the floor to Mr. Nail Atalay under rule 39 of the 
provisional rules of procedure. When Mr. Atalay, in 
the course of his statement, referred to the Permanent 
Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations by his 
name rather than his title, the latter raised a point of order 
and requested the President to “inform the person ap- 
pearing here now under rule 39 of the provisional rules 
of procedure” that he should address himself to all 
representatives of Member Sfates by their proper titles 
and not “affix to them titles imposed by others”. 

The representative of Turkey, on a point of order, 
stated that all representatives and persons speaking in the 
Council had the right to address other representatives as 
they wished. That had been an established practice in the 
United Nations for a long time and he recalled that there 
had been a time when a certain representative was des- 
cribed as “this gentleman who represents only himself”. 
Mr. Atalay was therefore within his rights to address 
“rhe representative who presumes to speak on behalf of 
Cyprus” in the manner that he did. 

The representative of Cyprus stated that while the 
representatives could address any other representative in 
whichever way they saw fit, that was not in the “proper 
order” of the United Nations and, in any case, “the 
person regarding whom I made the objection” was not 
a representative of a Member State. 

The President stated that he had noted the objection 
raised by the representative of Cyprus and called upon 
Mr. Atalay to proceed with his statement.” 

CASL: I2 

At the 1940th meeting, on I2 July 1976, in connec- 
tion with the complaint by Mauritius, current Chairman 
of OAU, of the “act of aggression” by Israel against 
Uganda, the representative of the I.ibyan Arab Republic, 
speaking on a point of order, proceeded to make a sub- 
stantive statement. The representative of Israel then 
requested the floor on a point of order and asked the 
President (Italy) “when is a point of order a point of 
order?“. The President stated that all he could do to reply 
to the representative of Israel was to read out rule 30 of 
the provisional rules of procedure.36 

Rule 31 

C’ASI~ I \ 

Towards the conclusion of the 1929th meeting, on 
I8 June 1976. in connection with the situation in South 
Africa, the President (Guyana) announced that the spon- 
sors of the draft resolution I’ before the Council had 
made some additions to the text. He then proceeded to 
read the revised tcx~ orally.‘” 

(‘ASI IJ 

AI the 2tr)oh meeting. OII IO Octobrr 1978. in con- 
nection wilt1 the Gtuatinn II) Sourhcrn Khodcsia, the 
Prcsidcnt (I,rnn~~). s[atmg thai ccrtaill dclcgations had 
expressed a desire to submit amendments to the draft 

resolulion before the Council, suspended the meting for 
10 minutes to consider the amendments. After the re- 
sumption of the meeting, the President read the revised 
rext ornlly.‘Y 

Rule 33 

CASE 15 

At the 2045th meeting, on 31 October 1977, in con- 
nection with the question of South Africa, the represen- 
tative of Canada made a proposal to adjourn the meeting 
until the following day under rule 33 of the provisional 
rules of procedure. The representative of Mauritius sup- 
ported the proposal to adjourn the meeting but requested 
that the date for the next meeting of the Council be ftxed 
by the new President after due consultations with mem- 
bers of the Council. The representative of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya proposed that the Council vote on the 
two proposals-one for adjournment and the other for 
the date of the next meeting. 

The President (India) stated that since the rcpresenta- 
tives of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Mauritius had 
proposed the adjournment of the meeting, that proposal 
would take precedence over the Canadian proposal to 
adjourn the meeting to a certain day under rule 33. 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
the representatives of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and 
Mauritius had been allowed to speak contrary to the rules 
to make their proposal for adjournment. Under the rules 
of procedure, the Canadian motion should have been 
decided upon without further debate. 

After further debate, the representative of Canada said 
that, on the understanding that there would be informal 
consultations by the Council the following day with the 
view to holding an early formal meeting, he would with- 
draw his motion.’ 

Rule 34 

CASE 16 

At the 1941~1 meeting, on I2 July 1976, in conncc- 
lion with the complaint by Mauritius, current Chairman 
of OAU, of the “act of aggression” by Israel against 
Uganda, the representative of the Libyan Arab Republic, 
exercising his right of reply, criticized the representative 
of the United Kingdom for the “hasty introduction” of 
a draft resolution, without appropriate consultations, “in 
order to detract the Council from the agreed agenda”. 
The “counter-draft resolution” was designed to sabotage 
the sincere and delicate efforts of the African States that 
had prepared a working paper and were engaged in 
informal consultations to arrive at an agreed text. He 
expressed deep concern at that departure by the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom from established practice 
and from the normal procedure of the Council. 

The representative of the United Kingdom rejected the 
contention that he had departed from any rule of proce- 
durc of the Council.” 

CASE 17 

At the I942nd meeting, on 13 July 1976, in connec- 
tion with the complaint by Mauritius, current Chairman 

-- 
Iv20901h &J.. PIIP( I4 
"For the ICXIS of the relcvam suwmern~, WC 2045th ml President 

(In&a). parar. 75. 76, 78 and 79. Canada. paras. 66 Jn %84; Libyan 
Arah Jamahmya. para< 72.74, Mauntiur. paras 6749; l rtd United 
Kingdom. para 77. 

‘1 For the ICUS of Ihe relevant strwmcnw see 194151 mU : LibYJn 
.~r& RC~UMIC. psrar 179-187; and Unwd Km&m. psr= t*8-‘91 
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of OAU, of the “act of aggression” by Israel agaivst 
Uganda, the representative of Mauritius, ratsmg a pomt 
of order, objected that the debate waq proceeding to a 
discussion of issues that were extraneous and irrelevant 
to the item on the agenda. The draft rcsolulion presented 
by the representatives of IIIC United Kingdom and the 
United States was itself irrelevant to the issue being 
discussed and therefore the question arose whether that 
draft resolution was even “receivable” by the Council. 
He requested a ruling by the President on that point. 

Chnylrr I. Prn~ldmrl rrrlcc of prnrrdrrr of Ihe Sccudty Ceumd __ .-.. ~-- -- -.- -. _-~ - __- ._- 

not called him out of order in raising a matter that had 
previously IWCII settled. 

Part VI 

The representative of the Libyan hrah Republic, sup- 
porting the rcpresentativc of Mauritius, stated that the 
question HRS not of thr right of delegations to submit 
a draft resolution but whcthcr it was rclevanr or irrelevant 
to the issue being considered. 

The President appeal4 to members of the Council not 
to raise procedural questions that had already hen settled 
;lnd to proceed with the dchatc.‘: 

The President (Italy) replied that the point raised had 
already been settled at a previous meeting and it was out 
of respect for the representative of Mauritius that he had 

VOTING (RULE 40) 

NOTE 

Rule 40 of the provisional rules of procedure contains 
no detailed provisions concerning the mechanics of the 
vote or the majorities by which the various decisions of 
the Council should be taken. It simply provides that 
voting in the Council shall conform to the relevant Arti- 
cles of the Charter and of the Statute of the International 
Court of Justice. Material concerning the majorities by 
which the decisions of the Council should be taken will 
be found in chapter IV: Voting. Material concerning 
certain aspects of the mechanics of voting has already 
been presented elsewhere in this chaptrr. 

During the period under review, members of the Coun- 
cil on certain occasions referred to a rule that does not 
appear in the provisional rules of procedure of the Coun- 
cil but in the rules of the General Assembly, under which 
voting may not be interrupted once it is in progress except 
for reasons relating to the actual conduct of the voting. 

On certain other occasions, mcmbcrs of the Council 
were recorded, as in the past, as not participating in the 
vote on resolutions declared to have been adopted. 

At the 3888th meet&g, on 6 February 1976, in con- 
nection with the situation in the Comoros, after the 
Council had rejected a draft resolution” by a vote of 11 
in favour, 1 against (France) and 3 abstentions, the 
representative of Benin questioned the right of France, 
as a party to the dispute, to participate in the vote. He 
said that he was not challenging the vote but simply 
raising a question as to its propriety. The representative 
of the Libyan Arab Republic also expressed his “most 
explicit reservations” concerning the vote, and stated that 
he would like to place on record his delegation’s view that 
in accordance with Article 27, paragraph 3, of the Char- 
ter, France was not entitled to vote as a party to the 
dispute. 

The representative of France stated that IIW situation 
in the Comoros was parallel to the situation in the Pan- 
ama Canal Zone and when the Council had discussed the 
matter in Panama in 1973, no one had questioned the 
right IO vote of Panama or of the United States, both 
of which had been parties to the dispute. During the past 
25 years, the Council had on several occasions been 
confronted with similar situations, where Sratcs directly, 
or indirectly concerned in the matter had not been pre- 
vented from casting their vote, as they would undoubtedly 
have exercised their vote if the matter had been concidcrcd 

in the context of Chapter VII of the Charter. To have 
acted in any other manner would have been tantamount 
to encouraging those States members of the Council, on 
measures contcmplatcd in Article 39, to ensure that their 
right to vote was not challenged. 

The representative of Panama stated that he could not 
agree with the attempts of the representative of France 
to draw a comparison between the current situation in 
the Comoros and the situation prevailing in Panama in 
March 1973. When the Council had visited Panama, it 
had done so to hold a series of special meetings in order 
IO consider matters relating to the maintenance and 
strengthening of peace in Latin America as a whole; it 
had not visited Panama to consider a dispute. Moreover, 
in Panama no representarive had questioned the right of 
the United States to vote; one could not therefore con- 
clude that that instance constituted a precedent, as the 
representative of France had done. He also questioned 
the right of the representative of France to vote. 

The representative of France replied that it had been 
the agenda of the Panama meetings that had dealt with 
the overall problem of Latin America; however, the draft 
resolution that had been voted on on 21 March 1973 dealt 
solely with the problem that at that time existed between 
the United States and Panama. 

The rcprcsentative of Panama stated that during the 
Council’s mcctingg in Panama, no representative had 
questioned the right of the concerned parties to vote under 
Article 27, paragraph 3, of the Charter and at no time 
had any Council member requested the President to take 
a stand 011 that point. At the current meeting, however,’ 
the d:lcgdtioni of Benir and the Libyan Arab Republic 
and his own were drawire attention to the right of France 
to vote under Article 2’. paragraph 3. He said that the 
record of the current rr.eeting should reflect the serious 
doubts harboured by many Council members regarding 
the right of the rcpreseqtative of France to vote. 

7’hc President (Ilnlted States) stated that had the ques- 
t;cn of the right of France to vote been raised at the 
appropriate time and yr:or to the vote, he believed that 
the right ot France to paricipate in the voting would have 
been sustained. 

Th*: representative c: Panama thanked the President 
for expressing “to UC a point of view that we had not 
sough1 from you”. 

The reprcscntative ol :he United Republic of Tanzania 
stated that he took it ttai the President’s statement, that 
rlre position of France on the right to vote would have 
~WII \urt.lincd had a ruilrlg been sought, was a personal 
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view and not that of the President of the Council; had proper and “no shadow of impropriety falls on the 
it been the belief of the President, he would have been specific action”.” 
asked first to give a ruling, which he had not. _--- 

The President stated that since no question as to the UFor the lcxrs of the rctcvanl slalemenls. KC 1888th mrg.: Presi- 

propriety of France to vote had been raised in advance dent (United Srarcs). paras. 292, 293, 295. 297, 310 and 313; Benin, 

of the vote, the “overwhelming” presumption of the 
paras. 264-267, 274 and 275; France, paras. 270-273.281.282.285-287 

proceedings of the current meeting must be that it was 
and 289; Libyan Arab Republic. paras. 268. 269. 291 and 294; and 
Panama, paras. 276-280. 283. 288. 290. 2% and 298. 

l *Parl VII 

**LANGUAGES (RULES 41-47) 

*‘NOTE 

*‘A. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMENDMENT OF RULES 4147 

l *B. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION OF RULES 41-1: 

Part VIII 

PUBLICITY OF MEETINGS, RECORDS (RULES 48-57) 

NOTE 

In accordance with rule 49, the verbatim records of 
each meeting are made available in the working languages 
to the representatives of the Council, as well as to the 
representatives of any other States that participated in 
the meeting. A note is incorporated in mimeographed 
copies of the record showing the time and date of distri- 
bution. Corrections are requested in writing, in quadrupli- 
cate, within three working days, to be submitted in the 
same language as the text to which they refer. These 
corrections are included, in the absence of any objection, 
in the Official Record of the meeting, which is printed 
and distributed as soon as possible after the time limit 
for correction. During the period under review, the Coun- 
cil held eight private meetings;” at the close of each, it 

---_ 
‘s 184&h meeting. 22 Seprcmber 1975: adoprron of rhc Councrl’s 

drafr report IO the Gencrat Assembly; 1853rd meeting. 6 November 1975. 
rhc siruatron In Wctrcrn Sahara; l%Srh mccring. 28 October 1976, 
adoption of the Councrl’s drafr rcpon 10 the Assembly; 1978th meeting. 
7 December 1976. electron of the SecrctaryCeneral; 2OSfkh meeting. 
25 November 1977. adoprron of rhc Council’s drafr rcporf to the 
Assembly. 2lO2nd mccrrnrg. 30 November 1978, adoption of the Coun- 
cd’s draft report IO rhc Assembly; 2173rd mcetrn&. 29 Novemhcr 1979. 
adoplwn r~l the (‘ounc~l’r draft rcporr to the Assembly; and 2249rh ma- 
“‘8, 14 Ocr~rhcr IVH(l. 3d1)ptnm of the Counc~l’c draft rrporr IO the 
A\\crnhly 

issued a communique through the Secretary-General 
in accordance with rule 55 of the provisional rules of 
procedure. 

**A. COtiSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULES U-57 

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

Rule 51 

CASE I8 

At the 1853rd meeting, on 6 November 1975, held in 
private, in connection with the situation in Western 
Sahara, the President pointed out that although rule 51 
provided for the issuance of the record of the meeting 
in single copy, the Council could follow an alternative 
course and decide that the verbatim record of the meeting 
would not be confidential but would be published in the 
same way as the record of a public meeting. It was so 
decided.& 

d18S3rdmtg , paras. 133. 134 and 136. 

**Part IX 

“AI’PE:NDIX TO PROVISIONAL RULES OF PROCEDURE 


